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WeCount
WeCount (Citizens Observing Urban Transport; 2019-2021) was a Horizon 2020
funded project, part of a Science with and for Society call (SwafS). Uniquely, this
citizen science project empowered citizens to take a leading role in the
production of data, evidence and knowledge around mobility in their own
neighbourhoods. WeCount aimed at quantifying local road transport (cars, large
vehicles, active travel modes and speed), produce scientific knowledge in the field
of mobility and environmental pollution, and co-design informed solutions to
tackle a variety of urban mobility challenges (from traffic to air pollution and
safety issues). Participatory citizen science methodologies were used to co-create
and use an innovative low cost, automated traffic counting sensor.

Graphic example of a Telraam sensor

WeCount Case Study cities

1

Citizen scientists in five case studies across Europe were trained on how to install
the sensors in their own homes, enabling them to collect and analyse traffic data,
as well as engage with key stakeholders throughout the process. Citizens took
part in several workshops, from assembling the sensor to learning how to
interpreter and analyse the data. The five cases followed a similar execution
pathway, Leuven and Madrid deploying first and serving as pilots for the
remaining three case studies.
Citizens were recruited through traditional media and social media, with effort
made to work with community groups, specifically those from low socio-economic
backgrounds, and schools. Those with a suitable window qualified to install a
sensor. These counting citizens could then connect their data on an online
platform (www.telraam.net/en). Not only did this allow other counters to
access their neighbours’ data; it provided cost-effective data for local authorities,
at a far greater temporal and spatial scale than what would be possible trough
classic traffic counting campaigns. Professional stakeholders and decision makers
saw huge added value in the data collected by citizens and several local
authorities plan to continue working with citizens in the production of data to
monitor planned traffic interventions.

COVID-19
Just as WeCount began, it had to shift all recruitment and
engagement online due to the COVID-19 pandemic. This meant that
there was slower deployment of sensors than had been hoped, it
was harder to reach and engage low socioeconomic groups (for
example, as some lacked Wi-Fi or technical skills), and engagement
in general was affected. In-person events were replaced by online
workshops and instruction videos, and considerable time was
taken from the project in adapting to online delivery. To the
disappointment of the project team, the chance for citizens to chat
and self-organise over coffee breaks was also removed in the
transition to online. Moving online did mean wider geographical
reach however, and evaluation became somewhat easier as all
comments and feedback became digitised, saving the oftenpainstaking task of writing up hand-written notes.
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Live traffic counting by citizens
A European project that enables citizens to initiate a policy-making
process with fully automated measurement data in the field of
mobility and air quality.
The concept is simple: with a sensor in combination with a low-cost
computer and software, anyone can count the traffic in his or her
street. And with this measurement data, an individual citizen or a
group of citizens can contact the local or regional government.
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Evaluating citizen science on urban mobility
Citizen science (CS) projects are often established to improve the scientific
knowledge and skills of participants, in a chosen field, and to benefit researchers
through the crowdsourcing of data. As such, it is understandable to think that
projects are often evaluated against these metrics. However, evaluation is not a
given. If evaluation does take place, it is often concerned more to do with
technical outputs or numbers of engagements, but lacks exploration of societal
impact. Without this type of evaluation we run the risk of repeating the same
mistakes, failing to engage those most needed and limiting the potential of
projects to have a lasting impact on society through policy change.
A recent political turn in CS has meant that projects emerging today are centred
more on citizen empowerment and policy change, and new methodologies are
needed to capture these metrics. This change in how citizen science projects
operate has been described by Sauerman et al. 2020 as a shift from a
“productivity view” to a “democratisation view” for sustainability transitions.
Perhaps no better is this demonstrated than in CS projects related to urban
mobility. A key contributor to urban air pollution and climate change, our mobility
behaviours need to change to ensure we leave a planet that is inhabitable for
future generations. The public is largely aware of this fact, yet they are less aware
of the ways in which they can act, not only to change their behaviour, but also to
influence policy. Thus, what we are seeing is the emergence of CS projects that
tackle this mismatch head on. However, an evaluation of the citizen experience,
determining the extent to which power and resources have been shifted into the
hands of citizens, and the extent to which behaviour and policy has changed is
inconsistent or not publicly available. Thus, it is not always possible to learn from
others in this growing area of CS. To establish a baseline of what we do know,
overleaf we detail the evaluation findings of the handful of urban transport and
mobility CS projects that we are aware of, that are shifting the locus of power
towards citizens:

