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1. Introduction: scope, sources and limits of this evaluation exercise

This report is the third of a series of 10 evaluation reports on 10 selected EQUAL communication and learning platforms run in 2007. It is both a stand alone document, corresponding to the evaluation of one of the platforms selected by the European Commission following the restricted call for proposals VP/2006/007, and a contribution to the final synthesis report. 

The report has been prepared on the basis of:

· A review of the following documents: application, list of participants
, minutes of the Steering Group meetings, preparatory documents, background paper
, good practice questionnaires completed by DPs, policy briefs, the summary report
, minutes of the ‘debriefing meeting’ held on 6 July 2007, EQUAL response to the Green Paper
.
· Participant observation in the Policy Forum (PF) – participation in the plenary sessions, in 1 study visit, in the learning seminar on capacity building (attending 2 out of the 3 rotating presentations), and in the ‘setting the scene’ and ‘interactive’ workshops of 2 themes (employment and employer relations/ capacity building). During the Forum, we had informal conversations with actors involved in the organisation of the event - the national coordinator of the Swedish NTN, one GHK expert, and a representative of the Italian NSS; as well as with other participants - a member of the Swedish Migration Board, representatives of several DPs and one TCP taking part in the exhibition. These ‘conversations’ cannot be really considered as interviews but they helped us to better define our questions for the formal interviews, and we considered them as one source of information amongst others (i.e. to be checked).
· Phone and email interviews with platform organisers: phone interview with the platform coordinator at the Swedish ESF Council; email and phone interview with the Swedish National Thematic Network (NTN) coordinator.

· Email interviews with 2 platform co-organisers: with the representative of the German Managing Authority (MA) and with the representative of the Italian National Support Structure (NSS). 

· Email interview with the expert in charge of providing support and expertise to the event (GHK).   

· A qualitative survey to participants of the Policy Forum (PF): We carried out an analysis of the list of participants and selected those participants with a policy role, either in asylum and migration issues or in social affairs, either directly in government, parliament or in official bodies, and presumably not involved directly in EQUAL, at least not in a position of MA, NSS, NTN, or DP, even though some of them may well have been associated more loosely. We identified 34 such participants, and received 11 responses (about one third), from the Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Sweden and the UK as well as one from a European Commission official. 
Reminder of the main characteristics of the platform:

The main characteristics of the platform are provided below, in order to facilitate the reading of the report, and to subsequently facilitate the comparison between different types of platform.

Synthetic platform description

	Title:
	European Policy Forum on Asylum Seekers: ‘Minimum standards and beyond’

	Type: 
	Policy Forum

	Lead Managing Authority:
	Sweden

	Platform co-organisers:
	Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland, Portugal. 

	Start and end date, duration:
	From 31/07/2006 to 30/07/2007

	Planned expenses and Commission contribution:
	Total budget planned: 333 601.6 €
Commission contribution: 299 925 € (89.9%)

	Direct links with other platforms:
	Exchange Event 'Getting Asylum Seekers into Employment - Challenges and Opportunities' in Chania, Crete (Greece), 1-2 June 2006.

	Coordination with other platforms:
	Sweden, through the Asylum Seekers NTN, is a co-organiser in the French platforms on diversity (Paris peer review and Policy Forum). It has organised one of the peer reviews in the run up to the Policy Forum (without any Commission funding).
The Swedish MA also put forward a platform consisting of 4 learning seminars on ‘media and discrimination’, but we are not aware of any particular conceptual/methodological linkage there.

	Number of participants:
	Planned number of participants: 250-300. 

Actual number: 258.


Evaluation questions – a reminder

We have proposed four groups of evaluation questions, which have been validated by the European Commission, to guide our evaluation of each platform, concerning: 

· The rationale for the platform, for the choice of the format, for the targeting of specific participant profiles etc.;

· The effectiveness of the platform and the extent to which the objectives of the call have been achieved;

· The way in which the organisation of the platform has favoured or hampered effectiveness;

· The overall contribution of the platform to the capitalisation and exploitation of EQUAL results.

The detailed evaluation questions are provided in Annex 1.  

2. Rationale

The rationales to look at, from an evaluation point of view, are both those of the platform organisers and of the Evaluation Committee set up by the European Commission for the selection of the platforms to be supported within the restricted call for proposals VP/2006/007.

