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Executive Summary 
This document evaluates the par[cipatory approach implemented in the SINFONICA project, 
focusing on the processes and methodologies used to engage stakeholders across four Groups of 
Interest (GOI): Trikala (Greece), Hamburg (Germany), Noord-Brabant (The Netherlands), and West 
Midlands (United Kingdom). The evalua[on assesses the effec[veness of the par[cipatory process 
across three key phases: Design and Planning, Implementa[on, and Results and Impacts.  

In the Design and Planning phase, the par[cipatory framework was posi[vely received for its 
inclusivity, coherence, and feasibility. Feedback from the GOI emphasized the alignment of 
objec[ves with stakeholder needs and the clarity of the guidelines, which fostered a sense of 
ownership among par[cipants. However, some GOI expressed a need for more [me to adequately 
prepare and conduct ac[vi[es, such as focus groups and interviews. Despite these challenges, the 
founda[onal elements of the par[cipatory approach were successfully established, crea[ng a solid 
basis for the following phases. 

The Implementa[on phase demonstrated the adaptability and inclusivity of the par[cipatory 
strategies. Tailored methodologies addressed the diverse needs of par[cipants, including vulnerable 
groups, and created synergies with local ini[a[ves. Feedback mechanisms enabled itera[ve 
improvements, enhancing the quality of engagement over successive rounds. However, challenges 
in maintaining par[cipant engagement and ensuring clear communica[on about the process and 
outcomes were noted, par[cularly in Noord-Brabant. Addressing these gaps remains essen[al for 
future par[cipatory efforts. 

In the Results and Impacts phase, the par[cipatory approach achieved significant outcomes, such as 
fostering trust, empowerment, and inclusivity. GOI representa[ves reported increased awareness of 
Coopera[ve, Connected, and Automated Mobility (CCAM) technologies and a sense that their 
contribu[ons were valued. The evalua[on also iden[fied key lessons learned, including the 
importance of clear communica[on strategies, robust feedback loops, and targeted efforts to engage 
underrepresented groups. Recommenda[ons emphasize the need for transparent communica[on 
of outcomes, tailored engagement strategies, and the integra[on of par[cipatory methods into 
broader governance structures to foster a par[cipa[ve poli[cal culture. 

In conclusion, the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach demonstrated its poten[al to address complex 
mobility challenges through inclusive and user-centred methodologies. While the process 
successfully fostered collabora[on and delivered meaningful outcomes, addressing iden[fied 
shortcomings—such as improved return mechanisms, and deeper integra[on of feedback—will 
further strengthen the approach. These findings offer valuable insights for advancing equitable, 
sustainable mobility solu[ons and sejng benchmarks for future par[cipatory processes in CCAM 
ini[a[ves. 
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1. Introduction 
The SINFONICA project, part of the Horizon Europe programme, develops innova[ve strategies, 
methods, and tools to engage Coopera[ve, Connected, and Automated Mobility (CCAM) users, 
providers, and other stakeholders. Its goal is to gather their needs, concerns, and desires regarding 
CCAM and support, through a coopera[ve approach, the development of innova[ve solu[ons in the 
realm of public and shared road passenger transport that are inclusive and accessible, benefi[ng the 
en[re popula[on. The project priori[zes a par[cipatory approach to tackle inclusivity and 
accessibility challenges, involving ci[zens, transport operators, public administra[ons, service 
providers, researchers, and vehicle and technology suppliers, with a special emphasis on individuals 
with mobility challenges. 

The SINFONICA framework is based on a par[cipatory approach designed for local and regional 
authori[es and those interested in developing and deploying inclusive, equitable, and accessible 
CCAM solu[ons. This approach has been co-created and tested with the SINFONICA Groups of 
Interest (GOI) created in four loca[ons across Europe: Trikala (Greece), Hamburg (Germany), the 
Province of Noord-Brabant (The Netherlands), and the metropolitan area of West Midlands (United 
Kingdom). In each local context, the GOI involve different categories of people with mobility 
challenges, ci[zens, and stakeholders. All in all, the project aims to collect and systema[ze 
knowledge on CCAM to co-create decision support tools for designers and decision-makers, 
promo[ng an inclusive, sustainable, and equitable deployment of CCAM solu[ons. At its core, 
SINFONICA consists of a wide community of actors across Europe, through which the project's 
ac[vi[es are tested and evaluated, enabling the reuse and empowerment of the knowledge 
provided at the local level. 

This deliverable presents the evalua[on of the SINFONICA par[cipatory process, focusing on its 
design, implementa[on, and impacts. Through detailed analysis, it provides insights into how 
effec[vely the approach addressed the project’s inclusivity and accessibility objec[ves while 
engaging diverse stakeholders across the four GOI. 

 

1.1 Purpose of this document 
The aim of the deliverable is to present the results of the par[cipatory approach evalua[on process, 
that was included in Task 3.5: Monitoring and evalua[on of the engagement and data collec[on 
ac[vi[es in the four GOI. The goal of this task was to objec[vely monitor progress and evaluate the 
effec[veness of the engagement strategies (T2.1) and of the data collec[on methodologies (T2.2, 
T2.3) that have been implemented within the four GOI (T3.1, - T3.4). As foreseen in the Grant 
agreement, the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) necessary to accurately monitor the ac[ons and 
evaluate the results achieved are defined. The results of the ac[vi[es of the T3.5, together with the 
final evalua[on of the strategies and methodologies implemented by the four GOI cons[tute the 
present deliverable D3.2: Evalua[on of engagement and data collec[on ac[vi[es. 

Carrying out the evalua[on of the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach involves a systema[c 
assessment of how well the engagement strategies may foster communica[on, par[cipa[on, and 
collabora[on among stakeholders in each GOI, ensuring that their input is genuinely incorporated 
into the project. By closely tracking the performance of these strategies, the task aimed to iden[fy 
strengths and weaknesses in the current approach, enabling con[nuous improvement and 
adapta[on to the needs of diverse stakeholders. As for the SINFONICA engagement ac[vi[es 
involving the four GOI, there were three rounds of feedback collec[on. At the end of each round the 
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performance and results obtained were analysed, proposing improvements to be implemented in 
the following round. Similarly, evalua[ng the data collec[on methodologies focused on ensuring 
that the informa[on gathered from each GOI is accurate, relevant, and comprehensive. This included 
analysing the effec[veness of different tools, techniques, and channels used for data collec[on, 
assessing how well they capture the key metrics and indicators necessary for informed decision-
making. It also involved verifying whether the data accurately reflects the perspec[ves, concerns, 
and expecta[ons of the stakeholders in each group, ensuring that the collected informa[on provides 
a reliable founda[on for policy development and technological adjustments. By conduc[ng this 
detailed evalua[on, the task proposed best prac[ces for stakeholder engagement and data 
collec[on within the CCAM sector. The aim was to ensure that the methodologies applied are not 
only scien[fically sound but also prac[cally effec[ve in addressing the specific goals of each GOI. 
Moreover, the objec[ve was to enhance the quality and the reliability of data, thereby suppor[ng a 
more transparent, evidence-based decision-making process that aligns with the strategic goals of 
the project and the broader ambi[ons of CCAM deployment in Europe. 

Therefore, the present report assesses the quality, reliability, and effec[veness of the par[cipatory 
approach, to determine if it matches the intended objec[ves and if it adheres to the recalled 
standards of rigor and impar[ality. The ul[mate object of the present evalua[on is to provide 
meaningful insights and support informed decision-making, as to improve the accuracy and impact 
of future assessments pertaining to approaches similar to SINFONICA’s or inspired by it. It is evident 
that the evalua[on of stakeholder engagement and data collec[on ac[vi[es is crucial in the CCAM 
sector, par[cularly for the development and deployment of Connected and Automated Vehicles 
(CAVs), or CCAM vehicles. Involving a wide range of stakeholders—from automo[ve manufacturers, 
technology developers, and transport operators to policymakers, local authori[es, and the general 
public—ensures that diverse needs, concerns, and expecta[ons are thoroughly understood. This 
engagement is key to iden[fying poten[al challenges, such as privacy, safety, cybersecurity, and 
infrastructure readiness, which are central to the success of CAVs. Assessing how and if the 
SINFONICA par[cipatory approach allows for this kind of inclusivity is at the core of the present 
study. 

Stakeholder engagement and data-driven insights facilitate the alignment of technological 
innova[on with public interest, ensuring that the deployment of CAVs is not only technologically 
feasible but also socially acceptable and economically viable. Engaging with the public early in the 
process helps to build trust, mi[gate resistance, and improve the acceptance of automated vehicles, 
while giving local authori[es the tools they need to manage the transi[on effec[vely. In the end, a 
well-structured evalua[on process enables the CCAM sector to create policies that are not only 
reac[ve to current issues but also proac[ve in shaping the future of mobility, ensuring a safer, more 
efficient, and sustainable transporta[on system for all. 

 

1.2 Structure of the report 
To provide an in-depth evalua[on of the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach, the report is structured 
as follows:  

• Chapter 1 provides an overview of the SINFONICA project, the purposes of the report, the 
audience to whom the document is directed, and a men[on on the connec[on with the 
deliverables of other WPs and Tasks of the project.  

• Chapter 2 describes the evalua[on framework adopted in SINFONICA to objec[vely monitor 
progress and evaluate the effec[veness of the engagement strategies (T2.1) and the data 
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collec[on methodologies (T2.2, T2.3) implemented within the four GOI (T3.1, T3.2, T3.3, 
T3.4), iden[fied according to the criteria outlined in T1.4 “Defini[on of the research groups 
and crea[on of interest”. It also provides a thorough defini[on of the SINFONICA evalua[on 
framework, giving a detailed descrip[on of each phase it consists of. 

• Chapter 3 outlines the methodology used to evaluate the par[cipatory process in 
SINFONICA. The evalua[on relied on a mixed-method approach, combining ques[onnaires, 
bilateral mee[ngs with each GOI, and a collec[ve brainstorming session, across three 
itera[ve rounds of feedback collec[on. Each method was tailored to assess key aspects of 
the process, including implementa[on, efficacy, efficiency, and impacts. The adap[ve 
evalua[on framework ensured that insights from each round informed the refinement of 
engagement strategies, providing a robust founda[on for assessing and improving the 
inclusivity and effec[veness of the par[cipatory approach. 

• Chapter 4 presents a detailed analysis of the feedback collected at the end of the three data 
collec[on phases of the par[cipatory approach to be evaluated: Design and Planning, 
Implementa[on, and Results and Impacts. It provides an in-depth examina[on of the findings 
for each criterion and variable, highligh[ng the achievements, challenges, and areas for 
improvement iden[fied through the par[cipatory process. The results are contextualized 
across the four GOI, offering compara[ve insights and emphasizing the inclusivity, 
adaptability, and overall effec[veness of the methodologies employed. Moreover, it reflects 
the lessons learned throughout the par[cipatory process, drawing from feedback provided 
by GOI and evalua[ve findings. It synthesizes these insights into key recommenda[ons for 
improving future par[cipatory methodologies, with an emphasis on fostering inclusivity, 
clear communica[on, and effec[ve stakeholder engagement. This chapter serves as a 
founda[on for understanding the outcomes and their implica[ons for properly evalua[ng 
the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach. 

• Chapter 5 presents the overall conclusions of the evalua[on, summarizing the achievements 
of the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach while addressing its shortcomings. It outlines 
ac[onable steps for refining par[cipatory processes and highlights the poten[al for 
replica[ng the approach in similar projects, ensuring long-term relevance and impact. 

 

1.3 Scope of the deliverable and relations with other WPs and Tasks 
of the project 

The scope of the present document is to evaluate the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach and 
engagement strategy applied within the SINFONICA project, as the final output of T3.5: “Monitoring 
and evalua[on of the engagement and data collec[on ac[vi[es in the four GOI” which was executed 
by UNIMORE. 

While carrying on data collec[on ac[vi[es in the GOI, monitoring ac[vi[es were executed 
throughout the process and specific KPIs were iden[fied to address the effec[veness of the 
engagement strategies (T2.1), and the data collec[on methodologies (T2.2, T2.3) that were 
implemented within the four GOI iden[fied in T1.4 (T3.1 - T3.4). 

D3.2 is in strict rela[on with the two outputs released a]er comple[on of T1.1: “Mobility needs and 
requirements of European ci[zens” and T1.4: “Defini[on of the research groups and crea[on of 
GOI”. Namely, they are respec[vely D1.1 “Mobility needs and requirements of European ci[zens”, 
which iden[fies relevant user groups for SINFONICA, and the Internal Report on Task 1.4, which 



 

SINFONICA_Deliverable3.2_V1.0.docx  9 
 

details the defini[on of research groups, and the crea[on of the GOI subsequently involved in the 
engagement ac[vi[es in the four research sites (T3.1-T3.2-T3.3-T3.4). 

Furthermore, it is remarkable to note the connec[on between D3.2 and T2.1 “Stakeholders’ 
engagement strategies” and T2.2 “Par[cipatory methods to capture mobility needs and future 
expecta[ons from CCAM”, and their related deliverables - D2.1 “Engagement guidance for CCAM 
solu[ons”, and D2.2 “Par[cipatory methods to capture mobility needs and future expecta[ons from 
CCAM process”. The laqer outlines the par[cipatory framework and methodologies developed by 
the SINFONICA project to capture mobility needs and future expecta[ons for CCAM, which is indeed 
at the core of the present evalua[on.  

Lastly, D3.2 provides valuable insights to the delivery of D3.3 “Data analysis, enrichment, and 
systema[za[on”, which will be submiqed in January 2025 (M29) and supplied the templates for data 
collec[on to ensure informa[on is reported in a uniform and easily comparable manner, and D3.1 
“Report of ac[vi[es in the GOI”, to be submiqed in June 2025 (M34) describing the prac[cal 
implementa[on of the par[cipatory methodologies applied within the four GOI.   

 

1.4 Intended Audience 
The primary audience for D3.2 includes a diverse range of stakeholders with interest in the 
development and deployment of CCAM technologies. Policymakers and Regulators are par[cularly 
crucial, as this deliverable provides them with a comprehensive evalua[on of the par[cipatory 
approach, offering insights into its inclusivity, effec[veness, and impact. These findings can guide 
the development of policies and frameworks that ensure ethical, equitable, and sustainable 
integra[on of CCAM technologies into society. Similarly, Public Authori[es and Transport Agencies 
can use the evalua[on to refine engagement strategies and understand how par[cipatory 
approaches can contribute to more inclusive urban planning and infrastructure investments tailored 
to automated mobility solu[ons. 

For universi[es, research ins[tu[ons, and think tanks, this deliverable serves as a cri[cal resource 
for analysing the effec[veness of par[cipatory frameworks and methodologies. It offers evidence-
based insights to inform future research on co-crea[on approaches, par[cipatory engagement, and 
the broader societal implica[ons of CCAM technologies. This document aims to support ongoing 
innova[on and collabora[on in shaping user-centred and socially responsive mobility systems. 

Addi[onally, Non-Governmental Organiza[ons (NGOs) and Advocacy Groups focusing on social 
equity, environmental jus[ce, and ethical governance can leverage the evalua[on process to assess 
the inclusivity and impact of stakeholder engagement. The findings highlight how par[cipatory 
processes address key concerns such as accessibility, equity, and sustainability, aligning with their 
broader missions to advocate for responsible and community-centred technological innova[on. 

By addressing the needs of these varied audiences, this deliverable supports informed decision-
making and fosters collabora[on toward a CCAM ecosystem that is safe, efficient, and reflec[ve of 
societal priori[es. 
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2. Participatory process evaluation framework 
This chapter presents the evalua[on framework developed to assess the par[cipatory approach 
implemented in the SINFONICA project. It begins by discussing the importance of par[cipatory 
approaches in mobility projects, emphasizing their role in ensuring inclusivity, building trust, and 
fostering collabora[on among diverse stakeholders. This context highlights why such methodologies 
are cri[cal for the successful deployment of CCAM solu[ons. 

The chapter then outlines the object of the evalua[on, focusing on the specific objec[ves and 
expected outcomes of the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach. These elements provide the 
founda[on for the framework, ensuring that the evalua[on aligns with the project’s broader goals 
of inclusivity, representa[on, and ac[onable impact. 

Finally, the chapter details the defini[on of the evalua[on framework, presen[ng the criteria, 
variables, and study ques[ons that guide the assessment. This structured approach ensures a 
comprehensive analysis of the design, implementa[on, and impacts of the par[cipatory process, 
offering valuable insights into its effec[veness and areas for improvement. 

 

2.1 The importance of a participatory approach in mobility projects 
In mobility projects, engagement strategies and par[cipatory approaches are essen[al to bridge the 
gap between technological innova[on and user acceptance. By ac[vely involving end-users and 
stakeholders throughout the development process, these strategies help demys[fy new 
technologies, foster understanding, and build trust—key elements that drive public acceptance.  

Par[cipatory processes are an essen[al aspect of collabora[ve planning and decision-making 
processes, even though designing such processes effec[vely can be quite challenging, especially 
when it comes to autonomous vehicles or CAVs.  The introduc[on of autonomous vehicles brings 
not only technological shi]s but also societal and ethical ques[ons, impac[ng on how individuals 
perceive and interact with these innova[ons. Engaging users in the co-crea[on process allows 
project teams to beqer understand public concerns, address specific needs, and ensure that the 
solu[ons developed are aligned with users’ values and expecta[ons.  

By adop[ng this inclusive approach, the SINFONICA project wants to build a founda[on of trust and 
transparency, ul[mately easing the path for autonomous vehicle technology to be integrated 
smoothly into everyday mobility.  

From this point of view, Par[cipatory Research (PR) methods represent a transforma[ve approach 
to conduc[ng research, where the emphasis is on ac[ve engagement and collabora[on with those 
directly affected by the issues under study, aiming for prac[cal and ac[onable outcomes (Cargo & 
Mercer, 2008). PR emphasizes partnerships between researchers, stakeholders, community 
members, and individuals with firsthand experience, making them ac[ve collaborators in the 
research process (Jagosh et al., 2012). Unlike tradi[onal research methods, which o]en posi[on 
par[cipants as passive subjects, par[cipatory methods involve stakeholders, community members, 
and end-users as co-creators in the research process (Vaughn & Jacquez, 2020). Unlike tradi[onal 
research designs, PR uses methods and tools that promote par[cipatory and democra[c 
engagement, shared decision-making, and mutual learning.  