Citizen science projects on urban mobility
Shared Air/Shared Action (SA2, 2016-19) set out to investigate community-led research
and advocacy in South Chicago, USA, with respect to the use of low-cost air monitors. Their
model was tested and vetted in a variety of community settings, and proved to be effective.
The evaluation found that despite the amount of work, community partners appreciated
being involved in all aspects of the project and were committed to continuing their
engagement and sharing learnings locally and nationally. New subject and technical
knowledge allowed residents to better understand their local environment, develop ideas
for action and have more educated conversations with the city. It also contributed to their
CV. Knowledge gained was not only related to air quality and monitoring but also
coordinating and managing large projects. SA2 recommend that future projects last more
than 3 years (as these first few years are for “working out the kinks”), be structured to involve
at least some residents as employees, and while it’s important to give an overview of types
of sensors effort should be to focus on just a few sensors for deeper learning.
Flamenco (2016-19) created an open cloud-based software platform specifically designed
for allowing citizens to make and participate in Citizen Observatories (COs) in Flanders,
Belgium. COs were established to coordinate community-based sensing activities, such as
air pollution or noise monitoring, or behavioural studies, such as observing the tolerance of
people to traffic delays. Evaluation unknown.
iScape (2016-19) developed sustainable and passive air pollution remediation strategies,
policy interventions and behavioural change initiatives in a number of EU cities with different
lifestyles and cultures. Interventions and Living Labs were evaluated; however, it appears
that the citizen experience was not.
CurieuzeNeuzen (2018) involved almost 2,000 residents in measuring air quality across the
city of Antwerp, Belgium, using NOX sensors (3). The organizers documented changes in
participants’ awareness of pollution problems and in attitudes towards public policies and
infrastructure projects. Participants reported plans to change their own behaviours,
including using cars less frequently and approaching government officials about air quality
problems. Potential coalition partners such as pro-sustainable mobility politicians endorsed
the project, and the data and scientific results have been considered in local policy
decisions. In 2017, the related AIRbezen project, used plants as bio monitors of air quality
and had roughly 10,000 participants. Findings from AIRbezen were used by the Belgian
senate.
ClairCity (2016-2020) engaged citizens across six European cities to better understand
their travel and home heating behaviours; worked with them to develop relevant policy
solutions; modelled the impact of the solutions; and presented these findings to key
decision makers. The evaluation of social impact found increases in awareness and
knowledge about the issues and showed the importance of designing engagement activities
which appeal to a wide variety of audiences to ensure that a broad cross-section of society
can participate in engagement with policymaking. Statistical analysis showed that the more
enjoyable the engagement activities, the more people gain understanding about the issues,
and the more likely people are to make a change to their behaviour to reduce emissions.
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The WeCount evaluation approach
The evaluation methodology of WeCount drew inspiration from the evaluation of
ClairCity, which some of the WeCount team were previously apart of, to document
participant engagement (direct and indirect, e.g., workshops and social media),
experiences (e.g., time, enjoyment, knowledge improvement), behaviour
change (e.g., taking action with the data), and policy impact. As a sensor was
used in WeCount, data was also gathered on participants experiences related to
the technology. The extent to which power and resources had shifted into
community hands was also documented, although somewhat less formally.
The evaluation methodology consisted of three parts: direct evaluation,
monitoring and self-reflection. The bulk of the data on citizen experience
came from the citizen survey, and was complemented by quotes from citizen
and staff interviews and photographs.
Self-reflection was also key, to allow staff to learn from what worked and what
didn’t, while training was offered to staff to support them to gather data (as
many had no prior experience in project evaluation). Staff were told what to
collect, and where to store the data, however they had flexibility in how they
collected data (e.g. Mentimeter, Miro, show of hands, etc.). WeCount staff were
interviewed by the evaluation team about their experiences, including how they
found the evaluation methodology and materials. They were also asked to assess
the impact of the project according the ACTION methodology, devised by a
project of the same name, with the acronym standing for “Participatory science
toolkit against pollution”. The ACTION method allows staff to rank the project
according to various scientific, social, political, economic, and environmental
dimensions.
The engagement of citizens was staggered across case studies to enable two of
the five cases to pilot the activities and evaluation framework first. Their
learnings, captured in the first evaluation report, informed the final case studies.
Altogether, three evaluation reports were produced, with the final report
synthesising all the lessons learnt.

Evaluation framework

1

Direct evaluation

2

Social media, press coverage,
website analytics etc

Registration form
Consent, demographic
information and motivation for
joining.