2.1
Analysis of the promoters’ rationale

The Policy Forum (PF) can be considered as the logical culmination of 5 years of European thematic activity for asylum seekers in EQUAL. Sweden has been an active promoter of this thematic activity, since it was one of the two Member States (the other one being the Netherlands
) involved in the steering group of the European Thematic Group (ETG)
. Sweden’s decision to put forward an application for organising this platform thus appears as consistent with its role throughout EQUAL. Nevertheless, according to our respondents, the extent to which Sweden should take part in transnational activities has always been at issue within the Swedish Managing Authority, and the internal re-organisation of the ESF Council made this questioning even more prevalent. Thus, although there were good reasons for Sweden to take the lead on this, it does not seem to have been a wholehearted decision, and this partial reluctance had consequences for the organisation of the PF as we shall see in more detail below.
The official co-organisers of the platform, i.e. the Managing Authorities whose letters of interest were included in the application, were Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland and Portugal. Together with Sweden, they formed the platform ‘Steering Group’
. Both the Italian and the German representatives told us that their participation in the organisation of the platform had been motivated, as is logical, by the relative importance of the theme for their DPs – Italy has 6 Round 2 AS DPs, Germany has 8 (out of 44 AS DPs in the ‘old Member States’
).  In the words of our respondent from the German MA : 
‘Germany runs 7 development partnerships for asylum seekers and refugees (+ one for victims of trafficking) and has a huge funding amount for the theme of asylum seekers. Most actors of the development partnerships have been already participating in round one and started the second round of EQUAL on high transnational level (lots of products, concepts,...). The benefit of the transnationality work and the participation in the  event was evident’. 
We can surmise that the Greek participation was a logical step to take after the exchange event they had organised in Crete. Portugal had warned from the beginning that they would find it difficult to participate, for time reasons, and indeed they did not take part in the preparation of the Forum. We have no information on Poland’s reason for taking part as steering group member.
The more specific rationale for organising the platform was to bring together and capitalise upon all EQUAL results (DP and TCP results but also the results of past events) in the Asylum Seekers theme in a way that made sense for policy making in that area, and thus to explore more particularly the relevance of EQUAL solutions for the implementation of the Reception directive and for ‘going beyond’. Another objective stated in the application was ‘to mainstream relevant project results in the next ESF programming period’.  
According to all our respondents, the challenge was really to disseminate results to a wider audience than in previous events, where policy makers’ participation, in particular, had been poor.  

2.2
Analysis of the Commission’s rationale and of the relevance of the platform for mainstreaming at the European level
The European Commission Selection Committee, in their analysis of the application, and more specifically of the added value of the Policy Forum for the dissemination and mainstreaming of EQUAL asylum practices, considered that added value would be high, due to the fact that the PF would ‘communicate transferable good practice developed under EQUAL to policy makers’, especially to actors who ‘were not previously involved in EQUAL’. 

Several innovative elements in the design of the PF contributed, in their view, to making such added value possible:

· The fact that the event included ‘study visits attended by asylum/seekers and refugees’, as this ‘increased credibility’ and thus added value. 

· The inclusion of successful examples of EQUAL on how the minimum standards of the Reception directive could be implemented and even exceeded.

· The planned argument of the ‘costs of non action’ was also considered as likely to create awareness. 

Thus the Commission considered that the participation of actors – especially policy makers and media agents – who had not been previously engaged in EQUAL, was the chief condition for the PF to add value to past events, and we think this is a correct assessment, and one which was shared by organisers (although the participation of the media may not seem that important for such an event). The Dublin conference in 2004
 had also targeted policy makers and had not been very successful in this endeavour, and the event had essentially been an exchange event for DPs, which, as such, was a crucial stage in European networking. 
However, the assessment grid used by the EC selection committee failed to pursue this logic until the end, i.e. for example, to require that the promoting Managing Authority explained how these participants were going to be reached. This is likely to be one of our conclusions in the final synthesis report for this evaluation. 
In our opinion there was another key factor of potential added value: although an EQUAL event, the Policy Forum did not focus exclusively on EQUAL practice, and included projects funded by the European Refugee Fund. Thus it could be said that the PF was designed not only so as to add value to past EQUAL activities, but to contribute to the much more global and politically compelling task of improving – or at least not worsening – the political framework and concrete practices for the reception and integration of Asylum Seekers in Europe. 
2.3
The format of the platform

According to the text of the call, Policy Fora 

‘are communication and learning platforms bringing together policy makers and interested parties outside the circle of EQUAL stakeholders at national and EU levels, as well as practitioners able to present to them the benefits of innovative solutions tested under EQUAL, in order to gain their confidence in the feasibility, effectiveness and efficiency of these innovations.