Likewise, the par[cipatory approach developed with the SINFONICA project departs from the 
assump[ons that in sustainable urban mobility planning, the func[onal urban areas need to be 
considered, and that ci[zen engagement is o]en enacted at the neighbourhood level. As illustrated 
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in D2.2 “Par[cipatory methods to capture mobility needs and future expecta[ons from CCAM 
process”, the SINFONICA framework adopted an overall boqom-up approach to capture the mobility 
needs of European ci[zens, with special aqen[on to the needs of vulnerable users and under-
researched groups. This process was facilitated by the establishment of the GOI in Trikala, Hamburg, 
Noord-Brabant province, and West Midlands metropolitan area. The par[cipatory techniques—
interviews, focus groups, and workshops—were developed collabora[vely and itera[vely refined 
based on feedback from the GOI. Ci[zens and stakeholders, represen[ng different segments of the 
society, were directly engaged in a par[cipa[ve process which results feed the so-called Knowledge 
Map Explorer, an innova[ve tool able to exploit knowledge by providing prac[cal guidelines and 
long-term recommenda[ons (Deliverable 4.1 “SINFONICA Knowledge map crea[on and System 
Architecture specifica[on” and Deliverable 4.2 “SINFONICA Knowledge Map Explorer 
Implementa[on”). The overall SINFONICA par[cipatory approach is therefore based on a co-crea[on 
and co-defini[on process between the SINFONICA partners and the GOI. Such a strategy allowed 
that the representa[ves of all the iden[fied categories of vulnerable users, ci[zens and various 
stakeholders, were selected to guarantee different perspec[ves and points of view at the 
geographical level, at the level of digital advancement, and finally at the level of experience and 
interac[ons with the CCAMs. 

Involving ci[zens in the decision-making process responds to the increasing demand from the 
European Commission for capacity to support par[cipatory and delibera[ve projects and policy at 
the EU level. This aligns with the view of the Competence Centre on Par[cipatory and Delibera[ve 
Democracy, an ini[a[ve of the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC), which provides 
exper[se and tools to design, implement, and evaluate par[cipatory and delibera[ve processes. The 
Centre emphasizes the importance of transla[ng ci[zen engagement into policy-relevant outputs, 
ensuring that public input directly informs and shapes decisions. By incorpora[ng this perspec[ve, 
the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach builds on best prac[ces and standards for inclusive and 
effec[ve ci[zen involvement. This helps policymakers beqer understand ci[zens' expecta[ons, fears, 
needs, and challenges, enabling the crea[on of more informed and responsive policies. 

Indeed, in European mobility projects like SINFONICA, adop[ng a par[cipatory approach to define 
needs and user requirements is crucial for crea[ng inclusive, effec[ve solu[ons that truly serve the 
diverse needs of a community. By ac[vely involving a broad spectrum of stakeholders, including end-
users, municipali[es, mobility providers, and technology developers, par[cipatory frameworks allow 
projects to incorporate insights from all sectors of society, ensuring that mobility solu[ons address 
real-world challenges and expecta[ons. In this view, the par[cipatory approach becomes the key to 
secure a sustainable future for any innova[on to come, together with the promo[on of good 
democracy prac[ces. 

Nevertheless, when it comes to evalua[ng these par[cipatory processes, a significant gap exists 
considering that, to our knowledge, there were no prior examples pertaining to the mobility sector 
from previous EU-funded projects. In order to define the SINFONICA evalua[on framework we 
therefore draw from a few valuable cases related to other sectors. 

For instance, in the emerging fields of smart home and smart health technologies and services, the 
Living Innova[on EU-funded project (hqps://www.living-innova[on.net) paved the way on how to 
engage with Co-crea[on and Design thinking. In this project, “Co-crea[on” meant that companies 
and users worked together, and users had an ac[ve role in the innova[on process. This par[cipatory 
understanding of crea[ng innova[ons proved to be quite groundbreaking as it differs clearly from 
the common industrial prac[ce of designing for users, in which users are only seen as customers and 
future buyers of a product. The Liv-IN Toolkit (Kuhn et al., 2021) realized a]er comple[on of the 
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project, was used to propose ad hoc methods for mul[-stakeholders’ par[cipa[on: it shreds lights 
on how to organize and structure an efficient workshop, underlining the key successful factors to be 
followed such as having a clear mandate, ensuring transparency (providing clear and barrier-free 
informa[on to all par[cipants), sustainable involvement, seriousness (it belongs to the key tasks of 
the facilitators to ensure that all par[cipants are well informed about, and respect the seriousness 
of the co-crea[on process) and fairness (to guarantee that all par[cipants have their say). 

Moreover, as stated by CIVITAS in the Handbook “Involving Stakeholders: Toolkit on Organising 
Successful Consulta[ons” (Auwerx et al., 2011), stakeholder consulta[on is increasingly becoming a 
legal requirement. In fact, there are many ways in which decision makers and prac[[oners can 
benefit from it: it improves the quality of decision making and make the whole process more 
democra[c, it brings together different stakeholders with different opinions, it eliminates delays and 
reduces costs in the implementa[on phase, and it creates opportuni[es for stakeholders and 
decision makers to learn from each other by exchanging informa[on and experiences. 

Speaking of par[cipatory approach in public policies design and defini[on, it is worth men[oning 
the Spanish province of Gipuzkoa, located in the Basque Country: according to their Foral Regula[on 
5/2018, “Ci[zen’s par[cipa[on must occupy a central place in the ac[ons of public authori[es, in 
the determina[on of public policies and in their execu[on and management, so that ci[zens can 
make a decisive contribu[on through the resources and procedures made available to them.”. As in 
many other regions of Europe, guaranteeing ci[zen’s par[cipa[on in the shaping of public policies 
is therefore becoming a mandate for the Dirección General de Par.cipación Ciudadana, who 
elaborated a guide (Diputación Foral de Gipuzkoa, 2019) on the par[cipatory process evalua[on to 
facilitate the technical management and monitoring of such processes and to delve into the constant 
improvement of it.   

Finally, to develop the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach evalua[on framework, the Common 
Evalua[on Methodology (EU-CEM) created within the FAME project was explored. The EU-CEM 
provided a comprehensive founda[on for understanding the broader evalua[on landscape in CCAM. 
In par[cular, it offered structured guidance on planning and conduc[ng evalua[ons, which proved 
beneficial for situa[ng the SINFONICA evalua[on within the wider CCAM context. Addi[onally, 
representa[ves of the SINFONICA coordina[on team par[cipated in the dedicated FAME summer 
school, which facilitated in-depth exposure to the principles and applica[ons of EU-CEM. However, 
while EU-CEM excels in addressing technical and societal evalua[ons of CCAM, it does not 
specifically encompass the evalua[on of par[cipatory approaches, a cornerstone of SINFONICA’s 
methodology. Despite this limita[on, the insights gained from EU-CEM, and the FAME summer 
school enriched the team’s understanding of CCAM evalua[on frameworks, influencing the 
systema[c structuring of SINFONICA’s unique par[cipatory evalua[on strategy. These experiences 
underscored the importance of tailoring the framework to evaluate not only outcomes but also the 
processes that ensure inclusivity and responsiveness in par[cipatory engagement. 

The above-men[oned examples certainly inspired the SINFONICA Team in the defini[on of the 
SINFONICA Evalua[on Framework, synthesising insights from various sources beyond the field of 
European mobility and leading to a unique tailored approach capable of measuring and refining the 
par[cipatory methodologies designed to collect users’ requirements and needs related to CCAM. It 
underscores the innova[ve nature of the SINFONICA Evalua[on Framework which can fill the 
exis[ng gap and highlights the importance of pioneering evalua[on models which, in the absence 
of exis[ng standards, play a cri[cal role in sejng benchmarks, establishing trust among stakeholders 
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by sejng transparent, adaptable, and robust evalua[on prac[ces and guiding standard quality and 
performance assessment. 

 

2.2 Object of the evaluation 
Deliverable D3.2 is the final output of T3.5: “Monitoring and evalua[on of the engagement and data 
collec[on ac[vi[es in the four GOI”. As such, the goal of this task, led by UNIMORE, was to 
objec[vely monitor progress and evaluate the effec[veness of the engagement strategies (T2.1) and 
the data collec[on methodologies (T2.2, T2.3) that were implemented within four GOI (T3.1, T3.2, 
T3.3, T3.4). The evalua[on focuses on the par[cipatory process, which in the case of SINFONICA had 
exploratory purposes to discover the people's feelings and ajtude toward CCAM with a specific 
focus on the needs and requirements of people with mobility challenges. In other contexts, the 
par[cipatory process can lead to the design and the co-crea[on of a new CCAM service. 

There were three rounds of engagement and data collec[on for each GOI: at the end of each round, 
the evalua[on team analysed the performance and results obtained, proposing improvements to be 
implemented in the next round.  

The objec[ve of the present report is therefore to evaluate the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach, 
whose core ac[vi[es were realized through a co-crea[on and co-defini[on process between the 
SINFONICA partners, and the four men[oned GOI.  In this respect, it is no[ced that the specifics of 
what occurred during the ac[vi[es realized with those GOI, as well as the results of the feedback 
received from ci[zens and stakeholders who were ac[vely engaged in the related ac[vi[es, are not 
the focus of this report, but will contribute to the project's final findings.  

More in detail, the object of this inves[ga[on was to evaluate the success of the methods 
implemented according to the final output of T2.1 “Stakeholders’ engagement strategies” (D2.1), 
and the final output of T2.2 “Par[cipatory methods to capture mobility needs and future 
expecta[ons from CCAM” (D2.2), as means to engage ci[zens, stakeholders and future users towards 
co-crea[on and collec[on of the required informa[on related to CCAM. 

The SINFONICA engagement strategy has been designed to be itera[ve, and therefore made to be 
tested, evaluated, and refined in mul[ple cycles or “rounds”, to ensure its effec[veness. This itera[ve 
approach involved CCAM users (in the case of SINFONICA, the focus was on people with mobility 
challenges), stakeholders, and ci[zens from the four above men[oned areas. According to the 
SINFONICA vision, the ac[ve engagement of users and stakeholders shall help ensure the solu[ons 
to be developed are not only technically sound but also socially acceptable and beneficial to a wide 
range of individuals, par[cularly those who face challenges in accessing tradi[onal public transport 
systems. To support this engagement strategy, various ac[vi[es have been implemented to ensure 
comprehensive involvement and feedback from all stakeholders, such as large-scale surveys, 
interviews, focus groups and interac[ve workshops. A large-scale survey was circulated to gather 
popula[on-level data on user factors affec[ng CCAM deployment, helping iden[fy the needs, 
preferences, concerns of a broad demographic and future deployment of CCAM. A series of 
interviews with people with mobility challenges provided in-depth insights into specific issues and 
opportuni[es related to CCAM deployment. Specifically, 290 interviews were conducted across the 
four GOI. Alongside the strategies aimed at involving groups of people with mobility challenges, the 
par[cipatory process established in SINFONICA also included the involvement of ci[zens' 
representa[ves in focus groups to beqer understand users’ needs, concerns, and expecta[ons. 
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These focus groups have been conducted during the three rounds of engagement, following the 
guidelines provided by WP2. Finally, interac[ve workshops were held targe[ng stakeholders and 
experts in a collabora[ve environment, encouraging brainstorming, problem-solving, and co-
crea[on of solu[ons. Based on the discussions within the co-crea[on framework, three workshops 
were planned in three rounds with involvement of previously defined groups. 

• The first workshop was dedicated to a cri[cal analysis of current mobility, examining the 
results from focus groups and semi-structured interviews. This stage helped iden[fy 
obstacles and poten[al solu[ons for implemen[ng CCAM.  

• The second workshop explored the poten[al of CCAM to address mobility needs by 
discussing par[cipants' expecta[ons, desires, and concerns. 

• The third and final workshop focused on collabora[vely defining the requirements for 
deploying an inclusive, equitable, and accessible CCAM. 

Evalua[ng this comprehensive engagement strategy, as pictured in figure 1, is at the core of the 
present analysis. 

 

Figure 1: Overview of SINFONICA par6cipatory approach implemented in the engagement phase 

Having outlined the engagement strategies and data collec[on methodologies applied in the 
SINFONICA project, the next step involves presen[ng the objec[ves that guided the evalua[on 
framework. These objec[ves reflect the values and priori[es set during the par[cipatory process 
and form the basis for assessing its effec[veness and impact. By aligning the evalua[on objec[ves 
with the principles underpinning the par[cipatory approach, we ensure a coherent link between the 
applied methods, the desired outcomes, and the criteria used to evaluate their success. 

The evalua[on framework is designed to assess how well the SINFONICA par[cipatory process 
adhered to its core principles of collabora[on, inclusivity, and human-centredness in addressing 
mobility challenges in the context of CCAM. This structured approach allows us to examine whether 
these values were effec[vely integrated into the par[cipatory ac[vi[es, enabling a thorough and 
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meaningful evalua[on of the process and its outcomes. The evalua[on framework is structured 
around three overarching objec[ves, each supported by specific goals: 

1. Ensure inclusivity: The first objec[ve emphasizes the importance of inclusivity and 
representa[on in the par[cipatory process. This involves ensuring that diverse stakeholder 
groups, par[cularly vulnerable popula[ons, are equitably represented and have their voices 
heard. By promo[ng social equity, the process seeks to address systemic dispari[es in 
mobility access and ensure that the solu[ons developed are inclusive for all. Addi[onally, 
this objec[ve underpins a human-centric approach, priori[zing the lived experiences and 
needs of individuals as the founda[on for mobility innova[on. 

2. Gather diverse perspec=ves on mobility challenges: The second objec[ve aims to generate 
a comprehensive understanding of the community’s mobility needs and preferences by 
ac[vely engaging a wide array of stakeholders. By facilita[ng dialogue and collabora[on, the 
approach enhances community engagement, crea[ng a sense of ownership and partnership 
among par[cipants. This objec[ve also focuses on building trust and collabora[on among 
stakeholders, fostering coopera[ve rela[onships that support the successful deployment of 
CCAM solu[ons. 

3. Co-iden=fy and address unique mobility challenges: The third objec[ve focuses on 
iden[fying and addressing the dis[nct mobility challenges faced by specific segments of the 
popula[on, such as the elderly, people with disabili[es, and rural residents. This involves 
understanding the specificity of each local context and tailoring engagement strategies 
accordingly. At the same [me, it aims to provide elements of replicability, ensuring that the 
lessons learned, and methods developed can be applied in other regions, making the 
approach both scalable and adaptable. 

The par[cipatory approach should be designed to achieve two primary outcomes, which align with 
the general and specific objec[ves: 

• Increase solu=on acceptance: By involving stakeholders directly in the process, the approach 
fosters trust and transparency, which are cri[cal for gaining public acceptance of CCAM 
technologies. This engagement ensures that solu[ons are not only technically feasible but 
also socially acceptable, enhancing their long-term viability. 

• Contribute to relevant and inclusive policy recommenda=ons: The insights gathered 
through the par[cipatory process directly inform the crea[on of inclusive policy 
recommenda[ons. These recommenda[ons aim to address diverse mobility challenges 
effec[vely while promo[ng equity and inclusivity in mobility systems, suppor[ng 
policymakers in designing regula[ons and frameworks that reflect the needs and aspira[ons 
of all ci[zens. 

This structured and itera[ve approach is visually summarized in the following figure, which outlines 
the objec[ves and expected outcomes of the SINFONICA par[cipatory methodology. 
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Figure 2: Overview of the objec6ves of the SINFONICA par6cipatory approach 

 

This structure forms the basis for the evalua[on presented in this deliverable, with the subsequent 
chapter detailing the framework developed to assess its effec[veness, inclusivity, and impact. 

 

2.3 Definition of the evaluation framework 
The evalua[on framework for the par[cipatory process in SINFONICA is structured around three key 
phases, each designed to comprehensively assess the effec[veness, inclusivity, and impact of 
stakeholder engagement. The Design and Planning phase focuses on evalua[ng the founda[onal 
setup of the par[cipatory process, examining the alignment of objec[ves, resource alloca[on, and 
the overall quality of the design. The Implementa[on phase assesses the actual rollout of the 
par[cipatory ac[vi[es, focusing on process quality, execu[on, and flexibility in adap[ng to 
par[cipants’ needs. Finally, the Results and Impacts phase evaluates the outcomes of the process, 
measuring its effec[veness in mee[ng objec[ves, efficiency in resource use, and long-term impacts 
on trust, inclusivity, and stakeholder empowerment. Together, these phases provide a 
comprehensive framework to ensure the par[cipatory process supports the project’s goals and 
delivers meaningful contribu[ons to inclusive mobility solu[ons. In the following table the 
evalua[on criteria, and related variables and study ques[ons that guided the evalua[on process are 
presented, according to each of these three phases. 
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Table 1: Evalua6on criteria, variables and related study ques6ons for each of the phases to be evaluated 

Phase Criteria Variables Study Ques=ons 

Design 
and 
Planning 

Suitability Suitability of 
objec[ves 

To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA 
interviews / focus groups / workshops coherent / 
inclusive / achievable?  

Rules of the 
game 

To what extent was the scope of the par[cipatory 
approach clear? 

To what extent were the guidelines for the interviews 
clear?  

To what extent were the guidelines for the focus 
groups clear?  

To what extent were the guidelines for the workshops  
clear?  

Return To what extent were the engagement strategies clear 
in defining how to firstly get the par[cipants 
engaged?  

To what extent were the engagement strategies clear 
in defining how to keep the par[cipants engaged?  

To what extent were the engagement strategies clear 
in defining how to keep the par[cipants informed 
about the results of the ac[vi[es? 

Coherence Coherence Were the interviews / focus groups / workshops a 
good methodology to approach the defined target?  