Indirect reach and engagement.

Monitoring and feedback

Activity with Telraam, e.g. number of
active counters, drop-out rates,
feedback.

Before activities: demographic
inforrmation, number and type
of of attendees. After:
enjoyment of activity,
knowledge improvement.

Final survey
Experiences of Wecount,
behaviour change and activity,
demographic inforrmation,
Telraam feedback,
enjoyment of activity,
knowledge improvement.

Citizen and stakeholder
interviews
Opportunity for more in-depth
discussion on points raised in
final survey.

Photographs and screenshots
Visual evidence of the impact of
the project/to illustrate
activities.
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Monitoring

Data platform membership and
customer support

3

Self-reflection
Staff reflective logs and meetings
Critical assessment of how
events and activities went and how
they were percieved.

Staff final interviews and impact scores
Critical assessment of the evaluation
framework and the citizens'
experience. ACTION Impact score
assement.

Staff training and evaluation mentor
Opportunity to improve staff skillset
and equip them for evaluation (on- and
offline).

Reporting and publications
Reports on: pilot cities, final cities and
overall summary.

Lessons learnt from WeCount

1

Research existing framework before co-developing your own. Build on
what works rather than re-inventing the wheel, to ensure the field of
citizen science builds on best practice and see what works and what
doesn’t for recruitment, engagement and policy change and under what
conditions.

2

It is important to embed evaluation from the outset of the project.
Involve team members in the development of the evaluation framework
for early buy-in, train all case study leaders in data collection techniques
(e.g., surveys, online tools, interviewing, etc.), and explain why evaluation
is so important. Distribute ‘how to guides’ for different methods as an
alternative. An evaluation mentor can keep track of progress and closely
support staff that need it. Gathering demographic data is of utmost
importance to assess the extent to which marginalised groups are
involved. In WeCount this proved tricky in practice as different cultures
had different views on its relevance.

3
4
5

Within the evaluation framework make space for flexibility in evaluation
methodologies to suit each case studies needs and interests. This will
increase the chances that data is collected from all cities; cross-city
comparison is essential to understand how the project is perceived by
different cultures.
Streamline evaluation resources for staff, in the form of one
spreadsheet, with several tabs for different event types (see below), and
an accompanying instruction booklet . WeCount staff found the number
of separate evaluation templates overwhelming.
Translate all relevant documents and forms (e.g. consent form, surveys)
into the local language, and reserve budget for this. The registration
process needs to be simple, and the amount of time citizens spend
contributing to evaluation data need to be carefully managed. Streamline
data capture moments by, for instance, using one, not two online forms
to gain consent, motivations, postcodes, and any other elements you
might need. Staff can then verify if they are suitable candidates and
personally contact the person to let them know either way.
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By allowing citizens and case study leaders to own the evaluation
activities, they can have a greater sense of involvement and
commitment. While WeCount did not do this, there is immense value in
paying community volunteers to collect data for the evaluation (like SA2
did), for example through capturing photographs and conducting
surveys with their neighbours. Train them and allow for the flexibility to
collect data in a way that works for them.

7

Make evaluation activities fun and visually attractive, and keep to the
absolute minimum to avoid overwhelm from staff or citizens.

8

Make use of social media that is relevant to citizens, and find ways for
them to get involved in the conversation (e.g., polls, photo competitions).
Platforms like Linked In won’t work; choose platforms that citizens
already use.

9

While the project decided to produce three evaluation reports, one or
two is sufficient to capture learnings. Depending on the length of the
project, future CS projects could benefit from a baseline evaluation (e.g.,
of current knowledge, skills, activism etc., of staff and citizens) and a final
summative report.
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Present findings in engaging ways, with short summary documents that
have been graphically designed. Disseminate widely to the relevant
audience, and write the document with that audience in mind.

Tab 1
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Tab 2

Tab 3

Tab 4

Event/ First event
activity

Subsequent
events/activities

Data analysis
workshop

Final policy
workshop

Citizen motivations,
demographic
information, enjoyment
Data
of event, what they would
needed like from future events
(e.g. installation clinic) +
self-reflective log,
including efforts to reach
low socio-economic
groups (LSEG)

Citizen
demographics,
their
understanding of
the data/event
topic and
enjoyment of
event + selfreflective log,
including efforts to
reach LSEG

Citizen
demographics,
what they would
like from final
event + selfreflective log,
including efforts
to reach LSEG

Citizen
demographics,
overall project
enjoyment and
room for
improvement +
self-reflective log,
including efforts to
reach LSEG

Citizen science
on urban transport
An evaluation framework
Research existing frameworks before you begin, and co-develop with staff and citizens. Allow for flexibility in
delivery to accomodate different needs and cultures, and where relevant translate materials and resources.