Their main activity is to share the analysis of national practices and policies… by means of seminars, thus providing an opportunity to:

- present special experience or competence in the implementation of a thematic priority…

- allow key stakeholders to address concerns and barriers as regards transfer and integration of the lessons into policy and practice;

- provide a Forum where testimonies of good practice can be given, as well as evidence for the benefits to decision-makers and practitioners from outside EQUAL;

- prepare policy briefs…

They aim at supporting a debate between (on the one hand) EU level and national policy makers and (on the other hand) practitioners in the thematic fields of EQUAL, concerning issues of importance in these fields.’
It is clear, from this quote, that Policy Fora are:

· Targeted to ‘policy makers and interested parties’ outside the circle of EQUAL stakeholders.

· Meant for encounter, communication and ‘debate’ between practitioners and policy makers, concerning ‘issues of importance in these fields’;

· But, going beyond this, they are also meant to prepare for the take up, by policy makers, of innovations developed by EQUAL practitioners: which implies the selection and presentation of ‘tested’ innovative solutions, the identification of ‘lessons’, as well as an analysis of the factors promoting and impeding the transfer/integration of new solutions/lessons into policy.  

We review in turn how each of these functions was designed and performed for the Malmö event.
a. Targeting

Targeting strategy

As said above, it had been clear to the platform promoters from the start that a key target group for the PF had to be policy makers directly responsible for asylum issues. More generally however the PF was targeting all stakeholders engaged one way or another in working with AS – NGOs, public bodies, international agencies, other policy makers at the national, regional and local level, as well as the media. The PF specifically sought the participation of employers of asylum seekers/refugees (from both the public and the private sector), who could provide evidence of the positive sides of this experience to other employers and employer associations. Finally asylum seekers were also targeted, although less as participants than as ‘guides’ for other participants, in specific workshops and in study visits. 
In order to secure a balanced representation of these different constituencies, the Platform organisers set up a quota system for other Managing Authorities to abide by. The intention stated in the application was to invite 8 persons per Member State (we understand that this was in addition to MA, NSSs, NTNs etc.), including:
· 3 government officials (of ministries dealing with asylum matters);
· 2 policy makers (from a national, regional or local level);
· 2 NGO members or public bodies with an asylum responsibility/competence; 

· 1 journalist.
According to the strategy put forward in the application, each of these categories could count with ‘people engaged in DP work’. No maximum % was specified, which could entail the risk of an insufficient participation of ‘non-EQUAL users’. Even though it is true that, in this theme, all stakeholders tend to know each other and many could be expected to be associated, in one way or another, with EQUAL, Policy Fora were precisely meant to go beyond the already acquired audience. 
Overall however this strategy seemed to comply with the call specifications for Policy Fora, since the direct participation of government officials involved in asylum matters is a positive factor for the transfer of results to policies in the various Member States. 
Although this is not specified in the application, it can be guessed that the difference between the 250/300 participants planned and the maximum of 232 invited persons
 consisted of the organisation team, plenary speakers and DPs selected as good practice for the workshops and seminars. 
Implementation