Feasibility Resources Before star[ng the par[cipatory approach process, 
did you have a clear idea of the resources needed to 
implement the ac[vi[es? 

External 
dynamiza[on 
resources 

Did you use external resources (not directly involved 
in the SINFONICA project)? 

To what extent were the external resources compliant 
with the process requirements?  

Did you train the external resources with the 
SINFONICA guidelines / engagement strategies? 

Design 
quality 

Leadership To what extent are you sa[sfied with the support 
provided by WP1 & WP2 teams?  

Did your municipality count on previous or exis[ng 
par[cipatory dynamics?  

Diversity of 
par[cipants 

To what extent do you think all people and/or groups 
interested in the topic have been invited to 
par[cipate, according to the specific needs of each 
GOI? 
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Phase Criteria Variables Study Ques=ons 

Do you think that diversity of perspec[ves has been 
guaranteed in the iden[fica[on of par[cipants? 

Would you have wanted to add some addi[onal 
specific categories? If yes, which ones?  

Transparency Was access to the informa[on regarding the 
par[cipatory sessions easy?  

To what extent was the format of the disclosure of the 
informa[on understandable for your target 
par[cipants? 

To what extent was the privacy consent 
understandable for your target par[cipants?  

Methodologi
cal 
adapta[on 

To what extent did you feel that your opinions were 
considered during the co-crea[on ac[vi[es?  

To what extent did you feel that your 
remarks/comments were considered during the co-
crea[on ac[vi[es?  

Was the [me foreseen for the co-crea[on of the GOI 
enough? 

Was the [me foreseen for discussing the guidelines 
for the par[cipatory approach enough? 

Was the [me foreseen for discussing the engagement 
strategy enough? 

Accessibility To what extent have obstacles or situa[ons of 
inequality that impede par[cipa[on been foreseen? 

To what extent have the proper resources required to 
manage them been planned?  

Communica[
on 

To what extent did you find useful the communica[on 
recommenda[ons for the interviews / focus groups / 
workshops made available by the SINFONICA 
project?  

Which specific measures have been taken to ensure 
inclusive communica[on with all par[cipants? 

Training To what extent were the trainings online and in 
presence useful for conduc[ng the interviews / focus 
groups / workshops?  
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Phase Criteria Variables Study Ques=ons 

Implemen
ta[on 

Process 
quality 

Synergies 
with other 
processes 

Have you established synergies with other 
projects/ac[vi[es in your territory through the 
SINFONICA par[cipatory approaches?  

Did you have the possibility to increase / enhance / go 
deeper with the collabora[on with other 
stakeholders during the rounds of par[cipatory 
sessions?  

Adapta[on 
to 
par[cipants’ 
needs and 
agendas 

To what extent was it difficult to schedule the 
interviews/focus groups/workshops?  

Which measures did you consider to tailor the 
methodological guidelines to the specific needs of 
par[cipants? 

Dynamiza[o
n 

Would you say that the atmosphere during the 
interviews / focus groups / workshops was nice? 

To what extent are you sa[sfied with the interviews / 
focus groups / workshops you have conducted? 

To what extent were you able to report all the 
opinions expressed during the focus groups and 
workshops?   

Which strategies did you use to facilitate 
par[cipa[on? 

Execu[on Execu[on Did you manage to perform all the par[cipatory 
sessions that were planned?  

To what extent was it difficult to schedule the 
interviews / focus groups / workshops? 

Did you have the need to change the protocol of 
interviews / focus groups / workshops? 

Was the [me foreseen for the interviews / focus 
groups / workshops enough? 

During the interviews / focus groups / workshops: did 
you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on? 

Flexibility Flexibility To what extent did you feel that your 
remarks/comments were considered to adapt the 
guidelines for the following rounds of engagement 
strategies? 

Efficacy Achievement 
of objec[ves 

To what extent do you think the objec[ves of the 
par[cipatory approach have been achieved? 
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Phase Criteria Variables Study Ques=ons 

Results 
and 
impacts 

Engagement 
and quality 
of 
par[cipa[on 

How would you rate the level of engagement of 
par[cipants during the interviews / focus groups / 
workshops?  

Accessibility Did you ensure that the place where you conducted 
the interviews / focus groups / workshops was 
accessible to everyone? 

Did you encounter any gap in performing the 
interviews /focus groups / workshops (technological, 
linguis[c, thema[c)? 

Efficiency Resource 
u[liza[on 

To what extent are you sa[sfied with the effort-
benefit ra[o of the interviews / focus groups / 
workshops:  you have conducted? 

Impacts Trust and 
collabora[on 
building 

Have you established a community / group of 
followers / network among stakeholders, ci[zens and 
local authori[es? 

To what extent do you think you have expanded your 
knowledge and experience in engaging people and in 
par[cipatory approaches? 

Par[cipants’ 
empowerme
nt 

In your opinion, to what extent par[cipants and 
stakeholders felt empowered and perceive that their 
voices have influence on decisions? 

Do you think people know more about CCAM a]er 
the SINFONICA ac[vi[es? 

How many par[cipants in the GOI have expressed 
their inten[on to stay in contact with SINFONICA 
project a]er their par[cipa[on (events, results’ 
sharing, etc.)? 

Gender 
impact 

To what extent do you think par[cipants have 
increased their level of awareness and understanding 
of gender issues related to mobility services? 

To what extent do you think the specific views and 
opinions of women or LGBTQ+ community 
representa[ves have been expressed during the 
SINFONICA par[cipatory sessions? 

 

2.3.1 Phase 1: Design and Planning 

The Design and Planning phase of the par[cipatory approach establishes the founda[on for the 
en[re process by focusing on key criteria: suitability to align objec[ves with project and par[cipant 
needs, coherence to ensure consistency between goals, resources, and [melines, and feasibility 
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through me[culous planning to guarantee inclusivity and transparency. This phase also incorporates 
design quality, which is influenced by variables such as leadership, transversality, transparency, 
diversity of par[cipants, methodological adapta[on, accessibility, communica[on, training, and 
evalua[on. These variables collec[vely ensure that the design process is inclusive, adaptable, and 
responsive to the diverse needs and expecta[ons of stakeholders, providing a robust framework for 
the subsequent phases of implementa[on and evalua[on. 

In detail, the evalua[on criteria and variables for the Design and Planning phase are: 

1. Suitability: For a successful par[cipatory process, it is necessary for the promo[ng agent to 
clearly express what are the objec[ves and causes that mo[vate the implementa[on of the 
process, since it is the objec[ve itself that gives meaning to par[cipa[on: what we want to 
change and the reasons for it will condi[on the need or suitability of the process. The main 
variables are: 

1.1. Suitability of the objec[ves: The objec[ves of a par[cipatory process must be set out in an 
explicit, clear, understandable and easy-to-understand manner. Consequently, the general 
objec[ves determine the object of the process, while the specific objec[ves take into 
considera[on the following aspects: the scope of the experience, the steps that are to be taken 
and the aspects that are to be evaluated. At the same [me, the specific objec[ves make it 
possible to make opera[onal the principles that inspire par[cipa[on and that make up its object, 
such as jus[ce and inclusion. 

1.2. Rules of the game: All projects have limits, including par[cipatory processes. These limits 
must be explicitly included, since they delimit the playing field of the par[cipatory process. The 
scope of the process must be determined and what is (and what is not) the subject of the 
process. They must be communicated clearly. 

1.3. Return: The design of a par[cipatory process must foresee a return on results and impacts, 
so that the par[cipants know and validate the results and so that they get to know that the 
process has concluded. In addi[on, return is a basic exercise of transparency, which guarantees 
the legi[macy of the processes and that increases the confidence of ci[zens in the ins[tu[ons 
and in European projects in this case. 

 

2. Coherence: The objec[ves of the process, the scope of par[cipa[on and the proposed 
methodology for its achievement must be correctly combined, since there must be no 
contradic[ons or overlaps between one and the other. A]er all, the methodology has to be 
adapted to the purpose of the process, taking into account the scope of the people involved. 

 
3. Feasibility: For the proper development of the par[cipatory process, the necessary resources 

must be foreseen and planned. Thus, they must be foreseen and adapted to the needs of the 
process, on the one hand, the [me and material resources of the people who will promote the 
par[cipatory ac[vi[es, and, on the other, the experience of the external professional team that 
will dynamize the process, if it is the case. 

 
4. Design Quality: assesses the effec[veness of the engagement strategies' design. It evaluates 

how well the strategies were planned and structured to ensure inclusivity, adaptability, and 
alignment with the project's objec[ves. This criterion considers key variables such as leadership, 
which examines the role of local par[cipatory dynamics in shaping the process; diversity of 
par[cipants, ensuring a wide range of perspec[ves are represented; and transparency, which 
focuses on the clarity and accessibility of informa[on provided to par[cipants. Addi[onally, 
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methodological adapta[on is assessed to determine whether the approach was flexible enough 
to meet diverse stakeholder needs, while accessibility ensures that physical, technological, and 
informa[onal barriers were addressed. Communica[on evaluates the effec[veness of 
informa[on exchange, par[cularly with vulnerable groups, and training measures the 
prepara[on provided to GOI representa[ves and facilitators to ensure meaningful engagement. 
Together, these variables offer a comprehensive framework for analysing the quality of the 
design of the engagement strategies, ensuring they are equitable, effec[ve, and responsive to 
stakeholder needs. 

4.1. Leadership: Integra[on of the process with exis[ng par[cipatory dynamics in the research 
sites. Leadership plays a pivotal role in influencing design quality by sejng a clear vision and 
fostering a collabora[ve environment, ensures inclusivity, transparency, and effec[ve 
communica[on among stakeholders, driving alignment toward shared goals. 

4.2. Diversity of par[cipants: By incorpora[ng varied perspec[ves, experiences, and needs into 
the process it is ensured that solu[ons are inclusive, equitable, and responsive to the concerns 
of all user groups. A diverse par[cipant base fosters innova[on and robust decision-making, 
leading to more comprehensive and adaptable mobility systems. 

4.3. Transparency: It is crucial in fostering trust and accountability among stakeholders. It also 
ensures open communica[on, clear decision-making processes, and accessible sharing of 
informa[on throughout the design phase. By enhancing mutual understanding, it supports 
equitable par[cipa[on and strengthens the legi[macy of the resul[ng mobility solu[ons. 

4.4. Methodological adapta[on: It can significantly impact the design quality in par[cipatory 
CCAM approaches by tailoring methods to fit diverse stakeholder needs and local contexts, 
enabling effec[ve par[cipa[on across different groups. It includes adap[ng the methodology 
according to the evalua[on feedback between a round and the next one. 

4.5. Accessibility: Guaranteeing that all par[cipants can engage meaningfully, regardless of 
physical, technological, or informa[onal barriers promotes inclusive par[cipa[on. Allowing 
diverse voices to contribute to the process fosters equitable and representa[ve mobility 
solu[ons. 

4.6. Communica[on: Facilita[ng clear and effec[ve communica[on with par[cipants is essen[al 
for ensuring that informa[on is accessible and inclusive, par[cularly for vulnerable groups such 
as the elderly or individuals with disabili[es. This involves using appropriate language and 
formats tailored to par[cipants’ needs, making complex concepts understandable and fostering 
meaningful engagement. Effec[ve communica[on not only ensures that feedback and concerns 
are accurately captured and integrated into the process but also builds trust, strengthens 
collabora[on, and empowers par[cipants to contribute ac[vely to inclusive mobility solu[ons. 

4.7. Training: Well-designed training programmes equip GOI representa[ves with the technical 
skills and understanding of CCAM systems, enabling them to provide informed input. This 
enhances the quality of feedback, leading to more effec[ve and user-centred design outcomes. 

 

2.3.2 Phase 2: Implementation 

This phase evaluates the actual rollout of the par[cipatory process, focusing on three main criteria: 
quality of the whole process, according to specific criteria, execu[on of ac[vi[es and level of 
flexibility to adapt to the par[cipants’ needs. In detail, the Evalua[on criteria and variables for the 
implementa[on phase are: 

5. Process quality: High process quality ensures that the steps are taken efficiently, in a transparent 
and inclusive way. The evalua[on assesses poten[al synergies with other par[cipatory 



 

SINFONICA_Deliverable3.2_V1.0.docx  23 
 

ini[a[ves, as well as the adapta[on to par[cipants’ needs and agendas, the level of stakeholder 
empowerment, and the quality of the dynamiza[on considering gender, diversity, language and 
emo[onal factors. Specifically, the process quality is influenced by the following variables: 

5.1. Synergies with other processes: Synergies with other par[cipatory processes and similar 
ini[a[ves are important to enhance the efficiency and scalability of CCAM solu[ons and 
maximize the support for the long-term success of integrated mobility systems. 

5.2. Adapta[on to par[cipants’ needs and agendas: To ensure the process remains inclusive and 
responsive by aligning with par[cipants’ priori[es, schedules, and capaci[es, fosters sustained 
engagement and collabora[on among par[cipants. It leads to greater acceptance of new 
solu[ons. 

5.3. Dynamiza[on: Promo[ng dynamism and interac[ve engagement among par[cipants 
considering gender, diversity, language and emo[onal variables ensures sustained par[cipa[on. 
 

6. Execu=on: In this phase the focus is on the effec[ve delivery of planned ac[ons and solu[ons. 
The evalua[on assesses the efficiency, [meliness, and fidelity of implementa[on against the 
original design and objec[ves, appraising the efficiency of resource alloca[on within the 
par[cipatory process including [me, budget, and personnel. 

 
7. Flexibility: It ensures that the process remains responsive to unforeseen challenges, feedback, 

and evolving contexts. The evalua[on therefore measures such capacity of the process to adapt 
itself during the implementa[on phase. 

 

2.3.3 Phase 3: Results & Impacts 

The Results and Impacts phase represents the culmina[on of the par[cipatory process, focusing on 
evalua[ng its overall effec[veness and long-term contribu[ons. This phase assesses whether the 
objec[ves set during the Design and Planning phase were achieved and examines the broader 
impacts of the process on stakeholder trust, inclusivity, and collabora[ve culture. To ensure a 
comprehensive evalua[on, specific criteria and their related variables will be presented, providing a 
detailed understanding of how the par[cipatory process influenced outcomes and shaped the 
project’s ability to deliver meaningful, user-centred mobility solu[ons. In detail, the Evalua[on 
criteria and variables for the implementa[on phase are: 

8. Efficacy: The Efficacy criterion evaluates the extent to which the par[cipatory process achieved 
its intended objec[ves and adhered to the principles established during the planning phase. It 
focuses on measuring the effec[veness of the process in fulfilling its goals, ensuring inclusivity 
and accessibility, fostering meaningful stakeholder engagement, and delivering results that are 
both transparent and valuable to par[cipants. To provide a comprehensive understanding, the 
related variables will be presented in detail: 

8.1. Achievement of objec[ves: This variable evaluates the extent to which the goals defined 
during the Design and Planning phase were met. It assesses whether the par[cipatory process 
successfully addressed the intended needs and priori[es of stakeholders. 

8.2. Engagement and quality of par[cipa[on: This variable focuses on the depth and richness of 
stakeholder contribu[ons. It evaluates whether par[cipants were ac[vely involved, all the voices 
were heard, their feedback was meaningful, and their input was effec[vely integrated into the 
process. 
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8.3. Accessibility: This variable assesses whether all par[cipants could meaningfully engage in the 
process without facing barriers, including physical, digital, or informa[onal obstacles. It ensures 
that the par[cipatory process was equitable and inclusive. 
 

9. Efficiency: It evaluates the extent to which the par[cipatory process u[lized resources effec[vely 
to achieve its objec[ves. It focuses on maximizing impact while op[mizing the use of [me, 
budget, and personnel. The related variable is: 

9.1. Resource u[liza[on: This variable examines how well resources were allocated and managed 
throughout the process. It assesses whether the inputs, such as funding, exper[se, and [me, 
were used judiciously to deliver meaningful outcomes and whether the process achieved its 
goals without unnecessary expenditures or delays. 
 

10. Impacts: The Impacts criterion examines the long-term and transforma[ve outcomes of the 
par[cipatory process, focusing on three key variables that highlight its contribu[on to fostering 
trust, empowerment, and inclusivity. 

10.1. Trust and collabora[on building: Measures how the process developed trust among 
stakeholders and facilitated coopera[ve rela[onships, crea[ng networks among stakeholders, 
public administra[ons, and ci[zens that support CCAM deployment. 

10.2. Par[cipants’ empowerment: Examines how the process enhanced par[cipants' skills, 
knowledge, and influence, par[cularly for marginalized groups, empowering them for future 
ini[a[ves. 

10.3. Gender impact: Focuses on whether gender perspec[ves were effec[vely included, ensuring 
solu[ons addressed the needs of diverse genders. 

These variables collec[vely provide a framework for understanding the broader impacts of the 
par[cipatory approach on societal structures and community resilience. 
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3. Feedback collection methodologies and participatory 
approach evaluation  

The vision of SINFONICA is to develop func[onal, efficient, and innova[ve strategies, methods and 
tools to engage CCAM users, providers and other stakeholders (i.e. ci[zens, including vulnerable user 
groups, transport operators, public administra[ons, service providers, researchers, vehicle and 
technology suppliers) to collect, understand and structure in a manageable and exploitable way their 
needs, desires, and concerns related to CCAM.  

3.1 Description of feedback collection methodologies 
SINFONICA had an overall boqom-up approach to capture the mobility needs of European ci[zens, 
with special aqen[on to the needs of vulnerable users and under-researched groups. As already 
men[oned, the whole process was facilitated by the establishment of four GOI in Trikala, Hamburg, 
Noord-Brabant province, and West Midlands metropolitan area and stakeholders’ representa[on of 
different segments of the society were directly engaged.  

To evaluate the effec[veness and inclusivity of the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach, a mixed-
method feedback collec[on strategy was employed, u[lizing bilateral mee[ngs with GOI, 
ques[onnaires and a collec[ve brainstorming session. These methodologies were selected to 
capture a comprehensive range of perspec[ves and insights from the project partners involved in 
conduc[ng the par[cipatory methods allowing for a robust assessment of the engagement 
strategies across different stages of the project. 