1

Direct evaluation

2

Social media, press coverage,
website analytics etc

Registration form
Gather consent, demographic
information, motivation for joining
and digital sensor suitability.

Capture indirect reach and
engagement.

Data platform membership and
customer support

Role development
Offer paid/incentivised
opportunities for citizens to
evaluate project, analyse platform
data, etc..

Monitoring and feedback
Before activities and events: collect
demographic inforrmation, number
and type of of attendees. After:
enjoyment of activity, knowledge
improvement. Make activities fun.

Monitoring

3

Monitor number of active counters,
drop-out rates and feedback.

Self-reflection
Staff reflective logs and meetings
Critically assess how events and
activities went and how they were
percieved.

Final survey

Staff final interviews and impact scores

Gather citizen and stakeholder
experiences, behaviour change and
activity, demographic inforrmation,
sensor feedback, enjoyment of
activities, policy change, knowledge
improvement, ACTION impact and
shifts in power and resources.

Critically assess evaluation framework
and the citizens' experience. Do the
ACTION Impact score assement.

Citizen and stakeholder interviews
Carry out in-depth discussions of
final survey questions.

Staff and citizen training and
evaluation mentor
Invest time in developing staff and
citizens' skillsets and equip them for
evaluation (on- and offline). Support
with a mentor.

Photographs and screenshots

Reporting and publications

Visually evidence of the impact of
the project/to illustrate activities.

Produce a baseline and final report.
Create shareable outputs and graphics.

The WeCount engagement approach
A team within the WeCount consortium, led by Ideas for Change, was responsible
for developing a set of engagement tools, guidelines and recommendations for
identifying and nurturing local communities. They brought with them a wealth of
experience in this area and drew from their own Citizen Sensing Toolkit as well
as from the Knowle West Media Centre’s The Bristol Approach. The five-step
framework (figure 4) they produced has been tested across all case studies and
below we detail what works, modifying the framework with lessons learnt.

Planning and
community
building
Achieve a
situated
understanding
traffic-related
issues
Explore
perceived
mobilityrelated matters
of concern
Map the local
WeCount
stakeholder
ecosystem
Community
building
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Co-design

Co-design of
the data
collection
protocol
Co-design
project (and
data)
governance

Data
collection
Supply data
collection tools
Complement
data collected
from sensors
with qualitative
data from
participants
Provice
continuous
support
(technical and
non-technical)

Data
analysis &
awareness
Analyse the
data collected
with
participating
citizens
Foster new
uses of the
data
Collective
impact
assessment

Reflection
and legacy
Disseminate
results among
different
audiences
Co-create
citizens actions
Reflect and
plan for the
legacy of the
project

Lessons learnt from WeCount
A Based on what we have learnt from WeCount and other citizen science projects
on urban mobility, we detail a proposed framework for citizen and stakeholder
engagement.

Phase 0, create the engagement framework:
Create an engagement framework with a general approach with lots of in-built
flexibility for local adaptation and co-development with local groups and partners.

Phase 1, Scoping and community building:
For this preliminary step, first define your purpose – what are you hoping to get
out of engaging the public, influential organisations and decision makers, and why
are you doing it? Make this clear from the outset and be open with everyone
about this.
Then, map target audiences and think through ways of reaching them (e.g., on the
street, at the pub, at a public event). Build partnerships with influential
organisations - community centres, schools, relevant council departments – and
identify relevant companies/SMEs from the outset, even as early as project
bidding stage. This will afford you much needed to time to build trust and gain
support, as they are your gatekeeper to important and otherwise ‘hard to reach’
audiences. Check local press and social media to connect and ally with local
community and campaign groups, and meet stakeholders in person where
possible. Ask stakeholders to recommend other organisations. If possible, it is
important to meet face-to-face with all actors in these early stages to build trust
and rapport. Factor in budget to pay for facilitation and cover the expenses of
community spaces involved.
Following audience mapping and partnership forming, get to know citizens and
stakeholders, as well as the local area. Understand backgrounds, attitudes,
motivations and experiences so that tools can be adapted accordingly, and spend
time explaining the added value of participation for the individuals, science and
society. For citizens directly involved in the project, and in particular those
championing the cause, identify their role and responsibilities so you know when
it is good to call upon them/how you can support them with the training they
need. In this step, also familiarise yourself with the cities vision of mobility, and
ways in which citizens can get involved in decision making. Share this knowledge
during the co-design stage.