In order to implement this strategy, the Steering Group relied on the Managing Authorities for inviting participants abiding by the above quota. However this was not a straightforward process. In particular, the fact that the Forum was postponed twice by the platform organisers generated a lot of uncertainty and had direct consequences for the invitation process, simply because sometimes people who had accepted to take part had changed jobs or organisation, as explained by our German and Italian respondents. This uncertainty may have played a role as well in the difficulty to recruit participants from the media, as suggested by our German respondent.  
The context of internal restructuring in the ESF Council and the coordinator’s sickleave meant that it was quite difficult to act upon the lack of response from Managing Authorities. When the new coordinator took over, just a few weeks ahead of the event, it was very late to do anything when Member States had not nominated any participant. The coordinator therefore decided to focus on new Member States, and helped Romania, Hungary and Slovakia for reaching out to participants. He also tried in the case of Bulgaria but without any success. 
Although difficulties were particularly pronounced in this case, getting relevant stakeholders to participate in these mainstreaming events is always a difficult task, which requires time and vigilance on the part of the platform organiser. It has also been surmised by one of our respondents that a much earlier campaign of information and promotion of the event would have been helpful. The interviewee pointed out that this lesson had already been drawn from the Dublin event but was again lost for the Malmö event. In a similar vein, another respondent argued that, if ‘attractive’ names of plenary speakers had been provided more in advance, this could have been a motivation factor for national policy makers to take part.
From informal conversations with DP participants during the event and on the basis of the interviews with platform co-organisers, it would also seem that DPs were quite vocal with their Managing Authorities, especially in some Member States, for taking part
 – which would confirm a trend noted in our earlier evaluation of European thematic activity in this area. Although DPs should of course take part and take the opportunity to present their results, network and lobby, the overall share of DP participants (see below) has been very high, perhaps too high. Above all, it is somewhat surprising to see that in some cases they were represented by 4 or 5 individuals. It seems that some Managing Authorities were not very concerned with putting restraint there, and, given the situation, the Swedish MA did not show much will to confront their colleagues on this. Our respondent from the German Managing Authority explained that invitations had been carried out through the DPs themselves, which makes sense since DPs know the policy and decision makers whom they are most interested in targeting. According to our respondent, DPs were asked to put forward names of ‘persons that were close to the EQUAL-activities (without being a stakeholder) or relevant actors in the theme of asylum seekers’, which were then ‘submitted through the German National Thematic Network. The Managing Authority/National Support structure EQUAL agreed with the proposals’. However, as will be seen below, Germany is one of the Member States with the highest share of DP members amongst its participants.
Results

In spite of these obstacles, there has been a reasonably good participation by relevant policy makers in this Forum, especially of representatives of ministries in charge of asylum matters, such as reception, justice and integration. On the basis of the participants list, we identified 34 such participants, representing 13% of participants, from Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain and the UK.  The majority of these Member States sent two or more such actors. Only in the Spanish case is there a direct link of these officials with EQUAL, given the fact that there is only one AS DP, which is directly steered by the government Directorate in charge of the integration of migrants. In the cases of Cyprus, Latvia and Slovakia, some of these government officials had links with DPs but others did not. 
However, apart from those of the current EQUAL Managing Authorities who are associated in the implementation of the next generation of ESF programmes, there did not seem to be many national ESF representatives – nor indeed European desk officers negotiating with Member States about the content of their operational programmes. But this assessment is hypothetical, given the limits of the participants list. 
In addition it seems important to ask whether the government officials present have sufficient decision capacity, for example to take EQUAL practices on board and propose new measures, or whether they are lower level civil servants. Of course, this is difficult to decide just on the basis of the participants’ organisation, but the responses to our questionnaire survey do provide some indications.   
As said at the beginning of this report, we received 11 responses from the Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia (3), Lithuania, Poland (2), Sweden and the UK as well as one from a European Commission official. On the basis of their own description of their responsibilities, it can be concluded that they do have capacity of influence. In the new Member States, they included:
· In asylum and migration department governments: a lawyer from a EU law Unit, a director of migration, head of asylum division, chief expert in charge of migration policy, 
· In ministries for labour market and social affairs: planning officer, senior officer of labour market development unit,  

· One member of parliament (adviser in the Social and Employment matters Committee), and
· A unit manager in an institution in charge of managing ERF.

Table 1 below illustrates the categories of participants in the Policy Forum and their respective shares in the audience. We distinguished between: 
· Policy makers in charge of asylum matters (POLAS);

· Other policy makers (POL), e.g. local authorities;

· Organisations and individuals in charge of the management, administration, dissemination, facilitation, and evaluation of EQUAL programmes, i.e. EQUAL Unit, Managing Authorities, NSS, NTNs, Monitoring Committees, ETG Steering Committees, experts and evaluators (EQUAL);

· NGOs;

· Public bodies and independent agencies (PB);

· Journalists (J);

· Other organisations and individuals, such as education and training institutions, researchers, representatives of unions/employers, of the social economy etc. (O);

· And finally participants who have just provided their names and whose role can therefore not be identified (NI). 
  Table 1: Distribution of participants by category
	Category of participant
	POLAS
	POL
	EQUAL
	NGOs
	PB
	J
	O
	NI
	TOTAL

	Number
	34
	26
	44
	79
	10
	7
	52
	6
	258

	%
	13.2%
	10.1%
	17%
	30.6%
	3.9%
	2.7%
	20.2%
	2.3%
	100

	Amongst which DP members
	8
	15
	N/A
	72
	7
	1
	47
	1
	151

	% of DP members in the category
	23.5%
	58%
	N/A
	91%
	70%
	14%
	90%
	17%
	58.5%


DPs are usually found amongst NGOs and ‘Other organisations’, but can also be found in other categories (e.g. ‘other policy makers’ – these are often local authorities). 