 

3.1.1 Bilateral meetings 

Bilateral mee[ngs with GOI served as a primary method for gathering in-depth, qualita[ve insights 
into individual experiences, percep[ons, and concerns by allowing one-on-one discussions related 
to the SINFONICA par[cipatory process. Conducted during the first and the last rounds of the 
evalua[on, these mee[ngs allowed for itera[ve refinement of the engagement guidelines, adap[ng 
to emerging needs and feedback from GOI. The semi-structured format of the mee[ngs enabled a 
balance between guided inquiry and open-ended responses, encouraging GOI representa[ves to 
share personal insights that enriched the overall evalua[on. 

 

3.1.2 Collective brainstorming session 

A collec[ve brainstorming session with data collec[on leads from the four research sites was 
organized a]er the second round of data collec[on. This session was crucial for synthesizing 
experiences and revisi[ng the data collec[on guidelines, ul[mately informing adjustments for the 
third and final round.  

The session was held in Turin in March 2024 and provided a collabora[ve sejng for discussions 
among project partners and GOI, fostering dialogue and interac[ve discussions that revealed shared 
experiences and collec[ve ajtudes toward the par[cipatory process. The proposed structure of the 
session encouraged collabora[on between par[cipants, genera[ng nuanced insights that 
complemented feedback gathered through the bilateral mee[ngs conducted in the other evalua[on 
rounds. This method encouraged dialogue on shared concerns, differing viewpoints, and poten[al 
solu[ons, offering a deeper understanding of group dynamics and common themes in the CCAM 
landscape.  
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3.1.3 Questionnaire 

A ques[onnaire was deployed to gather quan[ta[ve data, in parallel with the implementa[on of the 
collec[ve brainstorming session in the second round of evalua[on. The ques[onnaire's structured 
format allowed for the analysis of trends and paqerns, providing sta[s[cally significant insights that 
enabled the project team to iden[fy trends and common sen[ments, providing a founda[on for 
comparing engagement outcomes across the different rounds of data collec[on. 

 

3.2 Rounds of evaluation and feedback analysis methodology 
As described in detail in D2.1 (Engagement guidance for CCAM solu[ons) and in the report of the 
ac[vi[es in the four GOI that will be published as D3.1 (Report for ac[vi[es in the groups of interest), 
the SINFONICA engagement strategy was structured around three rounds of data collec[on. The 
evalua[on of the engagement strategy, accordingly, was designed to be implemented in three 
rounds, with each round serving as a feedback loop to enhance subsequent engagement ac[vi[es:  
 
First Round: The ini[al round of evalua[on, cri[cal for establishing baseline insights into the 
par[cipatory approach's effec[veness, was implemented through bilateral mee[ngs with all the 
responsible people for the engagement strategies in the different GOI. The evalua[on of this round 
informed the refinement of guidelines for subsequent interviews, focus groups, and workshops, 
helping to align the methods with the diverse contexts of the four research sites. In the first round 
nine semi-structured bilateral mee[ngs were conducted involving at least two members of the GOI. 
Par[cipants were asked to evaluate different aspects of the first phase of the research. In par[cular, 
the ques[ons focused on the suitability and the coherence of the methodology employed to gather 
informa[on. Moreover, the ques[ons concerned also the feasibility and the design quality of the 
interviews and focus groups.  The quan[ta[ve data were analysed through sta[s[cal analyses (SPSS) 
whereas the qualita[ve data were analysed by the analyses of content. 

Second Round: During the second round of evalua[on ac[vi[es, a collec[ve brainstorming session 
was conducted with the data collec[on leads from each research site during the General Assembly 
of the SINFONICA project, held in Turin in March 2024. This in-person session included 
representa[ves from each GOI as well as other consor[um members aqending the General 
Assembly. It provided a valuable opportunity for collec[ve reflec[on on the par[cipatory process, 
enabling par[cipants to assess the effec[veness of the revised guidelines and discuss challenges 
encountered during the first round. The session fostered collabora[ve dialogue and brainstorming, 
with discussions analysed through content analysis to extract significant insights. 

In addi[on to the collec[ve brainstorming session, a ques[onnaire was conducted with all GOI, 
yielding responses from five par[cipants. This combined approach of brainstorming discussions and 
ques[onnaire feedback allowed for a comprehensive evalua[on of the process, integra[ng both 
collec[ve and individual perspec[ves. The insights gained were instrumental in readjus[ng the 
guidelines for the third round, ensuring that the engagement ac[vi[es remained responsive and 
adap[ve to stakeholder needs. 

Third Round: The final round of feedback collec[on, informed by the results of bilateral mee[ngs 
with all the GOI, aimed to validate the refined guidelines and assess the overall impact of the 
par[cipatory process. The third round served as the culmina[on of the itera[ve approach, with the 
objec[ve of finalizing an evalua[on framework that could provide meaningful insights into the 
effec[veness, inclusivity, and par[cipant sa[sfac[on of the SINFONICA engagement strategy. In the 
third round of evalua[on ac[vi[es, again nine semi-structured bilateral mee[ngs were conducted, 
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engaging at least two members from each GOI. These mee[ngs focused on evalua[ng the 
implementa[on phase and the variables related to efficacy, efficiency, and impacts. Par[cipants 
were asked to reflect on the quality of the implementa[on, the extent to which the par[cipatory 
process met its objec[ves, and the efficiency of resource use during the ac[vi[es. Addi[onally, the 
bilateral mee[ngs explored the broader impacts of the process, including trust-building, par[cipant 
empowerment, and contribu[ons to create gender impacts.  

Quan[ta[ve data from the mee[ngs were analysed using sta[s[cal tools (SPSS Sta[s[cs), while 
qualita[ve insights were examined through content analysis to ensure a comprehensive 
understanding of the evalua[on results. A general methodological remark for understanding the 
averages results that will be presented in the following chapter is that the general average does not 
correspond to the average of the groups, because there are at least two par[cipants in the groups. 
So, the general average is about the average of all par[cipants and then the average of the individual 
GOI is calculated. 

 

Together, these methods ensure a holis[c approach to understanding the complexi[es of 
stakeholder engagement and the future of automated mobility. This structured, itera[ve approach 
to feedback collec[on ensured that the evalua[on of the par[cipatory process remained flexible 
and responsive, enabling the SINFONICA team to con[nuously improve engagement strategies 
across different contexts and stakeholder groups. By refining methodologies at each stage, the 
project maximized the relevance and depth of data collected, fostering a par[cipatory process that 
was both effec[ve and adap[ve to the evolving needs of the research sites and GOI. 

 

3.3 Data Management and privacy considerations 
Observing European law and General Data Protec[on Regula[on (GDPR) is crucial when evalua[ng 
data from a par[cipatory approach in the CCAM sector to ensure ethical standards and data privacy. 
Compliance with these regula[ons protects the personal data of par[cipants, maintaining their trust 
and safeguarding their rights. It ensures that data collec[on, storage, and analysis are conducted 
transparently, with informed consent and clear purposes. Ethical adherence to EU standards 
prevents poten[al misuse of informa[on and supports responsible research prac[ces. This legal and 
ethical framework is fundamental for building public confidence in CCAM innova[ons and 
stakeholder engagement processes. 

As such, the evalua[on in D3.2 assessed the techniques employed to guarantee legal or ethical issues 
were handled properly, according to Sec[on 5 (Ethics & Security) of the Grant Agreement and the 
informa[on provided in D7.2 “Ethics and Data Management Plan”, as final output of Task 7.4 “Ethics 
Issues and Data Management” (Leader: ICCS). More specifically, D7.2 determines processes for 
handling all likely legal or ethical issues: for instance, it foresees the establishment of an Ethics & 
Privacy Board  consis[ng of the Ethics & Privacy Officer  at each tes[ng loca[on, the Tasks 3.1 – 3.4 
leaders as Personal Data Protec[on Officers  and the Project Coordinator, to address and discuss any 
ethical issues arising in the project resul[ng in project’s Periodic Management Reports. It also 
includes the following ac[vi[es: the development of a data management plan outlining which data 
will be generated and how it will be managed during research and pilo[ng; metadata, standards and 
quality assurance measures; plans for sharing data; copyright and Intellectual Property Rights IPR of 
data; data storage and back-up measures; data management roles and responsibili[es as well as 
ensuring comparability and consistency of the collected data across the GOI; monitoring project 
ac[vi[es (especially ac[vi[es related to tenure of user-generated content) 
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Altogether, throughout its developments, the SINFONICA project needed to guarantee that the 
par[cipatory approach strictly followed legal, ethical and security procedures dictated by na[onal 
and EU regula[ons (GDPR), as well as social and ethical issues like privacy, human rights, gender, and 
cultural implica[ons. It was also necessary to keep records of all poten[al ethical and security issues 
which arise as the GOI were running and prototypes evaluated.  

The European Commission has made it very clear, through consistent communica[ons, that Social 
Sciences and Humani[es must be embedded in the project as an enabler of Responsible Research 
Innova[on, which must be seen as a source of innova[on with shaping and re-descrip[on power. 
Therefore, the evalua[on of the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach will also assess ethical issues by 
examining how equitably local voices are included in decision-making, considering data privacy and 
security concerns, ensuring that sensi[ve community informa[on is protected. Addi[onally, it is also 
aimed at iden[fying poten[al power imbalances, ensuring that all stakeholders had equal influence 
without exploita[on or marginaliza[on. 
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4. Evaluation of the SINFONICA participatory approach  
 

4.1 Analysis of numbers reached 
The table below provides a comprehensive summary of the par[cipatory sessions—interviews, focus 
groups, and workshops—conducted across the four GOI during the three rounds of engagement 
strategies implemented in the SINFONICA project. As previously stated, these sessions aimed to 
gather diverse perspec[ves on mobility challenges, ensuring inclusivity and representa[on while 
fostering dialogue and collabora[on among stakeholders. The table reflects both the successes, and 
the contextual challenges faced by the GOI during the par[cipatory process. 

 
Table 2: Summary of the par6cipatory sessions - interviews, focus groups, and workshop - conducted across the four GOI during the 
three rounds of engagement strategies 

  
Interviews Focus Groups Workshops 

  
Promised Achieved Promised Achieved Promised Achieved 

Trikala 1° round 35 35 4 4 1 1 

2° round 21 21 3 3 1 1 

3° round 14 14 2 2 1 1 

Noord 
Brabant 

1° round 40 38 4 4 1 1 

2° round 24 24 3 2 1 1 

3° round 16 16 2 2 1 1 

West 
Midlands 

1° round 35 31 4 4 1 1 

2° round 21 22 3 3 1 1 

3° round 14 16 2 2 1 1 

Hamburg 1° round 35 32 4 4 0 1 

2° round 21 20 3 1 1 1 

3° round 14 13 2 2 1 1 

 

In general, the planned number of par[cipatory sessions was successfully implemented, reflec[ng 
the adaptability of the engagement strategies. Most GOI achieved their targets across the three 
rounds, although some varia[ons highlight the unique challenges encountered in different contexts. 

In the West Midlands, while the number of interviews in the first round was below the ini[al target 
by four, these were successfully addressed during the second and third rounds. This highlights the 
flexibility of the engagement strategy in responding to early challenges and adjus[ng to ensure 
coverage over subsequent rounds. 

In Hamburg, while most planned ac[vi[es were completed, a small number of interviews remained 
outstanding. Recruitment challenges in a large metropolitan area, including the difficulty of engaging 
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par[cipants within a dispersed popula[on and busy urban schedules, presented specific obstacles 
that affected the total number of sessions conducted. 

While the detailed evalua[on of the effec[veness of these methodologies will be presented in the 
following sub-chapters, this summary provides a general understanding of the implementa[on 
outcomes. 

 

4.2 Results of the evaluation phases 
The results of the evalua[on process provide a detailed assessment of the par[cipatory approach 
employed in SINFONICA, structured around the three evaluated phases: Design and Planning, 
Implementa[on, and Results and Impacts. Each phase highlights different aspects of the process, 
offering insights into its strengths, challenges, and overall effec[veness. 

The Design and Planning phase focuses on how well the par[cipatory framework was conceptualized 
and structured, evalua[ng criteria such as inclusivity, coherence, feasibility, and design quality. This 
phase examines whether the founda[onal elements of the process aligned with the project’s 
objec[ves and stakeholder needs. 

The Implementa[on phase assesses the execu[on of the engagement strategies, including the 
quality of interac[ons, the flexibility of the methods, and the ability to adapt to par[cipants’ needs. 
It also considers how effec[vely the par[cipatory ac[vi[es facilitated collabora[on and dialogue 
among diverse groups. 

Finally, the Results and Impacts phase evaluates the outcomes of the par[cipatory process, including 
its success in achieving the set objec[ves, fostering trust and collabora[on, empowering 
par[cipants, and genera[ng broader societal impacts. These results provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the par[cipatory approach’s contribu[on to crea[ng inclusive and effec[ve 
mobility solu[ons. 

The following sec[ons present the findings for each phase, offering a holis[c evalua[on of the 
SINFONICA par[cipatory process. 

 

4.2.1 Evaluation Phase 1: Design & Planning 

As presented in chapter 2, this phase includes four evalua[on criteria: Suitability, Coherence, 
Feasibility and Design Quality. 

The semi-structured bilateral mee[ngs of the first round of evalua[on were aimed at collec[ng 
quan[ta[ve and qualita[ve data to evaluate the par[cipatory approach's effec[veness and to fix 
some possible problems in collec[ng the data of the second round. Nine members of the GOI (two 
from Trikala, two from Hamburg, two from West Midlands and three from Noord-Brabant) were 
interviewed between 11th and 19th December 2023. In order to have important insights on the 
par[cipatory approach, par[cipants were invited to think about their experience with the co-
crea[on ac[vi[es and with the interviews and the focus groups and to freely answer a set of 
ques[ons. It was clearly stated that there were no right or wrong answers, but they were required 
to freely express their own ajtudes and opinions. The bilateral mee[ngs covered different aspects 
of the par[cipatory approach, as reported in the table that summarizes the ques[ons included. In 
the following sec[on the different aspects and the results will be illustrated in detail. Quan[ta[ve 
items were measured on a 5-point scale (from 1 = not at all to 5 = to a great extent).  
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Suitability 

Suitability of objec=ves: First, GOI representa[ves evaluated to what extent the objec[ves of the 
interviews and the focus groups were coherent, inclusive and achievable. Workshops were not 
included because in the first round of par[cipatory sessions they were not included. We created two 
indexes (one related to the focus groups and one related to the interviews) of the suitability of 
objec[ves by averaging the three items. The scale used was from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great extent). 
The general mean values showed that par[cipants posi[vely evaluated the interviews (M = 3.98) 
and the focus group (M = 4.05) as means to reach the research goals. In par[cular, Trikala (interviews 
M = 4.67, focus groups M = 4.67) and West Midlands (interviews M = 4.00, focus groups M = 4.17) 
showed more posi[ve evalua[ons than Hamburg (interview M = 3.42, focus group M = 3.50) and 
Noord-Brabant (interviews M = 3.67, focus groups M = 3.67). However, the analysis did not reveal a 
significant difference between the GOI.      

Rules of the game: Second, par[cipants rated to what extent the scope of the par[cipatory 
approach, the guidelines for the interviews and the focus group were clear. In general, the members 
of the GOI considered the scope of the par[cipatory approach to be clear (M = 4.50; Hamburg M = 
5.00, Trikala M = 5.00, West Midlands M = 3.50 and Noord-Brabant M = 4.00) and the guidelines of 
the interviews (M = 4.31; Hamburg M = 4.50, Trikala M = 5.00, West Midlands M = 3.50 and Noord-
Brabant M = 4.00) and the focus groups (M = 4.13; Hamburg M = 3.50, Trikala M = 5.00, West 
Midlands M = 3.50 and Noord-Brabant M = 4.00).  

Return: Finally, members of the GOI evaluated to what extent the engagement strategies of research 
par[cipants were clear. These evalua[ons of the GOI were less posi[ve, in comparison with the 
other measures. In par[cular, they considered the strategies for contac[ng the par[cipants (M = 
3.75; Hamburg M =5.00, Trikala M = 4.50 and Noord-Brabant M = 1.00), the strategies to keep 
par[cipants engaged (M = 3.40; Hamburg M = 4.00; Trikala M = 4.50 West Midlands M = 3.00 and 
Noord-Brabant M = 1.00) and to keep them informed (M = 3.20; Hamburg M = 3.00; Trikala M = 4.50 
West Midlands M = 3.00 and Noord-Brabant M = 1.00) not very clear and  more complicated to 
follow.  This aspect was strongly underlined by Noord-Brabant, and it will be commented more in 
detail in the conclusion chapter.  

 

Coherence 

The members of the GOI were asked to evaluate the coherence between the aims of the project and 
the methodology employed to collect the data. The 100% of the GOI considered the interviews, the 
focus groups and the workshops as the best methodology to approach the research target. In the 
comments, the members of the GOI considered the methodology employed useful and “the most 
logical approach to talk with the groups category we have chosen. Face to face discussions were also 
important and useful (Noord-Brabant par[cipant). Moreover, this experience seemed to be posi[ve 
for both the GOI and for the research par[cipants. However, in some cases (e.g., the elderly) the GOI 
had to tailor the methodology to make the focus groups and the interviews easy to understand.      

 

Feasibility 

Resources: In this sec[on the members of the GOI were invited to evaluate the resources necessary 
for the research ac[vi[es. While Trikala and Hamburg had a clear idea of the resources needed to 
implement the ac[vi[es (e.g., space, voucher, transport resources, personnel for conduc[ng focus 
groups/interviews), West Midlands and Noord-Brabant were less prepared. However, during the 
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process they were able to create “the right team” (Noord-Brabant). West Midlands and Noord-
Brabant used external resources to conduct the interviews and focus groups.  

External resources: These resources were selected from exis[ng suppliers the GOI employed in 
previous research ac[vi[es and were trained with the SINFONICA guidelines and engagement 
strategies. According to the GOI the external suppliers were able to follow the guidelines and to 
comply with the process requirements (M = 4.67; Noord-Brabant M= 5 and West Midlands M = 4).      