In these early stages, assess the needs of the researchers/staff involved and
develop a public engagement coaching team who can support and train them
with the necessary skills if needed.
Lastly, to facilitate public connections and make announcements utilise the
following:
a locally-relevant project website;
press releases;
social media;
emails;
a letterbox flyer campaign to reach and engage with more diverse audiences;
a word-of-mouth campaign, tapping into the enthusiasm of local champions
who can spread the word;
information sessions, hosted in community centres; pop-up in nonconventional spaces;
online surveying to understand what citizens find interesting about the
topic/what could drive them to act;
events, pre-established or your own, to gain visibility; and
a newsletter (using a platform such as Mailchimp).

Phase 2, knowledge building:
During this phase, support citizens who feel less confident, offering doorstop
chats and handholding. Offer training to all citizens on data accuracy, community
organiser to understand their own sense of agency, power and civil rights and
invest in cultural education of participating scientists, to understand how different
groups respond to different engagement tools.
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Phase 3, co-design:
Allow sufficient time to build a sense of community with your citizens during
workshops. Let people introduce themselves, and create space for participants to
voice concerns and questions they may have. Make sure that the different roles
available and commitment expectations are made clear, encouraging citizens to
become ‘local champions’ for the project if it seems appropriate. Invest time in
explaining the project and ensuring participants have all they need to explain the
project to others (of different ages and backgrounds).
If citizens cannot count with a sensor (e.g., their window is not suitable, they do
not have Wi-Fi), alternative ways of being involved should be presented (e.g.,
biomonitoring with a strawberry plant, analysing data from the platform,
becoming a community evaluator, etc.). The more involved you are, the more
likely you are to act.
During this stage, explore which tools should be developed to facilitate
knowledge sharing (e.g., online FAQ, installation videos, social media) choosing
enough to appeal to different learning styles without overwhelming people with
choice. Make everything available in one place.
Lastly, find ways to keep motivation high, with opportunities for networking and
for celebrating successes (e.g., on social media, with on- and offline events).

Phase 4, Data collection:
Engage with counting citizens throughout the data collection process to answer
questions and sustain their motivation (e.g., through a newsletter, workshops,
etc.). A responsive technical team is key to troubleshoot problems quickly. Where
possible, pay struggling citizens a visit to discuss issues on their doorstep and
check-in.

Phase 5, Data analysis:
Make data analysis available online via an interactive map, with auto-generated
charts from incoming citizens data (see Telraam.net/en), as well as raw data for
technical whizzes. Host one or more data analysis workshops, targeting specific
sensor networks, for facilitated data analysis and to share local data stories. Tools
like Google Collaboratory can help, although these should be chosen with the
audience in mind. Ideally, city representatives should also be present at the data
analysis workshops so they can be informed and that citizens can clearly see how
their efforts are being recognised.

Phase 6, advocacy:
Equip citizens with the skills they need to advocate for change, in the form or
training workshops and videos, and digital/printed toolkits. During this stage, have
fun with co-creating citizen actions and data visualisations to raise public
awareness, influence behaviours or advocate for policy change.

Phase 7, Reflection and legacy:
In this final phase, plan in time to:
critique steps 1-4, to work with citizens to implement actions;
ensure that findings are effectively disseminated; and
enhance replicability of the case study (e.g. with documents such as this).
Develop outputs than can be used the community, e.g., schools’ resources
and advocacy toolkit.
In doing so, these reflections help to advance the field of citizen science, working
toward participatory science that reaches the broadest spectrum of society.
According to WeCount case study leaders, if participants are made aware of this
goal, it increases their motivation to participate.