In total, there were 151 DP members, representing about 50 Round 2 DPs. Adding these with all those in charge of implementing the programme at various levels (our ‘EQUAL’ category in the table above), we find a total of 196 participants with a direct link with EQUAL, i.e. almost 76%.
Schematising the situation, this means that 76% of Forum participants were trying to convince the other 24% of the relevance of their results, if the purpose was policy mainstreaming. The DP community seemed, in this respect, over-represented, even though one has to take into account that all 24 Member States taking part would wish to send one or several of their DPs to present their results. On the other hand, such a high number of DPs may be acceptable if the aim was to organise and structure collective political action (see below, part 3).

The participation of representatives from employers from the private sector, which had only been targeted for the illustration of good practice, was accordingly very limited. As far as we are aware, there have been only 3 such participants: a Czech employer taking part in the Human Step DP and involved in the presentation of good practice, and 2 chambers of commerce (located in Austria and Greece). There were also only 2 union members (belonging to DPs). It may have been good to invite more employer and union representatives as participants, since ‘employer relations’ were one of the focuses of the PF.
It had been planned to invite asylum seekers to act as ‘guides’ for participants in the Policy Forum, but the actual participation of beneficiaries was very limited, above all due to legal restrictions on travelling for asylum seekers. However there were important testimonies during the Forum, not least one by a former Asylum Seeker in Sweden, an Eritrean journalist.

Finally, there were only 7 journalists in total. The strategy of inviting one media representative per Member State thus largely failed. On the other hand, this does not appear as a priority in such an event except perhaps to put pressure on policy makers… but then very large media would be required, quite an unrealistic scenario.
Distribution by Member State

The total number of participants amounted to 258, which corresponds to what had been planned. 24 Member States were represented, a very high achievement, especially taking into account the above mentioned difficulties. Only Bulgaria
, Estonia and Luxembourg
 (which did not have any AS DP in the 2nd round) could not take part. There were only 33 Swedish participants (less than 13%). Clearly the Forum was designed above all as a European event for Asylum Seekers.
Table 2, on the following page, shows the distribution of participants by Member State. We highlight the share of DPs as well as the distribution according to the ‘quotas’ defined by the platform organisers (please note that not all participants fall within these quotas).
We have set apart a EU level, which includes not only representatives of the EU institutions, but also members of the steering committee of the ETG, and the European experts providing support to the Forum (GHK) although their offices are located in the UK as well as in Brussels. The evaluators (ourselves) are also counted there.

The table shows that 13 of the 24 countries represented had approximately the number of participants planned, whist 9 had a lower number. The UK, Italy and above all Germany had a much higher number of participants than planned. This is in part related to the fact that several of the good practice cases presented in the Forum came from these Member States.  Nevertheless this does raise questions, especially in the case of Germany and the UK, where more than 80% of the participants came from DPs. Indeed some Member States (Denmark, the Netherlands
) only sent DP members.
The Czech Republic, Finland, Italy, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Sweden sought to follow more or less the guidelines concerning categories of participants whilst not recruiting their participants overwhelmingly from DPs. Of course, this was easiest for Romania which had not been involved in EQUAL. The fact that Italy and Finland provided good practice examples of national or local initiatives outside the EQUAL framework is another explanatory factor. Globally the new Member States have taken the brief more ‘seriously’ than the ‘old’ ones. 
  Table 2: Distribution of participants by Member State and by ‘quota’ category
	Member State
	Nº of Participants
	DPs
	%
	POLAS + POL (5)
	PB + NGO (2)
	J (1)

	Austria
	8
	6
	75%
	2
	4
	0

	Belgium
	2

	0
	
	2
	
	

	Cyprus
	8
	6
	75%
	1
	2
	1

	Czech Rep.
	10
	4
	40%
	2
	1
	1

	Denmark
	4
	4
	100%
	
	4
	

	Finland
	9
	2
	22%
	4
	
	1

	Flanders
	5
	4
	80%
	
	4
	

	France
	5
	4
	80%
	
	3
	

	FRspkg Belgium
	1
	0
	0%
	
	
	