 

Design Quality 

In this sec[on members of GOI were asked to evaluate the design quality of the par[cipatory 
approach, according to the different aspects considered in the evalua[on framework. 

Leadership: Members of the GOI were invited to indicate to what extent they were sa[sfied with 
the support provided by WP1 and WP2. They reported an overall high sa[sfac[on (M = 4.71). This 
posi[ve evalua[on of the support was shared by all the GOI (Hamburg M = 4.50, Trikala M = 5.00, 
West Midlands M = 4.00 and Noord-Brabant M = 5.00). The GOI indicated if their municipality could 
count on previous or exis[ng par[cipatory dynamics. Except for Hamburg, the other municipali[es 
and regions could count on previous or exis[ng par[cipatory approaches on the topic of CCAM. 

Diversity of Par=cipants. Second, the GOI evaluated the choice of the target groups. The results 
showed that all four GOI considered appropriate the choice of the groups/par[cipants involved in 
the research topic. No differences emerged in the GOI (M = 4.33, Hamburg M = 4.50, Trikala M = 
4.50, West Midlands M = 4.00 and Noord-Brabant M = 4.00). However, some indicated addi[onal 
groups (i.e., tourists, people from different levels of rural area, neo mums). For all the GOI (100%) 
the diversity of perspec[ves had been guaranteed in the iden[fica[on of par[cipants.  

Transparency: All the GOI were unanimous in considering the access to the informa[on of the 
par[cipatory approach easy and understandable. Moreover, Hamburg (M = 5.00), Trikala (M = 5.00) 
and West Midlands (M = 5.00) considered the format of the disclosure of the informa[on 
understandable for their target par[cipants. Noord-Brabant instead needed to change the format to 
make it more understandable.   As concerns the material provided, the format of the disclosure of 
informa[on was considered understandable by the par[cipants (M = 5.00) while the privacy consent 
was considered more complex (M = 4.40). However, the GOI were able to manage the transla[on 
and made the document understandable for their target groups.  

Methodological adapta=on: This part of the interview focused on the ac[ve par[cipa[on of the GOI 
in the implementa[on of the methodology. Specifically, they were asked to indicate to what extent 
they felt that their opinions and remarks were considered during the co-crea[on ac[vi[es. Generally 
speaking, all the GOI felt that their opinions (M = 4.75) and remarks (M = 4.75) were taken in 
considera[on during the co-crea[on ac[vi[es.  Moreover, 75% of the par[cipants considered the 
[me foreseen for the co-crea[on of the group of interests, for the discussion of the guidelines for 
the par[cipatory approach and for the engagement strategy enough.  

Accessibility: The GOI were required to evaluate to what extent obstacles or situa[ons of inequality 
that could impede the par[cipa[on have been foreseen during the co-crea[on approach. Overall 
members of the GOI indicated that the co-crea[on process considered the obstacles or the possible 
situa[on of inequality that could nega[vely influence the research par[cipa[on (M = 4.29). This 
evalua[on was shared by the different GOI (Hamburg M = 4.50, Trikala M = 4.50, West Midlands M 
= 4.00 and Noord-Brabant M = 4.00). Moreover, the members of the GOI indicated that the co-
crea[on approach was able to iden[fy and plan the proper resources to manage the possible 
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obstacles (M = 4.14; Hamburg M = 3.50, Trikala M = 4.50, West Midlands M = 4.50 and Noord-
Brabant M = 4.00).  

Communica=on: The GOI that conducted directly the interviews, and the focus groups (Trikala and 
Hamburg) were asked to evaluate to what extent the communica[on recommenda[ons for the 
interviews and focus groups were useful. The communica[on recommenda[ons for the interviews 
(M = 4.50; Hamburg M = 4.00, Trikala M = 5.00) and focus group (M = 4.50; Hamburg M = 4.00, 
Trikala M = 5.00) made available for the SINFONICA project were considered useful by the GOI. 

Training: Also, the different forms of training (online and in presence in Reggio Emilia) for conduc[ng 
the interviews and the focus groups were considered useful (interviews training M = 4.80; focus 
groups training M = 4.40).  

 

In summary, the results showed that the par[cipatory approach and the co-crea[on ac[vi[es in this 
first phase were posi[vely evaluated by the GOI. They felt ac[vely involved in the construc[on of 
the methodology, with their opinions and remarks meaningfully considered throughout the process. 
Par[cipants effec[vely managed the ac[vi[es, either with their own resources or by leveraging 
external support, to achieve the desired outcomes. Feedback from the GOI underscored the 
inclusivity, coherence, and feasibility of the design and planning framework, with objec[ves well-
aligned to stakeholder needs and the planning process effec[vely integra[ng diverse perspec[ves. 
Par[cipants par[cularly appreciated the clarity of the guidelines and the opportunity to shape the 
methodology, which enhanced their sense of ownership. However, in some cases, GOI expressed a 
preference for addi[onal [me to carry out preparatory ac[vi[es to further refine the process. 
Overall, the results indicate that the founda[onal elements of the par[cipatory approach were 
successfully established, sejng a strong groundwork for subsequent phases. 

 

4.2.2 Evaluation Phase 2: Implementation 

Process quality 

The evalua[on of the Process Quality variable was conducted through a primarily qualita[ve 
methodology, holding a collec[ve brainstorming session in person during the SINFONICA General 
Assembly in Turin in March 2024 (see Annex 3). This session brought together representa[ves from 
all the GOI -Hamburg, West Midlands, Noord-Brabant, and Trikala—alongside other project 
partners. Leveraging the collabora[ve sejng of the General Assembly, the collec[ve brainstorming 
session provided a rich and nuanced perspec[ve on the par[cipatory processes employed in the 
project. Par[cipants shared their reflec[ons on the data collec[on ac[vi[es and engagement 
strategies, offering valuable insights that spanned achievements, challenges, and future direc[ons. 

The collec[ve brainstorming session yielded important findings related to the key process variables 
included in this evalua[on criteria. Synergies with other processes emerged as a significant outcome, 
with collabora[on enabling connec[ons between SINFONICA and other par[cipatory ini[a[ves in 
the CCAM domain. For instance, in Hamburg, the par[cipatory ac[vi[es aligned with ongoing local 
projects, such as the “Metropolitan Model Region for Mobility” ini[a[ve, which focuses on 
digitalized and networked urban mobility systems. Similarly, Noord-Brabant leveraged insights from 
exis[ng regional transport studies to complement the data gathered in SINFONICA. These synergies 
not only enriched the quality of discussions but also provided opportuni[es for knowledge 
exchange, fostering a more comprehensive understanding of CCAM challenges and solu[ons. These 
insights were shared also in the evalua[on ques[onnaire, where the GOI indicated if this experience 
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has increased/enhanced the collabora[on with other stakeholders during the 2nd round of 
par[cipatory sessions. According to the GOI the workshops gave the possibility to increase and 
strengthen the rela[onships with the stakeholders and go deeper into local transport issues.  

The process demonstrated notable adapta[on to par[cipants’ needs and agendas, reflec[ng a 
commitment to inclusivity and flexibility. Methodologies were carefully tailored to align with the 
unique characteris[cs and preferences of each par[cipant group, ensuring that the process 
remained accessible and meaningful. For instance, facilitators adjusted engagement strategies to 
account for [me constraints, literacy levels, and digital exclusion, which were par[cularly relevant 
for vulnerable popula[ons such as elderly par[cipants in Trikala and digitally vulnerable groups in 
the West Midlands. The use of tailored approaches, such as on-the-ground recruitment in rural areas 
and simplified communica[on materials, was instrumental in ensuring broad par[cipa[on. 

In terms of dynamiza[on, the par[cipatory sessions were carefully managed to ensure a suppor[ve 
and engaging environment. Par[cipa[on was ac[vely encouraged through balanced interven[on 
[mes and an emphasis on emo[onal well-being and life experiences, ensuring that diverse 
perspec[ves were valued and incorporated. In Hamburg, for example, the sessions were designed 
to encourage open dialogue, with facilitators emphasizing the lived experiences of vulnerable groups 
to ground discussions in real-world contexts. Measures were also taken to highlight and address 
gender-specific inequali[es, fostering a fair and inclusive dialogue. Par[cipants noted that the 
sessions were effec[ve, with a well-managed balance of perspec[ves, crea[ng a posi[ve 
atmosphere that facilitated construc[ve discussions. The use of accessible language and aqen[on 
to diversity in representa[on further strengthened the dynamiza[on of the sessions. 

These findings underscore the adaptability and inclusivity of SINFONICA’s par[cipatory approach, 
demonstra[ng how tailored methodologies, synergis[c collabora[on, and dynamic facilita[on can 
enhance stakeholder engagement and foster trust in CCAM solu[ons.  

Apart from the evalua[ons shared on the variables considered, the discussion generated during the 
collec[ve brainstorming session provided several valuable insights on the research that represents 
the core of SINFONICA project.  One of the standout findings was the high level of public engagement 
observed across all GOI. Par[cipants displayed curiosity and confidence in the technological 
capabili[es of Coopera[ve, Connected, and Automated Mobility (CCAM). In Noord-Brabant, for 
example, younger par[cipants exhibited significant technical awareness and enthusiasm, asking 
detailed ques[ons about the implica[ons and func[onality of CCAM technologies. Similarly, in 
Trikala, par[cipants expressed a blend of op[mism and curiosity, although this was tempered by 
prac[cal concerns, par[cularly among elderly individuals who priori[zed safety and accessibility. 

Inclusivity emerged as a defining strength of the par[cipatory process, though its realiza[on varied 
across regions. In West Midlands, efforts to engage people in rural areas highlighted the poten[al of 
CCAM to address longstanding mobility gaps, while in Hamburg, par[cipants emphasized the 
importance of integra[ng CCAM with exis[ng public transport networks to ensure accessibility for 
all, par[cularly vulnerable groups. These reflec[ons were echoed in Noord-Brabant, where 
par[cipants noted the poten[al for CCAM to serve as a tool for enhancing mobility in under-served 
areas. However, a common challenge in all regions was ensuring meaningful par[cipa[on from 
individuals with cogni[ve disabili[es, a group whose engagement required specialized strategies 
such as simplified language and partnerships with local organiza[ons. 

The discussions also revealed polarized ajtudes toward CCAM, with par[cipants in all GOI divided 
between op[mism and scep[cism. While some saw the poten[al for CCAM to revolu[onize mobility, 
others expressed reserva[ons rooted in privacy concerns, data security, and the perceived loss of 
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control over personal transporta[on choices. These divisions o]en reflected demographic and 
cultural differences. For instance, women across all GOI were more likely to voice concerns about 
on-board safety and the availability of accessible services, while men tended to dominate technical 
discussions. In Trikala and West Midlands, there were also signs of cultural resistance, par[cularly 
among par[cipants who were accustomed to relying on private cars and viewed CCAM as imprac[cal 
for their daily lives. 

Despite these challenges, the itera[ve nature of the par[cipatory process allowed for con[nuous 
improvement. Feedback from earlier rounds of data collec[on was instrumental in refining the 
guidelines for engagement, ensuring they were beqer tailored to the unique needs of each GOI. In 
Hamburg, for example, GOI representa[ves appreciated the collabora[ve atmosphere of focus 
groups, which fostered dialogue among diverse stakeholders and encouraged the sharing of 
experiences. Similarly, in Noord-Brabant, the engagement strategies evolved to address specific 
barriers, such as the lack of trust in public transport and the need for more accessible informa[on 
about CCAM. 

Across all regions, par[cipants emphasized the importance of raising public awareness about CCAM. 
They stressed that educa[on and communica[on were key to building trust and acceptance, 
par[cularly in addressing the fears and misconcep[ons that o]en accompany new technologies. 
This need was especially pronounced in West Midlands, where public scep[cism about CCAM was 
linked to broader concerns about societal readiness for automa[on. 

As the discussions concluded, par[cipants highlighted the necessity of a gradual and inclusive 
approach to deploying CCAM technologies. They agreed that integra[ng CCAM with tradi[onal 
mobility systems was crucial to ensuring accessibility and usability for all. In Trikala and Hamburg, 
there was a par[cular focus on harmonizing CCAM with exis[ng public transport infrastructure, 
while Noord-Brabant par[cipants stressed the importance of priori[zing rural areas to address 
mobility inequali[es. Across all GOI, the idea of phasing the introduc[on of CCAM to build 
confidence and address barriers incrementally gained strong support. Ul[mately, the collec[ve 
session underscored the cri[cal role of par[cipatory methodologies in shaping CCAM solu[ons that 
are inclusive, prac[cal, and responsive to the needs of diverse communi[es.  

 

Execu=on 

Table 2 detailed at the beginning of the chapter presents the numbers of par[cipatory sessions 
implemented across the four GOI providing an overview of the interviews, focus groups, and 
workshops completed during each round of engagement. These sessions reflect the extensive efforts 
undertaken to ensure inclusivity and comprehensive data collec[on throughout the project. Detailed 
informa[on about the number and nature of these par[cipatory sessions, including their specific 
implementa[on in each GOI, will be thoroughly presented in Deliverable 3.1.  

In a separate ques[onnaire (see Annex 2) par[cipants indicated the problems they had during the 
research ac[vi[es. In par[cular, they indicated if the [me foreseen for the interviews, the focus 
groups and the workshops was enough. Regarding the interviews, West Midlands and Hamburg 
considered the [me sufficient, while Trikala and Noord-Brabant needed more [me. A different result 
emerged for the focus groups, all the GOI considered the [me foreseen for organizing and 
conduc[ng them to be sufficient. A similar result emerged for the workshops, in this case only West 
Midlands needed more [me for organizing them. Members of the GOI rated on a 5-point scale (from 
1 = not at all to 5 = to a great extent) to what extent it was difficult to schedule the interviews, the 
focus groups and the workshops. In general, the GOI indicated some difficul[es in scheduling the 
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research ac[vi[es: interviews  (M = 2.80; West Midlands M = 3.00; Hamburg M = 3.50; Noord-
Brabant M = 2.00 and Trikala M = 3.00), focus groups  (M = 3.20; West Midlands M = 3.00; Hamburg 
M = 4.00; Noord-Brabant M = 2.00 and Trikala M = 3.00) and workshops  (M = 2.75; West Midlands 
M = 3.00; Hamburg M = 2.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 2.00). It seems that the focus 
group organiza[on was more challenging than the other ac[vi[es.  

Concerning the need to change the protocol during the interviews and the workshops, all the GOI 
affirmed that they did not need to make any change. More problema[c was the protocol of the 
interviews: for Noord-Brabant and Hamburg the way to report the data needed to be improved to 
report more detailed informa[on.  

The GOI reported that they did not encounter any significant gaps in conduc[ng the interviews or 
focus groups. However, regarding the workshops, Noord-Brabant noted that the topic addressed was 
perceived as too broad. Addi[onally, all GOI indicated that they faced no issues with the alloca[on 
of resources required for the ac[vi[es. 

 

Flexibility 

During the first round of evalua[on bilateral mee[ngs, the GOI provided valuable qualita[ve 
feedback highligh[ng both strengths and areas for improvement in the design and implementa[on 
of the engagement strategy. These remarks can be grouped into key themes aligned with the criteria 
of the evalua[on framework: Efficacy, Implementa[on, and Accessibility. 

Clarity and purpose of the engagement process (Efficacy) 
GOI expressed uncertainty regarding the purpose and structure of the mul[ple rounds of evalua[on. 
Par[cipants were unclear about how their feedback would contribute to the project and whether 
there were tangible outcomes from their involvement. Addi[onally, there was confusion about the 
specific goals of interviews and focus groups, with some par[cipants ques[oning why the same 
format was repeated across different rounds. 

Depth and quality of engagement (Efficacy and Implementa=on) 
Concerns were raised about the depth of the ques[ons and the quality of insights being gathered. 
Some interview ques[ons were perceived as too superficial, yielding only general responses that 
lacked ac[onable detail. Par[cipants suggested focusing less on technical aspects and more on 
emo[onal and personal perspec[ves, which could provide richer data. The complexity of the 
language used in interviews also presented challenges, par[cularly for par[cipants with varying 
levels of educa[on or familiarity with CCAM concepts. 

Flexibility and adaptability of methods (Implementa=on) 
Focus groups were highlighted as needing a more flexible structure to accommodate diverse 
opinions and foster open dialogue. GOI noted that the format some[mes felt too rigid, resembling 
a ques[onnaire rather than a dynamic discussion. Par[cipants also felt constrained by exercises that 
were overly complex or abstract, which limited engagement and inclusivity. 
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Inclusion of vulnerable groups (Accessibility) 
Engaging digitally excluded par[cipants and other vulnerable groups proved par[cularly challenging. 
The recruitment strategies used were not always effec[ve in reaching these demographics, and the 
format of certain ac[vi[es, such as online surveys, created addi[onal barriers to par[cipa[on. GOI 
emphasized the need for alterna[ve approaches tailored to the specific needs of these groups. 

To address these concerns and enhance the par[cipatory process, several mi[ga[on and adapta[on 
ac[ons were implemented for the second and third rounds of engagement strategies: 

Improved communica=on and clarity 
• A dedicated sec[on was added to the Info Sheet for interviews and focus groups, clearly 

explaining how par[cipants’ feedback would be used and its role in shaping project 
outcomes. 

• The purpose of each round was clarified, with dis[nct scopes outlined to ensure GOI 
members understood the progression and impact of their contribu[ons. 

Refinement of interview and focus group guidelines 
Interview ques[ons were simplified and made more conversa[onal to reduce complexity and 
encourage natural responses. 

• Certain ques[ons were restructured as open-ended to allow par[cipants to provide deeper 
insights into their experiences and expecta[ons. 

• Focus group guidelines were revised to emphasize dialogue over consensus-building, 
encouraging par[cipants to freely express diverse perspec[ves without feeling pressured to 
agree on a single solu[on. 
 