Throughout
Offer rewards and give feedback to sustain motivation, value all contributions
equally and use non-technical language.
Lastly, for participatory citizen science to be effective, projects need to at last four
years, allowing time for the methodology to first be tested with a pilot city before
full-scale rollout. As SA2 mentioned, otherwise you just get to the point where the
kinks have been worked out.
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Citizen science on urban mobility:
an engagement framework
Scoping and
community
building
Map target audiences
Build partnerships
Get to know one
another
Familiarise yourself
with the cities vision
for urban mobility,
and ways in which
citizens can get
involved in decsision
making
Utilise a diversity of
communication
channels to connect
and spread
awareness
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Knowledge
building

Support citizens who
feel less confident
Provide training on
scientific skills and
literacy
Deliver training on
community
organising
Offer cultural
education training to
staff to better
understand how to
engage different
audiences

Co-design

Data
collection

Build community with
citizens - give them
time and space to
voice concerns,
opinions and
motivations, and
manage expectations
Offer alternatives
ways of being
involved if citizens
cannot have a sensor
Develop appropriate
knowledge sharing
tools
Find ways to keep
motivation alive

Engage with counting
citizens throughout
the process to
answer questions
and sustain their
motivation
Ensure the technical
team is responsive
Pay a visit to citizens
that are struggling

Raw ingredients
>4 years
Multi-city +
pilot

Use nontechnical
language

Data
analysis

Make data analysis
available online via an
interactive map, with
auto-generated
charts from incoming
citizens data, as well
as options to use raw
data
Host one or more
data analysis
workshops, targeting
specific sensor
networks, for
facilitated data
analysis and to share
local data stories.
Invite along city
representatives

Reward and
give feedback

Advocacy

Offer training
workshops and videos
to equip citizens with
the necessary skills
and knowledge
Co-create citizen
actions and data
visualisation to raise
public awareness,
influence behaviours
or advocate for policy
change.

Value all
contributions
equally

Reflection
and legacy

Plan in time to:
Critique steps 1-4, to
work with citizens to
implement actions
Ensure that findings
are effectively
disseminated
Enhance replicability
of the case study
Develop outputs than
can be used the
community

Action for policy change
WeCount showed that the accuracy of the sensor is sufficient for policy support,
research and consultancy, especially if complimented with other datasets. To
date, WeCount traffic data has been shared with City Councils and used to
monitor the impact of mobility interventions (e.g. Low Traffic Neighbourhoods,
speed limit compliance, and School Zones), with Councils in support of the project
and keen to find synergies. For example, several councils in Catalonia manifested
their interest in adopting the Telraam sensor and replicating the WeCount citizen
science interventions in their own contexts. Meanwhile, one city official in Leuven
even said: “We will certainly include these analyses in our mobility plans for the
boroughs”. It is too early to tell what political impact WeCount will have on the
cities in which it operated, however it is clear from the actions taken by citizens
that pressure will remain on their respective decision makers for some time to
come. On a cautionary note, while staff and citizens were keen to engage with
politics to make changes locally, the policymakers were not always so transparent
or willing to listen. Several stated they did not have the time or resources to be
involved, while others were hard to get in a room and agree to any specifics.
The evaluation revealed that if a citizen had a clear purpose (e.g., to make a
difference) and experienced some knowledge improvement, they were more
likely to act. Actions included engaging with local government, sharing knowledge
among their community or applying for funding. Additionally, several communities
have used the evidence to change the speed limit for their street. 10% of
participants acted, however many felt ill equipped to engage with the political
process. As such, advocacy training was delivered at the end of the project to plug
this gap.
For future projects, a mechanism needs to be created to work with council
representatives from the outset, ensuring that they have time and resources
allocated so that they can actively contribute. This is what happened during
ClairCity, and what in part helped led to subsequent uptake of suggested policies.
Training for citizens is also key, perhaps with opportunity for citizens to meet
directly with city representatives in policy clinics or similar.
Based on all these learnings, the following framework has been produced to
capture the steps needed to enhance citizens’ involvement in decision making:
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Citizen science on urban mobility:

facilitating citizen involvement in decision making

Form
partnerships
Involve key decision
makers from the
outset - seek out
the ones most
willing and able to
work together
Spend time
demonstrating the
added value of your
work

Signpost

Share
consultations,
campaigns and
relavant activites
that citizens can get
involved with

Create a
dedicated
work package
Establish a
dedicated group to
focus on policy
implementation,
including both the
citizen and the
cities voice

Provide
opportunities
to meet
policymakers
Create
opportunities for
citizens to present
their evidence and
ask for the
resources they
require/ changes
they need to see
Seek out existing
opportunities (e.g.
citizen assemblies
and participatory
budgetting) too

Train
citizens
Offer training in
community
organising and
advocacy

Reflection and
legacy

Take time to reflect
on how the process
went, and the ways
in which the citizens
efforts can be used
post-project
Support them to
apply for funding or
connect them to
relevant
organisations or
follow-on projects