	Germany
	31
	25
	81%
	4
	16
	

	Greece
	8
	5
	62.5%
	
	2
	

	Hungary
	9
	6
	67%
	1
	5
	

	Ireland
	4
	2
	50%
	
	2
	

	Italy
	18
	10
	56%
	6
	4
	

	Latvia
	7
	4
	57%
	6
	
	

	Lithuania
	8
	4
	50%
	5
	2
	

	Malta
	5
	4
	80%
	1
	
	

	Netherlands
	7
	7
	100%
	
	3
	

	Poland
	10
	4
	40%
	4
	1
	1

	Portugal
	11
	8
	73%
	1
	8
	

	Romania
	5
	-
	N.a.
	2
	3
	

	Slovakia 
	8
	5
	62.5%
	4
	2
	

	Slovenia
	2
	1
	50%
	
	1
	

	Spain
	9
	8
	89%
	4
	4
	

	Sweden
	33
	13
	39%
	9
	6
	3

	UK
	17
	14
	82%
	1
	6
	

	EU level

	12
	0
	N.a.
	4
	1
	

	Un-identified 
	1
	
	
	
	
	


b. Debating

The first plenary session was supposed to be the main instance for the ‘policy’ debate (the 2nd function expected from a Policy Forum), or at least, for setting the context to the policy debate. 
The methodology chosen made the first plenary session especially well suited for setting the context to the debate and for staging it, and, in our view, avoided the trap of the chain of well rehearsed policy speeches: 

· Presentation by each speaker of update information and critical reflection on issues of their competence
;  

· Questions by the journalist-moderator and answers;

· All speakers, once they have finished, remain on stage, so as to take part in a final session of common questions to all, moderated by the journalist but with questions from the public.  

The speakers were well chosen, at the right level for bringing useful information to an already briefed audience, and with very distinct statuses and institutional backgrounds: both relevant DGs of the European Commission were represented at the right level (DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities, through the Director of ESF; and DG Justice, Freedom and Security, through the Head of Unit for Financial solidarity for asylum, immigration and borders). The former European commissioner of Immigration, home affairs and justice was also there, in what we could qualify as a position of ‘moral authority’ in the field. The local authority perspective was provided by the mayor of Malmö (and his speech showed the relevance of the choice of Malmö for the organisation of the Policy Forum). He had also chaired the Eurocities network, which, under his mandate, had adopted a Charter on ‘good governance concerning the integration of immigrants and reception of asylum seekers’ (2004). The advocacy perspective was represented by the Secretary General of the European Council on Refugees and Exiles (ECRE), a ‘pan-European network of refugee-assisting non-governmental organisations’ (according to their own website), a representative of which had been associated in the European Thematic Group on Asylum Seekers since the beginning of European thematic work in EQUAL. Finally, an Eritrean journalist, former asylum seeker in Sweden and chair of the Association for Eritrean Asylum Seekers in Sweden provided a personal account of the dire straits of asylum seeking, which nevertheless seemed the legitimate universal word of those seeking refuge. 

The Swedish Minister of Migration had been invited and was included in the agenda, but finally chose not to attend. The highly relevant and determining national cog in the chain of reception policy was thus missing, but the meaning of this absence (and, as pointed out by the facilitator, lack of replacement) was not lost on participants and was not hidden by the facilitator nor by the organisers.  

The highly skilled and sharp facilitation provided by a Swedish journalist and writer, with interest and experience in asylum and migration issues, greatly contributed in bringing out the qualities of the speakers and in making the whole session fluid, relevant and interesting. The combination of his journalistic skills (and his own personal style, which was refreshingly direct) with a good knowledge of the issues addressed by the Forum was very fruitful, as he did not hesitate to ask simple, but fundamental, and potentially annoying, questions and to repeat them, but at the same time without overstating the point. This greatly contributed to the first morning being much more than the usual chain of conventional policy discourses: speakers were quite outspoken anyway, but were probably even more so thanks to this stimulus. It is difficult to say whether this kind of facilitation should be taken on board more generally, as much of the success can be attributed to the very person in charge.
c. Transfer to policy

In order to facilitate capitalisation and transfer, the PF was structured around the three ‘(sub)themes’ which had structured European thematic activity and networking since the beginning of EQUAL:

· Advice, education and training (theme 1);

· Employment and employer relations (theme 2); and

· Capacity building (theme 3).