Enhanced accessibility and inclusivity 
• Recruitment strategies were adapted to include more on-the-ground engagement, such as 

visi[ng local community centres and organiza[ons, to reach digitally vulnerable par[cipants. 
• The use of visual aids and contextual examples was encouraged to make abstract concepts, 

like CCAM, more relatable and easier to discuss. 
• Alterna[ve incen[ves, such as vouchers and refreshments, were provided to make 

par[cipa[on more appealing, par[cularly in loca[ons where digital or financial exclusion was 
a barrier. 
 

Focus on emo=onal and contextual relevance 
• Interview and focus group formats were adjusted to priori[ze emo[onal insights and lived 

experiences over purely technical discussions. 
• Specific sets of ques[ons were developed for subgroups, such as individuals working with or 

represen[ng people with disabili[es, to beqer capture their unique perspec[ves. 

These adapta[ons for the second and third rounds reflect the project’s commitment to con[nuous 
improvement and responsiveness to stakeholder feedback. By addressing the key issues raised in 
the first round, the SINFONICA par[cipatory process aimed to enhance its inclusivity, depth, and 
overall effec[veness, ensuring that the voices of all GOI representa[ves were meaningfully 
integrated into the evalua[on framework. 

During the Implementa[on phase, the par[cipatory approach was tested through a series of 
engagement ac[vi[es that focused on inclusivity, flexibility, and process quality. The evalua[on 
revealed that the GOI were effec[ve in adap[ng strategies to the specific needs of diverse 
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par[cipants, including vulnerable groups. Notable achievements included fostering synergies with 
exis[ng local ini[a[ves and enhancing collabora[on among stakeholders. Challenges, such as 
engaging digitally excluded par[cipants and addressing linguis[c barriers, were mi[gated through 
tailored recruitment and communica[on strategies. The itera[ve design ensured con[nuous 
improvement, as feedback from earlier rounds was effec[vely integrated to enhance the quality and 
inclusivity of the sessions. This phase demonstrated the approach's adaptability and commitment to 
dynamic stakeholder engagement. 

 

4.2.3 Evaluation Phase 3: Results & Impact 

The bilateral mee[ngs of the third round of evalua[on were aimed at collec[ng quan[ta[ve and 
qualita[ve data to evaluate the process of the par[cipatory approach, the research methodology 
and the data obtained. Nine members of the GOI (two from Trikala, two from Hamburg, three from 
West Midlands and two from Noord-Brabant) were interviewed between 27th June and 15th July 
2024. Most of the par[cipants were the same in phase 1 and phase 2. As in phase 1, par[cipants 
were invited to think about their experience with the co-crea[on ac[vi[es and with the interviews 
and the focus groups and to freely answer a set of ques[ons. It was clearly stated that there were 
no right or wrong answers, but they were required to freely express their own ajtudes and 
opinions. The bilateral mee[ngs covered different aspects of the par[cipatory approach. In the 
following sec[on the different aspects and the results will be illustrated in detail. Quan[ta[ve items 
were measured on a 5-point scale (from 1 = not at all to 5 = to a great extent). 

 

Efficacy 

Achievement of objec=ves of par=cipatory process: Once the research ac[vi[es (i.e., interviews, 
focus groups and workshops) were conducted and the data were gathered, the GOI were invited to 
think about their own experience and to evaluate the co-crea[on and the par[cipatory approach. 
The GOI evaluated to what extent the objec[ves of the par[cipatory approach were obtained in 
general (M = 4.42; West Midlands M = 5.00; Hamburg M = 3.75; Noord-Brabant M = 4.50 and Trikala 
M = 5.00) and on different dimensions.  

According to the GOI the par[cipatory framework was able to ensure inclusivity and representa[on 
of the target group (M = 4.14; West Midlands M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 3.50; Noord-Brabant M = 4.50 
and Trikala M = 5.00), promote social equity  (M = 4.14; West Midlands M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 4.50; 
Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00). All the GOI reported high evalua[ons in par[cular 
West Midlands, Noord-Brabant and Trikala. Hamburg was less sa[sfied even if the evalua[ons were 
quite high. 

Engagement and Quality of par=cipa=on: Finally, the GOI rated quite high the level of engagement 
of par[cipants during the interviews (M = 4.20; West Midlands M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 4.00; Noord-
Brabant M = 5.00 and Trikala M = 4.00), the focus groups (M = 4.80; West Midlands M = 4.00; 
Hamburg M = 5.00; Noord-Brabant M = 5.00 and Trikala M = 5.00) and the workshops (M = 4.20; 
West Midlands M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 4.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 5.00). 

Accessibility: All the GOI were aware of the importance of the accessibility dimensions. They 
ensured that the place where they conducted the interviews, the focus group and the workshops 
was accessible to everyone. They did not find any relevant technological or technical problems. In 
some cases, they had to adapt the language complexity to their audience (e.g., the elderly or persons 
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with cogni[ve disabili[es). One of the main problems they reported was that for some vulnerable 
groups (e.g. the elderly) CCAM technology was difficult to imagine. 

 

Efficiency 

Resource u=liza=on: During the second round of evalua[on the GOI were asked to evaluate to what 
extent they were sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the interviews, the focus groups and the 
workshops. The GOI considered posi[vely the effort-benefit ra[o of the interviews (M = 3.80, West 
Midlands = 3.00; Hamburg M = 4.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00) and the 
workshops (M = 3.80; West Midlands = 3.00; Hamburg M = 4.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala 
M = 4.00). The GOI were more cri[cal on evalua[ng the effort-benefit ra[o of the focus groups (M = 
3.20; West Midlands = 2.00; Hamburg M = 3.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00).  

The GOI were asked again during the third round of evalua[on to define to what extent they were 
sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the interviews, the focus groups and the workshops. 
Hamburg, Noord-Brabant, and Trikala considered posi[vely the effort-benefit ra[o of the interviews 
(M = 3.76, Hamburg M = 3.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00) and focus groups (M = 
4.00; Hamburg M = 4.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00). West Midlands did not 
express any opinion, as they were s[ll wai[ng for the outcomes of the process. Regarding the 
workshops, the results showed a posi[ve evalua[on (M = 4.25; West Midlands M = 4.00; Hamburg 
M = 5.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00). Comparing these results with the ones of 
the second round of evalua[on, the effort-benefit ra[o of the interviews did not change, whereas 
the evalua[on of the focus groups and the workshops posi[vely improved.  

 

Impacts 

Trust and collabora=on building: All the GOI declared that they were able to establish synergies with 
other projects and ac[vi[es in their territory through the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach and 
they were able to establish community/group of followers/network among stakeholders, ci[zens 
and local authori[es. For Hamburg, Trikala and Noord-Brabant a]er this experience people improve 
their knowledge of CCAM technology. 

All the GOI referred that this research experience expanded and improved their ability in engaging 
people (M = 4.14; Hamburg M = 4.50, Trikala M = 4.50, West Midlands M = 4.00 and Noord-Brabant 
M = 4.00) and their knowledge and skill in par[cipatory approach (M = 4.38; Hamburg M = 4.50, 
Trikala M = 4.50, West Midlands M = 4.50 and Noord-Brabant M = 4.00). The GOI considered the 
par[cipatory approach as means to iden[fy specific mobility challenges (M = 4.57; West Midlands 
M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 4.50; Noord-Brabant M = 5.00 and Trikala M = 5.00), to help the 
understanding of the mobility needs and preferences of the community (M = 3.67; West Midlands 
M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 3.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00) and to increase CCAM 
services’ understanding and acceptance in the popula[on (M = 3.86; West Midlands M = 4.00; 
Hamburg M = 3.75; Noord-Brabant M = 3.75 and Trikala M = 4.00). Again, the results showed 
differences among the GOI: Hamburg was less sa[sfied even if the evalua[on were higher than the 
midpoint. 

Finally, the GOI evaluated to what extent this research experience expanded their own knowledge 
and experience in engaging people and par[cipatory approaches. The results confirmed that the 
GOI considered the par[cipatory approach an enriching experience (M = 4.50; West Midlands M = 
5.00; Hamburg M = 4.50; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 5.00). 
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Par=cipants’ empowerment: According to the GOI the par[cipatory approach helped to promote a 
human-centric approach (M = 4.29; West Midlands M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 4.00; Noord-Brabant M 
= 4.50 and Trikala M = 5.00) and contributed to generate relevant policy recommenda[ons (M = 
4.50; West Midlands M = 4.50; Hamburg M = 5.00; Noord-Brabant M = 4.50 and Trikala M = 5.00). 

When evalua[ng to what extent par[cipants and stakeholders felt empowered and perceive that 
their voices have influence on decisions, the GOI gave more less posi[ve evalua[ons (M = 3.67; West 
Midlands M = 3.00; Hamburg M = 3.50; Noord-Brabant M = 4.00 and Trikala M = 4.00).  

For the GOI the par[cipatory approach was able to enhance community engagement (M = 4.00; 
West Midlands M = 4.00; Hamburg M = 3.00; Noord-Brabant M = 5.00 and Trikala M = 4.00), to 
par[ally empower vulnerable groups of popula[on (M = 3.93; West Midlands M = 3.50; Hamburg M 
= 3.25; Noord-Brabant M = 4.50 and Trikala M = 5.00) and to build trust and collabora[on among 
stakeholders (M = 4.17; West Midlands M = 5.00; Hamburg M = 3.50; Noord-Brabant M = 4.50 and 
Trikala M = 4.00). In fact, they reported that many par[cipants (from 50% to 90%) both ci[zens and 
stakeholders expressed their inten[on to stay in contact with the SINFONICA project a]er their 
par[cipa[on (events, results’ sharing, etc.). 

Gender impact: With reference to the gender impact generated by the ac[ons of the par[cipatory 
process, some GOI were more sa[sfied than others. In par[cular, West Midland, Noord-Brabant and 
Hamburg underlined that the opinions of women or LGBTQ+ community representa[ves were 
openly and clearly expressed during the SINFONICA par[cipatory sessions. In contrast, Trikala 
observed that par[cipants were less willing to engage in discussions on gender perspec[ves on 
CCAM services. 

 

The Results and Impacts phase provided a comprehensive assessment of the par[cipatory 
approach's outcomes, revealing its efficacy in achieving key objec[ves such as fostering trust, 
empowering par[cipants, and promo[ng inclusivity. Par[cipants reported increased awareness of 
CCAM technologies and felt that their contribu[ons were valued and integrated into the project. 
Despite these successes, there were varia[ons in sa[sfac[on levels among GOI, par[cularly 
regarding the perceived influence of par[cipants’ voices on decision-making. The approach was 
praised for its human-centric design and its ability to generate ac[onable insights and policy 
recommenda[ons. Overall, the findings underscore the transforma[ve poten[al of par[cipatory 
methodologies in addressing complex mobility challenges while ensuring equitable and sustainable 
solu[ons. 

 

4.3 GOI representatives’ feedback and success stories 
The par[cipatory ac[vi[es conducted across the four GOI —Hamburg, Trikala, West Midlands, and 
Noord-Brabant—demonstrated the value of tailored engagement strategies in fostering inclusivity, 
building trust, and genera[ng meaningful dialogue about the future of CCAM. These ac[vi[es 
highlighted the power of par[cipatory approaches to not only collect valuable insights but also 
create emo[onal connec[ons between stakeholders and the project. 

In Noord-Brabant, outreach efforts took a highly localized and personal approach, with researchers 
mee[ng par[cipants in informal sejngs such as libraries and community centres. These spaces 
encouraged open and relaxed conversa[ons where par[cipants felt comfortable voicing their 
concerns about exis[ng public transport issues. For many, the discussions provided a rare 
opportunity to share frustra[ons about challenges like high [cket prices and discon[nued bus routes 



 

SINFONICA_Deliverable3.2_V1.0.docx  41 
 

in rural areas. At the same [me, par[cipants expressed curiosity and cau[ous op[mism about CCAM 
technologies, par[cularly self-driving buses, which they saw as a poten[al solu[on for underserved 
areas. These interac[ons reinforced a sense of agency among par[cipants, as they felt their opinions 
were being genuinely considered by decision-makers. 

Trikala’s engagement strategy stood out for its emphasis on inclusivity and context-sensi[ve 
approaches to recruitment. The par[cipatory process was carefully adapted to meet the needs of 
specific demographic groups, including elderly residents, rural popula[ons, and individuals with 
mobility challenges. This approach ranged from organizing interviews at elderly centres to 
collabora[ng with local NGOs and youth councils. The emo[onal impact of these ac[vi[es was 
significant: elderly par[cipants o]en began interviews feeling anxious about their digital skills but 
soon grew eager to share their perspec[ves. Young par[cipants, meanwhile, expressed a sense of 
pride and responsibility in contribu[ng to discussions about public transporta[on improvements. 
Rural residents, ini[ally scep[cal, warmed to the process as they recognized the genuine interest 
shown in their mobility challenges, leading to though{ul discussions about infrastructure and 
access. 

In Hamburg, the par[cipatory approach leveraged crea[ve techniques to engage a diverse audience. 
Ac[vi[es were o]en held in spaces designed to make par[cipants feel valued, such as historic town 
halls and mobility workshops tailored to elderly and impaired individuals. These sejngs fostered a 
welcoming atmosphere, enabling par[cipants to comfortably share their experiences. The 
interviews and focus groups revealed both the challenges faced by vulnerable groups and the 
poten[al of exis[ng digital tools to improve inclusiveness in mobility. Despite some reserva[ons 
about CCAM being abstract and disconnected from everyday life, par[cipants appreciated the 
opportunity to voice their views in a suppor[ve environment. The effort to make these discussions 
accessible and enjoyable, including providing catering, reinforced a posi[ve percep[on of the 
process. 

In the West Midlands, pre-exis[ng networks and resources significantly facilitated engagement. By 
leveraging a database of residents who had par[cipated in earlier surveys and conduc[ng outreach 
at public transport hubs, the project efficiently recruited par[cipants, including those who might 
otherwise have been difficult to engage. The par[cipatory ac[vi[es highlighted fluctua[ng ajtudes 
toward CCAM, influenced by external factors such as media coverage. Nonetheless, many 
par[cipants recognized the poten[al of CCAM to address longstanding transport challenges, such as 
unreliability and accessibility gaps. This recogni[on helped foster op[mism about the role of CCAM 
in crea[ng a more equitable transport system. 

4.4 Challenges and lessons learned 
While the par[cipatory process achieved significant successes, it also encountered a range of 
challenges, reflec[ng the diverse contexts and demographics of the GOI.  

One of the primary difficul[es in Noord-Brabant was adap[ng standardized interview and focus 
group guidelines to local reali[es. Par[cipants some[mes struggled to relate to ques[ons that felt 
abstract or removed from their daily experiences, making it harder to draw direct comparisons 
across regions. Focus groups also revealed the complexi[es of managing group dynamics, as 
dominant voices occasionally overshadowed quieter par[cipants, despite efforts to ensure balanced 
contribu[ons. 

In Trikala, the par[cipatory process faced logis[cal challenges, compounded by external disrup[ons 
such as severe flooding in September 2023. These obstacles necessitated flexibility in scheduling and 
methodology. Recrui[ng elderly par[cipants for online surveys also proved difficult, requiring in-
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person visits to local centres to provide assistance. Despite these hurdles, the strong founda[on of 
collabora[on with local stakeholders and community networks helped sustain engagement. 

Hamburg encountered unique challenges due to the abstract nature of CCAM concepts, which many 
par[cipants found disconnected from their daily lives. Recruitment efforts were further complicated 
by the lack of an established network of ci[zens interested in mobility issues, requiring significant 
resources to reach poten[al par[cipants. However, the city's robust public transport ini[a[ves and 
its vision as a mobility model region created opportuni[es to link CCAM discussions to broader urban 
mobility goals. 

In the West Midlands, par[cipant ajtudes were influenced by external factors, such as public 
scep[cism surrounding transport technologies. Addi[onally, the polarizing nature of CCAM, with 
par[cipants expressing either enthusiasm or mistrust, made it challenging to facilitate balanced 
discussions. These dynamics underscored the need for nuanced facilita[on and adap[ve 
methodologies. 

 

 
Figure 3: Combined SWOT analysis from the GOI 

 

The SINFONICA project’s par[cipatory approach across the four GOI yielded several key lessons that 
highlight both the strengths and areas for improvement in fostering inclusivity and engagement in 
mobility projects. Each lesson is enriched by the experiences of the GOI, offering prac[cal insights 
for future par[cipatory ini[a[ves: 

• Early engagement with community stakeholders: Engaging stakeholders early in the process 
was cri[cal to building trust and ensuring their ac[ve involvement throughout the project. 
In Trikala, early collabora[on with local councils, NGOs, and ins[tu[ons like the university 
helped establish credibility and foster a sense of shared ownership. This approach not only 
legi[mized the project but also created a suppor[ve network that facilitated par[cipant 
recruitment and engagement ac[vi[es. Early engagement builds rela[onships that are 
essen[al for tackling unforeseen challenges, such as the logis[cal disrup[ons faced in Trikala 
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due to flooding. Establishing these connec[ons in the ini[al stages of a project ensures a 
strong founda[on for inclusive par[cipa[on. 

• Tailored methodologies for local contexts: The diversity of the GOI underscored the 
importance of adap[ng par[cipatory methods to local contexts. In Noord-Brabant, informal 
sejngs such as libraries and community centres allowed par[cipants to feel at ease, while 
in Hamburg, historic venues and mobility workshops aqracted par[cipants by crea[ng a 
welcoming and engaging environment. Tailoring recruitment strategies and methodologies 
ensured that hard-to-reach groups, such as rural residents and digitally vulnerable 
individuals, were included. For instance, Trikala’s targeted outreach to elderly centres and 
rural communi[es demonstrated how customized approaches can overcome barriers to 
par[cipa[on. Tailored methods ensure that the par[cipatory process resonates with the 
unique circumstances and needs of each community. 

