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Summary of Evaluation from Working Groups on 2009 Work Programme and Activities.
	Social Inclusion WG


	Structural Funds WG
	Employment WG

	1. Achieving Work Programme Goals

	· Group satisfied that all main objectives and actions achieved

· Where not – because group felt not a priority ( eg OMC booklet)

· New products had been very important – eg Report on the Crisis.

· Delay on Wealth Explainer, was a missed opportunity

· EO’s find group a useful link to national level

· Need to be clearer about different goals – capacity building, exchange, lobbying and alliance building, and organize agenda accordingly

· Need to emphasize responsibilities of members to attend all the meetings and give inputs to WP.

· Need to be clearer about decision-making link to EXCO

	· Good WP but difficult to transpose EU work to national level

· Generally achieved its objectives, but not enough link between agenda and WP, 

· Change of staff had also affected full delivery of WP.

· Need to have clearer specific objectives for each year.

· Need to strengthen awareness of developments and impact at EU level – more engagement with EU actors


	· WP objectives generally achieved

· Members pleased with results at EU level and want to be kept informed

· Members find difficulty in delivering policy objectives at national level, due to lack of lobbying expertise, but also little awareness/relevance of EU level in national debate

· More awareness needed of time commitments needed from members – outlining division of tasks between Secretariat and members.

	2. Promoting Participation of members and people experiencing poverty

	· Participation of members has improved, particularly through working in small buzz group methods/problem of very large group.

· Responsibility for better participation not just secretariat responsibility – but also members

· Need better support to newcomers, – induction days, buddy systems have been tried, but doesn’t’ solve problem of people who come irregularly.

· Need better communication between meetings – website forum.. but would people participate realistically?

· Useful to promote more inter-regional exchange/support eg Baltic group/Balkans/

· Discussion on involvement of people in poverty in group – only begun, need to consider implications on Work Programme and methodology, but also up to network to propose representatives – some mixing already happening.
	· Recognition of need for greater participation by members in EU activities.

· Need to increase contacts between meetings through new methods ( ie a small team to work on setting agenda/skype conferences.

· Use website to develop identity of group

· Use of more interactive methods necessary but difficulties to find time for all to speak – tour de table seen by some as more effective than small groups.

· Need for more support for new members ( exchanges between meetings, induction pack)

· Need to increase participation of PEP, particularly when in host country.

· Need to increase link between EXCO and WG and different working groups on specific objectives.

· Better training/capacity building on communication/lobbying etc.
	· Structure favourable for member involvement

· Small groups work better but still difficulties over group work – but responsibility of facilitator and of members to be more active

· Quality of information and updates is excellent, including policy brief

· Need to create a space on website to highlight more member activities.

· Some proposals to invite PEP, but should get balance of New Member states and old, unemployed and people who are excluded.

· Others felt national involvement more a priority.

· Some proposals for better induction.

· Difficulty of people committing to work that they aren’t able to deliver

	3. Achieving Policy Impact

	· Positive impact at EU level, with impressive results on EU2020, OMC and the Crisis.

· Strong EAPN reputation at EU level helps national networks at national level

· Joint lobbying on EU2020 has shown the importance of national lobbying on EU policy

· NMS are at earlier stages often and have difficulty in using information or lobbying effectively – their focus is on building a network.

· EAPN has helped to create a space for the poverty debate and helps members to engage in Social Inclusion process –  most members are engaged and see it is useful for their credibility at national level.

· Some concerns about effectiveness of policy tools – language, format and translation – preferences for shorter items eg postcards, shorter documents with clearer messages

· Capacity building sessions have been good/useful. Need for more and support for weaker or newer networks

· EAPN needs to press more for funding and other support for national networks to engage in EU policy.

· Continual tension between doing the business and creative work. The reality is the Commission needs technical documents – this drives an external agenda, but an important part of EAPN core work and effectiveness.
	· Main impact is at EU level

· Over last year EAPN has helped to sustain third sector lobbying, during recession, but sense of exhaustion on Cohesion policy.

· Disconnection between EU and national level

· SF Manual particularly useful – in developing active inclusion theme for transnational programme, the wider EY2010 UK programme, and some community global grants.

· Need to develop national manuals, some members using Social Inclusion and SF survey.

· Difficulty for members to lobby on EU policy because of lack of time, resources and gap between EU and national agendas.

· EU level – need for more direct engagement with EU decision-makers.
	· EWG is important, and work of Secretariat at EU level, with obvious value-added.

· Difficulty of engaging with EU level in national work, particularly as most members do not work on lobbying, even at national level.

· EES is invisible – hard law is discussed more and key policy themes – like flexicurity, mobility and  new skills for new jobs..

· Work at EU level has had some impact on facilitating access for national members to NRP process ( eg France).

· Rather than requiring input from members on EU policy positions, the Secretariat should find out what is happening on the ground and extract the useful information for EU lobbing.