The EQUAL good practice prepared for the PF on the basis of questionnaires filled in by 32 DPs (see below), as well as the seminars and workshops, were all structured around these three themes. This made it possible, in principle and if participants wished to, to follow a progression and engage with the PF in a focused way. 
Given the history of the ETG, this was a logical choice. This does not make it less important to stress the relevance and effectiveness of such structure (around sub-themes or issues) for organising, capitalising and transferring lessons as well as for networking at the European level. What makes it so relevant and effective, of course, is that this structure had been in place since the beginning of thematic activity and that it was consistently maintained over the years.
The transfer of EQUAL lessons to policy making was planned in four phases
:

· A first session of seminars and workshops, consisting in study visits (themes 1 and 2) and a learning seminar (theme 3). This phase aimed at having participants ‘engage with the practice’ – especially in the visits – and learning about specific tools and methodologies.  
· Seminars and workshops for ‘setting the scene’ (in the 3 themes): i.e. for presenting the lessons of EQUAL and their links to the Reception Directive; as well as national examples of ‘going beyond the minimum standards of the Reception Directive’. This phase was therefore one step further in the capitalisation of results, since it aimed at relating EQUAL (or other) results to the policy context. This was facilitated by the introduction of the sessions by an overview of EQUAL results on the issue addressed, prepared by the experts supporting the PF.
· ‘Interactive workshops’ (in the 3 themes), aimed at presenting further testimonials from three different perspectives (a beneficiary – a refugee since asylum seekers are not allowed to travel; a practitioner; and a policy user- actual or potential). Above all, they aimed at ‘discussing how to transfer’ these practices and results. Especially workshop 3.2 (theme 3, capacity building) was to focus on ‘using on-the-ground practices to inform policy development’.  Each workshop was expected to come up with one single recommendation ‘focusing on European or national policy development and programming, to ensure that EQUAL practices would be expanded and mainstreamed’
.
· Finally the closing plenary session was meant to ‘highlight the messages that emerged from the seminars and workshops, discuss the transferability of god practices in the EQUAL Asylum Seekers theme and their link to the Reception Directive’. 

Results are discussed in the next section (on effectiveness). 
From the methodological point of view, which is what concerns us here, such a progression, from the engagement with concrete practices to the delivery of key messages to policy makers and the discussion of the conditions for the transfer of more specific results, seemed highly relevant to a Policy Forum. 
The three learning seminars were organised on a rotative basis: each of them was held twice, which gave participants the opportunity to take part in two out of three and is an excellent way of making the most of the time available. 
The overviews of the lessons to be derived from EQUAL were prepared by GHK, in the framework of their contract with DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities
: as they have acted as support and resource, throughout the EQUAL initiative, on asylum issues at the European level, they were very well placed to deliver these overviews. In addition all the required ‘ingredients’ for facilitating transfer were there: a reminder of the policy context, a summary of the results of the initiative, an analysis of the specificity of EQUAL approaches with respect to ‘mainstream approaches’, success factors etc.  However, judging from the sessions we attended, the vocabulary used tended to be so general, consensual and over-used (‘empowerment’, ‘motivation’, ‘skills’, ‘self-confidence’, ‘opportunities’ etc.) that it was sometimes hard to pay the due attention to what was said. A little bit less of hackneyed language would have been helpful, although we understand that this stems from the desire to be heard by policy makers. 
The Swedish NTN, GHK and members of the Steering Group were responsible for identifying, analysing and validating good practice with mainstreaming potential, both amongst EQUAL DP projects and ERF projects, in order for these to be presented in the workshops. The good practice presented was not only to demonstrate potential for mainstreaming but was also selected for its capacity to illustrate issues which had emerged as important in all these years of thematic work at the European level. For example, two projects were selected to illustrate the important work carried out on skills audits in EQUAL. Both had taken part in a transational working group set up on this issue in the context of ETG5. Another example is the decision to organise a study visit to the Malmö based Health Advisers project: of course, it was close at hand, but the need to focus on possible employment ‘niches’ for asylum seekers had been clearly expressed in the Crete event.   
Thus, even though a questionnaire was prepared to obtain updated DP information (see section 4), it can be said that the knowledge about DP practices had built up throughout the programme, and that the Dublin and Crete events
 were particularly helpful for the identification of ‘good practice’. On that basis, GHK and a representative of the Swedish NTN carried out field visits with the objective of understanding how DPs operated (which can be called a validation exercise).