• Flexibility and adaptability: The ability to adapt methodologies and schedules was vital in 
responding to challenges. Trikala’s experience with the flood demonstrated the importance 
of flexibility in logis[cal planning. Similarly, in Hamburg, adap[ng to the oversatura[on of 
mobility topics required innova[ve approaches to recruitment, such as integra[ng 
par[cipa[on with exis[ng mobility workshops. Flexibility also played a role in addressing 
fluctua[ng public sen[ment, as seen in the West Midlands, where external news stories 
about transport technologies influenced par[cipant ajtudes. An adap[ve approach ensures 
that par[cipatory processes remain effec[ve even in dynamic and unpredictable 
circumstances. 

• Transparent communica[on: Transparency in the par[cipatory process is essen[al for 
fostering trust and encouraging con[nued engagement. Par[cipants across all GOI valued 
clear communica[on about how their input would be used and how the project’s outcomes 
would benefit their communi[es. In Noord-Brabant, informing par[cipants about the 
applica[on of their feedback reduced scep[cism and enhanced their sense of contribu[on. 
Transparency also involved sharing progress and results, as demonstrated by the West 
Midlands’ prac[ce of engaging par[cipants with updates and maintaining connec[ons for 
future projects. A transparent approach not only builds trust but also reinforces the 
legi[macy of the process. 

• Tangible examples to bridge abstract concepts: The abstract nature of CCAM posed 
challenges in engaging par[cipants, par[cularly in Hamburg and the West Midlands. 
Providing tangible examples and real-world applica[ons, such as the automated shuqle 
system in Trikala, helped par[cipants relate to the concepts being discussed. Visual aids, 
simula[ons, and hands-on experiences make abstract topics more accessible, fostering richer 
and more meaningful discussions. These tools are par[cularly effec[ve in bridging the gap 
between theore[cal discussions and par[cipants’ lived experiences. 

 

4.5 Recommendations 
Building on the lessons learned from the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach, several key 
recommenda[ons can enhance inclusivity, effec[veness, and stakeholder sa[sfac[on in future 
engagement processes. These recommenda[ons emphasize not only prac[cal strategies but also 
the importance of crea[ng a meaningful and empowering experience for par[cipants. 

• Start early and build rela=onships: Engaging community stakeholders and local 
organiza[ons early is crucial for establishing trust, credibility, and collabora[on. Early 
engagement ensures that stakeholders have a sense of ownership in the process, which 
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increases their willingness to par[cipate. It also allows for the co-crea[on of methodologies 
and the iden[fica[on of specific needs and challenges within the community. Collabora[ng 
with local networks, as demonstrated in Trikala and Hamburg, can streamline recruitment 
and foster long-term partnerships. 

• Adapt to local contexts: Tailoring recruitment strategies and engagement methods to reflect 
the unique characteris[cs of each community is essen[al. Recognizing cultural, geographical, 
and demographic differences ensures that par[cipa[on is accessible and relevant. For 
example, Noord-Brabant’s informal sejngs and Trikala’s targeted outreach to specific groups 
illustrate how context-sensi[ve approaches can enhance inclusivity. Adap[ng formats also 
includes considering par[cipants’ schedules, mobility challenges, and communica[on 
preferences. 

• Remain flexible and responsive: Par[cipatory processes must be designed with adaptability 
in mind to address unforeseen challenges, such as logis[cal disrup[ons or shi]s in public 
sen[ment. Flexibility enables adjustments to recruitment strategies, [melines, and 
methodologies based on real-[me feedback. This approach was par[cularly valuable in 
Trikala’s response to a catastrophic flood and the West Midlands’ efforts to navigate 
fluctua[ng public ajtudes. A responsive process demonstrates respect for par[cipants' 
circumstances and maintains engagement. 

• Communicate transparently: Transparency fosters trust and accountability by ensuring 
par[cipants understand the purpose of their involvement and how their contribu[ons will 
be used. Clear communica[on about goals, methodologies, and outcomes builds credibility 
and encourages long-term engagement. Providing updates, as seen in the West Midlands, 
strengthens rela[onships and ensures par[cipants feel their input is valued. Transparency 
should also include sharing results in accessible formats, reinforcing the impact of the 
par[cipatory process. 

• Make abstract concepts relatable: Addressing complex or unfamiliar topics, such as CCAM, 
requires innova[ve approaches to bridge the gap between abstract ideas and par[cipants' 
everyday experiences. Tangible examples, such as Trikala’s automated shuqle system, and 
tools like visual aids, videos, or simula[ons, can make discussions more engaging and 
comprehensible. Grounding conversa[ons in relatable scenarios encourages par[cipants to 
contribute more ac[vely and provides richer insights. 

• Provide incen=ves and create welcoming environments: Though{ul planning of venues, 
catering, and incen[ves demonstrates respect for par[cipants’ [me and effort. Accessible, 
comfortable spaces, like those used in Hamburg, create a welcoming atmosphere that 
encourages open dialogue. Incen[ves, such as gi] cards or recogni[on of par[cipants' 
contribu[ons, further reinforce the value placed on their involvement. 

• Focus on long-term engagement: Building las[ng connec[ons with par[cipants through 
ongoing communica[on, follow-ups, and opportuni[es for future involvement creates a 
sense of con[nuity and deepens trust. Establishing a database of par[cipants, as prac[ced 
in the West Midlands, can streamline future engagements and strengthen the community's 
role in shaping mobility innova[ons. 

• Foster inclusion through diverse channels: Use a variety of communica[on and recruitment 
methods to reach underrepresented groups. Social media campaigns, in-person visits, and 
collabora[ons with local NGOs and councils ensure that even those with limited access to 
digital tools can par[cipate. This diversity in outreach promotes equitable representa[on 
across demographics. 
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By implemen[ng these recommenda[ons, mobility projects can design par[cipatory processes that 
are not only inclusive and effec[ve but also empower communi[es to play an ac[ve role in shaping 
their mobility futures. The SINFONICA experience illustrates that with though{ul planning, 
transparency, and adaptability, par[cipatory approaches can create meaningful and impac{ul 
engagement, fostering trust and collabora[on among all stakeholders. 
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5. Conclusions 
The evalua[on of the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach across its three phases—Design and 
Planning, Implementa[on, and Results and Impacts—has revealed significant achievements, 
valuable lessons, and areas for improvement. Through robust engagement strategies, inclusive 
methodologies, and itera[ve refinement, the project successfully fostered stakeholder collabora[on 
and advanced its goals of promo[ng equitable and user-centred mobility solu[ons. At the same 
[me, the evalua[on highlighted specific shortcomings that must be addressed to strengthen the 
par[cipatory process further. 

In the Design and Planning phase, the par[cipatory framework was well-received for its inclusivity, 
coherence, and alignment with stakeholder needs. Par[cipants valued the clarity of guidelines and 
their ac[ve role in shaping the process, which enhanced their sense of ownership. However, 
feedback from some GOI, par[cularly Noord-Brabant, indicated the need for more robust strategies 
for ini[al par[cipant engagement and prepara[on. These gaps suggest that while the planning was 
effec[ve, addi[onal efforts are required to ensure seamless communica[on and par[cipant 
readiness. 

The Implementa[on phase demonstrated the adaptability and inclusivity of the engagement 
strategies. The itera[ve approach allowed for con[nuous refinement, enabling the par[cipatory 
process to address diverse stakeholder needs, including those of vulnerable groups. Synergies with 
local ini[a[ves enhanced the relevance and impact of the sessions, and tailored methodologies 
overcame logis[cal and linguis[c barriers. Nevertheless, challenges in maintaining par[cipant 
engagement and ensuring clear communica[on were noted. The strategies for keeping par[cipants 
informed and engaged were perceived as less effec[ve, highligh[ng a cri[cal area for improvement 
in future par[cipatory efforts. 

In the Results and Impacts phase, the par[cipatory approach delivered meaningful outcomes, 
fostering trust, empowerment, and inclusivity. Stakeholders reported increased awareness of CCAM 
technologies and expressed sa[sfac[on with their ability to contribute to the process. However, 
some GOI expressed concerns about the clarity of how par[cipants' feedback was integrated into 
decision-making and communicated back to them. This highlights the importance of strengthening 
feedback loops to ensure transparency and reinforce par[cipants' trust in the process. 

Feedback and success stories from the GOI highlighted the strengths of the par[cipatory process, 
such as the collabora[ve atmosphere, the adaptability of methodologies, and the ability to address 
local mobility challenges. Lessons learned from the evalua[on emphasized the importance of clear 
communica[on strategies, especially regarding the return of findings to par[cipants (devolu[on), as 
well as the need for sustained efforts to engage marginalized groups and foster a par[cipa[ve 
poli[cal culture. Building trust and collabora[on among stakeholders is essen[al for long-term 
engagement, yet this requires consistent feedback loops, greater transparency, and the inclusion of 
underrepresented voices. 

The recommenda[ons derived from this evalua[on focus on enhancing inclusivity, communica[on, 
and empowerment in par[cipatory processes. These include implemen[ng more robust strategies 
for par[cipant engagement and reten[on, developing tailored approaches to reach 
underrepresented groups, and ensuring transparent communica[on of outcomes to all par[cipants. 
Addi[onally, fostering a par[cipa[ve poli[cal culture requires integra[ng par[cipatory 
methodologies into broader governance structures and encouraging stakeholders to adopt a long-
term view of collabora[on and trust-building. 
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In conclusion, the SINFONICA par[cipatory approach has demonstrated its poten[al to address 
complex mobility challenges through inclusive and user-centred methodologies. However, the 
iden[fied shortcomings, such as the lack of effec[ve return mechanisms and the limited focus on 
par[cipa[ve poli[cal culture, provide valuable insights for future improvements. By addressing 
these gaps, the par[cipatory process can become a more powerful tool for fostering equity, trust, 
and sustainable mobility solu[ons across diverse communi[es. 
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7. Appendices 
 

7.1 Annex 1 - Evaluation bilateral meetings (Round 1)  
 

ANNEX 1 

FIRST ROUND OF EVALUATION OF THE PARTICIPATORY PROCESS 

BILATERAL MEETINGS GUIDELINES – GOI 

 

 

Loca=on: 

o Trikala 

o Hamburg 

o Noord Brabant 
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o West Midland 

Scale:  

o 1 = not at all 

o 2 = to some extent 

o 3 = neither sa[sfied not dissa[sfied  

o 4 = Somewhat sa[sfied 

o 5 = to a great extent 

 

Design and Planning: Suitability 

Suitable of Objec=ves 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA interviews coherent? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA interviews inclusive? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA interviews achievable? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA focus group coherent? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA focus group inclusive? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA focus group achievable? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA workshop coherent? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA workshop inclusive? 

- To what extent were the objec[ves of SINFONICA workshop achievable? 

 

Rules of the Game 

- To what extent were the engagement strategies useful? 

- To what extent was the scope of SINFONICA clear? 

- To what extent were the guidelines for the interviews clear? 

- To what extent were the guidelines for the focus group clear? 

- To what extent were the guidelines for the workshop clear? 

 

Return 

- To what extent were the engagement strategies clear in defining how to firstly get the 

par[cipant engaged? 

- To what extent were the engagement strategies clear in defining how to keep the par[cipant 

engaged? 
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- To what extent were the engagement strategies clear in defining how to keep the par[cipant 

informed about the results of the ac[vi[es? 

 

Design and Planning: Coherence 

Coherence 

- Were the interviews a good methodology to approach the defined target? Y/N 

o If not: which methodology would you have preferred? 

- Were the focus groups a good methodology to approach the defined target? Y/N 

o If not: which methodology would you have preferred? 

- Were the workshops a good methodology to approach the defined target? Y/N 

o If not: which methodology would you have preferred? 

 

Design and Planning: Feasibility 

Resources 

- Did you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on during the whole process? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify 

- Before star[ng the par[cipatory approach process, did you have a clear idea of the resources 

needed to implement the ac[vi[es? Y/N 

o If not: which resources were underes[mated / overes[mated?  

- During the interviews: did you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify 

- During the focus group: did you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify 

- During the workshop: did you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify 

 

External dynamiza=on 

- Did you use external resources (not directly involved in the SINFONICA project)? Y/N 

If yes: 

o How did you choose who to entrust the work to? 

o For which ac[vi[es did you use external resources? 
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o Did you train the external resources with the SINFONICA guidelines / engagement 

strategies? Y/N 

§ If not: why? 

o Were you sa[sfied with the external resources you worked with? Y/N 

 

Design and Planning: Design Quality 

Leadership 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the support team from the WP1 & WP2 team? 

o Do you have sugges[ons for improvements? 

- Do you think the process (from the guidelines to the approaches) was well integrated? Y/N 

o Do you have sugges[ons for improvements? 

 

Diversity of Par=cipants 

- Do you think we have involved a good representa[ve of ci[zens? Y/N 

- Would you have wanted to add some specific categories? Y/N 

o If yes, which ones? 

- To what extent do you think you have involved the right representa[ves according to the 

target established for the interviews? 

- To what extent do you think you have involved the right representa[ves according to the 

target established for the focus group? 

- To what extent do you think you have involved the right representa[ves according to the 

target established for the workshop? 

- Among the interviewed: how many were women? 

- Among the focus group par[cipants: how many were women? 

- Among the workshops par[cipants: how many were women? 

- Did you invite women’s associa[ons and/or feminist collec[ves? Y/N 

- How many people did you contact for the interviews?  

o How many have agreed to be interviewed?  

o How many have actually been interviewed? 

- How many people did you contact for the focus groups?  

o How many have agreed to join?  

o How many have actually joined? 
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- How many people did you contact for the workshops?  

o How many have agreed to join?  

o How many have actually joined? 

 

Transparency 

- Was access to the informa[on regarding the par[cipatory approach easy? Y/N 

o If not, what could be improved? 

- To what extent was the format of the disclosure of the informa[on understandable for your 

target?  

o What can be improved? 

- To what extent was the privacy consent understandable for your target? 

o What can be improved? 

- Did you experience some barriers / problems in the transla[on process (from English to your 

language)? Y/N 

o If yes, please specify 

- Were the working documents proposed within T1.4 useful to keep the updates of the 

interviews? 

- Were the working documents proposed within T1.4 useful to keep the updates of the focus 

group? 

- Were the working documents proposed within T1.4 useful to keep the updates of the 

workshop? 

 

Methodological adapta=on 

- Was the [me foreseen for the interviews enough? Y/N 

- Was the [me foreseen for the focus groups enough? Y/N 

- Was the [me foreseen for the workshops enough? Y/N 

- Was the [me foresee for the co-crea[on of the GOI enough? Y/N 

- Was the [me foresee for discussing the guidelines for the par[cipatory approach enough? 

Y/N 

- Was the [me foresee for discussing the engagement strategy enough? Y/N 

- Was the period of data collec[on (2 months) enough to collect all the interviews? Y/N 

- Was the period of data collec[on (2 months) enough to conduct all the focus groups? Y/N 
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- Was the period of data collec[on (2 months) enough to conduct the workshop? Y/N 

 

Accessibility 

- Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the interviews was accessible to 

everyone? Y/N 

o If not: why? What could you improve? 

- Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the focus group was accessible to 

everyone? Y/N 

o If not: why? What could you improve? 

- Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the workshop was accessible to 

everyone? Y/N 

o If not: why? What could you improve? 

- Did you encounter any gap in performing the interviews (technological, linguis[c, thema[c)? 

Y/N 

o If yes: please specify. 

- Did you encounter any gap in performing the focus group (technological, linguis[c, 

thema[c)? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify. 

- Did you encounter any gap in performing the workshop (technological, linguis[c, thema[c)? 

Y/N 

o If yes: please specify. 

- Did you offer alterna[ve [me schedule (during lunch, during evening, during the 

weekend…)? Y/N 

o If yes were they successful? 
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Communica=on 

- Does your en[ty have a communica[on plan?  

- To what extent did you find useful the communica[on guidelines for the interviews made 

available by the SINFONICA project?  

- To what extent did you find useful the communica[on guidelines for the focus groups made 

available by the SINFONICA project? 

- To what extent did you find useful the communica[on guidelines for the workshops made 

available by the SINFONICA project? 

- Which specific measures have been taken to assure inclusive communica[on with all 

par[cipants?  

- Which specific measures have been taken to assure a non-sexist communica[on with all 

par[cipants? 

-  

Training 

- To what extent were the trainings online useful for conduc[ng the interviews? 

- To what extent were the trainings online useful for conduc[ng the focus group? 

- To what extent were the trainings online useful for conduc[ng the workshop? 

- To what extent was the training online useful for feeling more self-confident in conduc[ng 

par[cipatory approaches? 

- To what extent was the training in presence in Reggio Emilia (September 2023) useful for 

conduc[ng the interviews? 

- To what extent was the training in presence in Reggio Emilia (September 2023) useful for 

conduc[ng the focus group? 

- To what extent was the training in presence in Reggio Emilia (September 2023) useful for 

conduc[ng the workshop? 

- To what extent was the training in presence in Reggio Emilia (September 2023) useful for 

feeling more self-confident in conduc[ng par[cipatory approaches? 

- To what extent were the interviews helpful in increasing the knowledge of the interviewed 

in the CCAM topic? 

- To what extent was the focus group helpful in increasing the knowledge of the interviewed 

in the CCAM topic? 
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- To what extent were the workshops helpful in increasing the knowledge of the interviewed 

in the CCAM topic? 

 

Implementa<on: Process Quality 

Synergies with other processes 

- Have you established synergies with other projects/ac[vi[es in your territory through the 

SINFONICA par[cipatory approaches? 

o If yes: please specify: 

o If not: do you plan to establish any? 

Adapta=on to par=cipants’ needs and agendas 

- To what extent did you feel that your opinions were considered during the co-crea[on 

ac[vi[es? 

- To what extent did you feel that your remarks/comments were taken into account during the 

co-crea[on ac[vi[es? 

- Did you have to rearrange the proposed organiza[on or [me schedule in order to aqend to 

the specific needs of the par[cipants?   

- To what extent were you flexible in answering people's requests during interviews? 

- To what extent were you flexible in answering people request during focus group? 

- To what extent were you flexible in answering people requests during workshops? 

 

Dynamiza=on 

- To what extent has the par[cipa[on of the people been facilitated during the interviews? 

