Reflection on Polis

Committee Reflection
In no particular order
Excluding poor and duplicate proposals.

Feedback suggests poor quality and duplicate proposals need to be moderated out before
publishing. That means setting the default to moderating all proposals.

Moderation needs to balance respecting the input of vague, imprecise proposals with the feedback
from voters about the need for precise proposals. For proposals, emphasise the high level but
specific nature of a good proposal. Emphasise one action per proposal. Maybe have an example
sheet (yet more reading!)? So:

e Need we moderate out vague proposals?
e How do we need to emphasise this in the explanatory material?
e Continue being open about what and why proposals were moderated out.

Managing good duplicate proposals

We need to refine policy on the moderation of duplicate proposals. Clearly if it is a perfect duplicate
is is not published. But how different needs the proposals to be before we let it go in? The downside
of too many similar, overlapping but not quite the same proposals is that it increases noise in the
system and perhaps reduces the vote count for each proposal. Does this mean more words in the
introduction encouraging NOT putting in very similar proposals? That is, is having fewer proposals
per topic more likely to produce clearer voting patterns and make it easier for voters. Do we (again
more words and complexity in the instructions) ask for “extension proposals” for topics that are
already covered? For instance, if a proposal says to have reform to the NACC by making hearing
default to being open, and someone wants to make that retrospective then to put in a proposal that
says “In addition of proposal N on the NACC, make the findings retrospective”.

Bugs

The internally generated reports included moderated out proposals requiring manual removal for
final analysis. This also made the numbers in the online report different to the final analysis reports.

From After Survey

1 a back button would be useful - especially when learning what it means to rate as ' important’
using tick box. it would be good if the tick box could be larger / put after you have read and
understood the instructions

2 Went on and on, but | don't know how you could avoid that as people want their ideas and
wording entered



3 To build familiarity with it it would be good to incorporate its use into a range of community
meetings. Of course that takes people power. Also need to emphasise at the outset the option to
identify proposals that are really important to you.

4 many of the statements put forward had more than one action nominated. Sometimes | like one
enough to vote but not the other. some extra information on how to put up your idea to give it the
best chance to move forward would be good.

5 Good tool. Should have some way to show how long proposals were shown to users, so we can
compare engagement.

6 It can take a while to grasp how it works.
7 It seems like a survey tool. | will write a proper review for you.

8 A little more guidance might’ve been helpful.

Learnings

Develop clear, simple learning materials for users.

Highlight presence of Important box and when to use ie before submitting vote.
Emphasise one action per proposal in instructions.

Explain that the Proposal number gives an idea of how recently it was submitted; but we can’t
actually date proposals.