- To what extent has the par[cipa[on of the people been facilitated during the focus group? 

- To what extent has the par[cipa[on of the people been facilitated during the workshops? 

- To what extent were you able to report all the opinions expressed during the focus group?  

o If liqle or not at all: what could be improved? 

- To what extent were you able to report all the opinions expressed during the workshop?  

o If liqle or not at all: what could be improved? 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the interviews you have conducted? 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the focus group you have conducted? 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the workshops you have conducted? 

- Would you say that the atmosphere during the workshops was nice? Y/N 
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o If not: what can be improved? 

- Would you say that the atmosphere during the interviews was nice? Y/N 

o If not: what can be improved? 

- Would you say that the atmosphere during the focus group was nice? Y/N 

o If not: what can be improved? 

 

Implementa<on: Execu<on 

Did you manage to perform all the required interviews? Y/N 

If not: how many did you perform? 

If not: why? 

Did you manage to perform all the required focus group? Y/N 

If not: how many did you perform? 

If not: why? 

Did you manage to perform all the required workshops? Y/N 

If not: how many did you perform? 

If not: why? 

- How would you rate the level of engagement during the interviews? 

- How would you rate the level of engagement during the focus group? 

- How would you rate the level of engagement during the workshop? 

 

Implementa<on: Flexibility 

- Did you have the need to change the protocol of the interviews? Y/N 

o If yes: please explain the situa[on. 

- Did you have the need to change the protocol of the focus group? Y/N 

o If yes: please explain the situa[on. 

- Did you have the need to change the protocol of the workshop? Y/N 

o If yes: please explain the situa[on. 
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Results and Impacts: Efficiency 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the interviews you have 

conducted? 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the focus group you have 

conducted? 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the workshop you have 

conducted? 

 

 

7.2 Annex 2 - Questionnaire (Round 2)  
Ques=onnaire for GOI on 2nd Round par=cipatory sessions 

 

Loca=on: Trikala, Hamburg, Noord Brabant, West Midland 

Scale:  

1 = not at all;  

2 = to some extent;  

3 = neither sa[sfied not dissa[sfied;  

4 = somewhat sa[sfied;  

5 = to a great extent 

 

CCAM Local Community 

- Did you have the possibility to increase/enhance/go deeper with the collabora[on with other 

stakeholders during the 2nd Round of par[cipatory sessions? Please explain how and which 

stakeholders are involved in your local community. 

 

Design and Planning: Methodological adapta=on (from 1st to 2nd Round) 

- To what extent did you feel that your remarks/comments were considered to adapt the 

guidelines for the 2nd Round? 

- Is there any issue that have not been reflected in the guidelines for the 2nd Round 
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Implementa=on: Adapta=on to par=cipants’ needs and agendas 

- Was the [me foreseen for the interviews enough? Y/N 

- Was the [me foreseen for the focus groups enough? Y/N 

- Was the [me foreseen for the workshops enough? Y/N 

 

- To what extent was it difficult to schedule the interviews? 

- To what extent was it difficult to schedule the focus group? 

- To what extent was it difficult to schedule the workshops? 

Implementa=on: Flexibility 

- Did you have the need to change the protocol of the interviews? Y/N 

o If yes: please explain the situa[on. 

- Did you have the need to change the protocol of the focus groups? Y/N 

o If yes: please explain the situa[on. 

- Did you have the need to change the protocol of the workshops? Y/N 

o If yes: please explain the situa[on 

- During the interviews: did you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify 

- During the focus group: did you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify 

- During the workshops: did you encounter any problem with resource alloca[on? Y/N 

o If yes: please specify 

 

Results and Impacts: Efficacy 

Achievement of objec=ves of par=cipatory process 

- Did you manage to perform all the required interviews? Y/N 

o If not: how many did you perform? If not: why? 

- Did you manage to perform all the required focus groups? Y/N 

o If not: how many did you perform? If not: why? 

- Did you manage to perform all the required workshops? Y/N 

o If not: how many did you perform? If not: why? 
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Par=cipa=on 

- How many people did you contact for the interviews?  

o How many have agreed to be interviewed?  

o How many have actually been interviewed? 

- Considering the categories of par[cipants involved in the second round, which ones were 

most difficult to recruit? In your opinion, why?   

- How many people did you contact for the focus groups?  

o How many have agreed to join?  

o How many have actually joined? 

- How many people did you contact for the workshops?  

o How many have agreed to join?  

o How many have actually joined? 

- Among the interviewed: how many were women? 

- Among the focus group par[cipants: how many were women? 

- Among the workshop par[cipants: how many were women? 

- Did you invite women’s associa[ons and/or feminist collec[ves? Y/N 

Accessibility 

- Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the interviews was accessible to 

everyone? Y/N. If not: why? What could you improve?  

- Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the focus group was accessible to 

everyone? Y/N. If not: why? What could you improve?  

- Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the workshops was accessible to 

everyone? Y/N. If not: why? What could you improve? 

- Did you encounter any gap in performing the interviews (technological, linguis[c, thema[c)? 

Y/N. If yes: please specify.  

- Did you encounter any gap in performing the focus group (technological, linguis[c, 

thema[c)? Y/N. If yes: please specify. 

- Did you encounter any gap in performing the workshops (technological, linguis[c, thema[c)? 

Y/N. If yes: please specify. 
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Results and Impacts: Efficiency 

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the interviews you have 

conducted?  

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the focus group you have 

conducted?  

- To what extent are you sa[sfied with the effort-benefit ra[o of the workshops you have 

conducted? 

 

Final ques=ons 

- Any comment or remark for the 3rd and last Round of par[cipatory sessions?  

 

 

7.3 Annex 3 – Collective brainstorming session’s guidelines (Round 
2) 

 
SINFONICA Collec=ve brainstorming session in Turin 

March 2024 
Agenda – Part 1 ONLY GO 
I 
Introduc[on (5 minutes): 

● Welcome and introduc/on to the collec/ve brainstorming session 
● Brief overview of discussion topics 

 
Sec[on 1: Interviews and Focus Groups Evalua[on (25 minutes): 
Exercise: share one thing that posi/vely surprised you during the SINFONICA interviews and/or focus groups 
and one unexpected challenge you had to face while engaging par/cipants in FG discussions or in responding 
to ques/ons. 
5 minutes to write on post-its (1 per GOI) and then discuss outcomes all together. 

Moderator - dig into the following aspects: 
● How would you describe the atmosphere during the interviews and FG sessions? 
● Did you use any special strategy to ensure everyone par/cipated?  
● Did you find par/cipants ac/vely engaged in the discussions? 
● Do you think CCAM is an engaging topic for discussion? 

Quick response round 1: many of you had problems reaching out to people with low digital skills. Is that a 
problem in your area? How are you planning to reach these people? 

Quick response round 2: can you make 1 sugges/on for improving the dynamics of interviews and focus 
groups? 
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Sec[on 2: Relevant Outcomes (25 minutes): 
Exercise: share the most common paVerns you no/ced in the responses from ci/zens. One for each of the 
following sec/ons: 1) barriers to mobility, 2) technology, 3) CCAM. 
5 to 10 minutes to write on post-its (1 per GOI) and then discuss outcomes all together. 

Moderator: check if there is any difference in feedback across GOI. Then dig into the following aspects: 
● Were there prevailing views based on vulnerabili/es? 
● Overall, do you think you were able to truly detect the necessary informa/on from the ci/zens?  
● Did you encounter any ques/ons that par/cipants found uncomfortable to answer or found difficult 

to address, unrelated to how the ques/ons were formulated? 

Quick response round: are we asking the right ques/ons?  
 

Sec[on 3: Community Perspec[ve (25 minutes): 
Exercise: share 3 reasons why SINFONICA is important for your administra/on.  
5 minutes to write on post-its (1 per GOI) and then discuss outcomes all together. 

Moderator: check if there is any difference in viewpoints across GOI. Then dig into the following aspects: 
● Have you been able to collaborate with other projects and or ini/a/ves in your territory through 

SINFONICA's par/cipatory approaches? 
● Who are the main types of stakeholders that you collaborate with for mobility projects? 

Quick response round: Do you think European Projects are helping with the acceptance of innova/ve AND 
inclusive mobility solu/ons?  

 
Sec[on 4: Proposals for Next Steps (20 minutes): 
Round table discussion around the following aspects: 

● Are you interested in further inves/ga/ng your city's approach to CCAM aber the SINFONICA project? 
● What factors would influence your decision to con/nue analysing CCAM? 
● What kind of support would you need for further inves/ga/ons? 
● How do you plan to use the results of the SINFONICA project? 

 

Conclusion (5 minutes): 
● Summary of key points 

 
 
Agenda – Part 2 Two Parallel Groups 
 

Introduc[on (5 minutes): 
● Welcome and introduc/on to the Focus Group 
● Brief overview of discussion topics 

 
Sec[on 1: Imagine CCAM (30 min) 
Exercise: think about having to explain what CCAMs are to your grandmother/your children. What would you 
say? 
5 minutes to write the defini/on on a post-it and then discuss the outcomes. 

Moderator: make par/cipants discuss about: 
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● which different aspects about the technology were emphasized (e.g. more the connected, the 
coopera/ve or the autonomous)? Do you think interviewees have a good understanding of what 
CCAM is and how it works?  

● The /me perspec/ve (e.g. is it already happening, or it is something for the future genera/ons?). 
During interviews and focus groups prototypes were oben men/oned as ways to bridge between 
present and future, are you currently working on any CCAM prototypes? What do you think can be 
their value? 

● Which are the main barriers for CCAM adop/on and how to overcome them? 
 

Sec[on 2: Trust (30 min) 
Exercise: please give your own defini/on of trust in general, and trust in CCAM (one sentence each). 
5 minutes to write the defini/on on a post-it and then discuss which different aspects were emphasized 

Moderator: make par/cipants reflect about the kind of trust we need when we talk about CCAM. 
● What is the most important type of trust we need to consider for CCAM deployment: in machines, 

in science and technology at large (in AI), in other people, in governments, other?  
● Do you think people trust in ins/tu/ons is increasing, declining or stagnant? 
● What would make you trust CCAM more?  

 

Elaborate on the following concept: SINFONICA is about using technology to increase inclusive access to 
services. But from what we’ve done so far the rela/onship between smart technology and fragility/special 
needs is not so clear.  Is technology abler in any way to solve inclusiveness problems than humans that have 
designed the current mobility services? If yes, in which way?  How do you see the synergies between 
tradi/onal and CCAM mobility solu/ons for inclusiveness? 

 

Sec[on 3: Next Steps (20 minutes): 
Round table discussion around the following aspects: 

● What do you think is the value of the opinions we are collec/ng? 
● Will these become part of ready-to-use solu/ons?  
● What do we need to make the research results implementable? 

 

 

7.4 Annex 4- Evaluation bilateral meetings (Round 3) 
 

Location: Trikala, Hamburg, Noord Brabant, West Midland  
 
Scale:  
1 = not at all;  
2 = to some extent;  
3 = neither satisfied not dissatisfied;  
4 = somewhat satisfied;  
5 = to a great extent  
  



 

SINFONICA_Deliverable3.2_V1.0.docx  63 
 

Design and Planning: Suitability  
Suitability of objectives  

• To what extent were the objectives of SINFONICA workshops coherent?  
• To what extent were the objectives of SINFONICA workshops inclusive?  
• To what extent were the objectives of SINFONICA workshops achievable?  

  
Rules of the game  

• To what extent were the guidelines for the workshops clear?  
• To what extent were the data collection tools for the workshops clear?  
 

Return  
• To what extent were the engagement strategies clear in defining how to firstly get 
the participant engaged?  
• To what extent were the engagement strategies clear in defining how to keep the 
participant engaged?  
• To what extent were the engagement strategies clear in defining how to keep the 
participant informed about the results of the activities?  

 
Design and Planning: Coherence  

Coherence  
• Were the workshops a good methodology to approach the defined target? Y/N  

o Explain why. If not: which methodology would you have preferred?  
 
Design and Planning: Design Quality  

 
Methodological adaptation (from 2nd to 3rd Round)  
 

o To what extent did you feel that your remarks/comments were considered to adapt 
the guidelines for the 3rd Round? 

o Is there any issue that have not been reflected in the guidelines for the 3rd Round? 
Y/N: if yes, please explain. 
 

Implementation:  
 

• Did you manage to perform all the required interviews? Y/N  
o If not: how many did you perform? If not: why?  

• Did you manage to perform all the required focus group? Y/N  
o If not: how many did you perform? If not: why?  

• Did you manage to perform all the required workshops? Y/N  
o If not: how many did you perform? If not: why?  

 
• Was the time foreseen for the interviews enough? Y/N  
• Was the time foreseen for the focus groups enough? Y/N  
• Was the time foreseen for the workshops enough? Y/N 
• To what extent was it difficult to schedule the interviews?  
• To what extent was it difficult to schedule the focus group?  
• To what extent was it difficult to schedule the workshops? 
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Dynamization  
 

• Would you say that the atmosphere during the interviews was nice? Y/N  
o If not: what can be improved?  

• Would you say that the atmosphere during the focus groups was nice? Y/N  
o If not: what can be improved? Explain.  

o Would you say that the atmosphere during the workshops was nice? Y/N  
o If not: what can be improved? Explain.  

 
• To what extent are you satisfied with the interviews you have conducted? Explain 
why.  
• To what extent are you satisfied with the focus groups you have conducted? Explain 
why.  
• To what extent are you satisfied with the workshops you have conducted? Explain 
why.  
 
• To what extent were you able to report all the opinions expressed during the focus 
groups and workshops?   

o If little or not at all: what could be improved?  
o Explain the strategies you used to facilitate participation.  

 
Flexibility  

• Did you have the need to change the protocol of the interviews/focus 
groups/workshops? Y/N  

o If yes: please explain the situation.  
• During the interviews/focus groups/workshops: did you encounter any problem 
with resource allocation? Y/N  

o If yes: please specify  
 

Results and Impacts: Efficacy  
Achievement of objectives of participatory process  

• To what extent do you think the objectives of the SINFONICA participatory approach 
have been achieved? (Likert scale 1-5 or N/A). à Please give an answer for each of 
the following objectives and, in case of low evaluation, explain why you think they 
were not achieved: 

 
1. Ensure inclusivity and representation 
2. Promote social equity 
3. Identify specific mobility challenges 
4. Generate comprehensive understanding of the mobility needs and preferences of 

the community  
5. Enhance community engagement 
6. Build trust and collaboration among stakeholders 
7. Approach the specificity of each local context, while providing elements for the 

replicability of the engagement strategy in other contexts 
8. Increase CCAM services’ understanding and acceptance 
9. Empower vulnerable groups of population 
10. Promote a human-centric approach 
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11. Contributing to generate relevant policy recommendations  
 

 
Engagement and quality of participation  

• How would you rate the level of engagement of participants during the interviews?  
• How would you rate the level of engagement of participants during the focus group?  
• How would you rate the level of engagement of participants during the workshops?  
 

Participation  
• Among the interviewed: how many were women?  
• Among the focus group participants: how many were women?  
• Among the workshop participants: how many were women?  
 
• Did you invite women’s associations and/or feminist collectives? Y/N  
 
• How many people did you contact for the interviews?   

o How many have agreed to be interviewed?   
o How many have actually been interviewed?  

• How many people did you contact for the focus groups?   
o How many have agreed to join?   
o How many have actually joined?  

• How many people did you contact for the workshops?   
o How many have agreed to join?   
o How many have actually joined?  
 

Accessibility  
• Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the interviews was accessible to 
everyone? Y/N. If not: why? What could you improve?   
• Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the focus groups was accessible 
to everyone? Y/N. If not: why? What could you improve?   
• Did you ensure that the place where you conducted the workshops was accessible to 
everyone? Y/N. If not: why? What could you improve?   
 
• Did you encounter any gap in performing the interviews (technological, linguistic, 
thematic)? Y/N. If yes: please specify.   
• Did you encounter any gap in performing the focus groups (technological, linguistic, 
thematic)? Y/N. If yes: please specify.  
• Did you encounter any gap in performing the workshops (technological, linguistic, 
thematic)? Y/N. If yes: please specify.  

 
Results and Impacts: Efficiency 

• To what extent are you satisfied with the effort-benefit ratio of the interviews you 
have conducted?   
• To what extent are you satisfied with the effort-benefit ratio of the focus groups you 
have conducted?   
• To what extent are you satisfied with the effort-benefit ratio of the workshops you 
have conducted?   
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Impacts: Par=cipa=ve poli=cal culture 

• Have you established synergies with other projects/activities in your territory 
through the SINFONICA participatory approaches?  

o If yes: please specify:  
o If not: do you plan to establish any?  

 
• Have you established a community/group of followers/network among stakeholders, 

citizens and local authorities? 
o If yes: please specify:  
o If not: do you plan to establish any?  

 
• How many par[cipants in the GOI have expressed their inten[on to stay in contact with 

SINFONICA project a]er their par[cipa[on (events, results’ sharing, etc.) 
 
Impacts: Par=cipants' empowerment  

• In your opinion, to what extent par[cipants and stakeholders felt empowered and 
perceive that their voices have influence on decisions?  

 
Impacts: Trust and collabora=on building   

• Overall, do you think you were able to truly detect the necessary information from 
the citizens and stakeholders?  

 
• To what extent do you think you have expanded your knowledge and experience in 

engaging people and participatory approaches?   
o Can you please provide your opinions and considerations and detailed feedback on 

this.  
 

• Did you have fun in performing the participatory sessions (interviews/focus 
group/workshops)?  

 
Impacts: Gender impact 

• To what extent do you think the specific views and opinions of women or LGBTQ+ 
community representa[ves have been expressed during the SINFONICA 
par[cipatory sessions? Please explain. 

• To what extent do you think par[cipants have increased their level of awareness 
and understanding of gender issues related to mobility services? Please explain. 
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For more information 
SINFONICA Project Coordinator  

UNIMORE – University of Modena and Reggio Emilia  

Via Giovanni Amendola, 2  

42122 Reggio Emilia, IT  

sinfonica@sinfonica.eu  

www.sinfonica.eu 
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