The criteria for such validation were not necessarily very sophisticated. The Swedish NTN coordinator was interested in taking up the Portuguese method for the validation of good practice, but gave up, due to the complexity of implementation. Indeed it is a method which relies on the involvement of local actors and which would lose its meaning in a context of external expertise (such as in the field visits). 

Interestingly, the good practice presented in the workshops did not only stem from EQUAL DPs, but also from 2 EQUAL transnational partnerships (TCPs) and one NTN (the Swedish one). Account was also taken of transnational working groups: for example, in the skills audits session, presentations were given by representatives of one TCP and one DP from the working group on skills audits which had been set up quite early in the history of the ETG. 
Apart from the already mentioned rather forceful presence of German DPs (all 2nd round DPs were there, with up to 5 members for one DP!), which also showed in the good practice chosen (4 German DPs
 out of a total of 16 good practice cases presented including the study visits), the choice of good practice was rather geographically balanced, and with a good representation of new projects from the Member States. The table below also includes the presentation of other national initiatives for going beyond the Reception Directive, funded by the ERF. 
Table 3: Distribution of good practice by level and Member State
	
	DPs
	TCPs
	NTN
	Other National initiatives
	Total

	Member States
	AT (1) CY (1)  CZ (1) DE (4*) DK (1)  ES (1) FI (1) HU (1) IT (1)   MT (1) PT (1)  UK (1**)
	2 (1 led by a DE DP, 1 led by a UK DP)
	SE
	FI (ERF)
IT (ERF)

	20

	% Nordic MS (DK, FI, SE)
	20%

	% Southern countries (CY, ES, IT, MT, PT)
	30%

	% NMS (CY, CZ, HU, MT)
	20%


*One of the DE DPs was asked to make 2 interventions – one in the study visit to the Malmö project, and one in the last capacity building interactice workshop. 
** Was also asked to make 2 presentations (both in capacity building).  

The quality of the practices presented was variable, according to us, but also according to the team of organisers (as emerges from their debriefing meeting). However, sometimes, a project with rather limited results can generate more heated debate than an excellent presentation and project: thus the Austrian project presented in the ‘setting the scene seminar’ in theme 2 had very limited ambitions and results, but this is precisely what triggered relevant questions and debate amongst participants (see following section). In general, however, it would have been interesting to have more presentations by NTNs or transnational projects and working groups, as this favours a presentation of results in a more consolidated fashion. Thus, in the session on skills audits, the UK speaker was speaking in the name of a transnational project, but above all she was very familiar with all AS DPs in the UK working on skills audits and she offered a thorough reflection on the questions raised by their experience, how they could take it forward, as well as recommendations both for practitioners and policy makers.
The choice of the practices was sometimes not completely congruent with the objective of the sessions. This was the case, in particular, in the second ‘interactive workshop’ on capacity building, which was meant for policy makers. The session started with two well thought out, and well made presentations at different levels – that of the Swedish NTN and that of the campaign for the maintenance of English classes for asylum seekers in the UKgb. Both explained their policy strategy and how they had been able to have an impact on policy makers. Thus, we were presented with successful examples of policy influence, which seemed more appropriate for a DP audience (in a workshop which would have been dedicated to lobbying strategies) than for an audience of policy makers supposed to ‘discuss what organisational, political and perhaps legislative changes would be required to mainstream’
 interesting practices. In effect, the debate which subsequently took place was on lobbying and influence strategies. This was consistent with the issue addressed (‘capacity building’), but not with the purpose of the session of the workshop. Indeed, no ‘policy maker’ intervened, except the representative of DG JLS, to renew her encouragements to DPs to apply for the various new ERF instruments (an invitation already made in the opening plenary session), and who thus triggered a debate on the respective use of the different European funds. The workshop was therefore very useful and informative to DP participants. If there were policy makers in the room, they were also probably entertained, but the objectives of the workshop with regard to them could not be reached, due to the very design of the workshop and choice of examples.  

In a few cases, there were communication problems: one speaker whispered and there was no way in which participants could understand her long presentation; another one had decided to quote all the laws he referred to (and there were quite a lot of them) by their number and year! But this is part of the imponderable in such events.   
Facilitation is a more relevant factor. The facilitation of the seminars and workshops was entrusted mostly to members of the coordination team of the Swedish NTN and to GHK consultants. Other facilitators included the ECRE representative, the EQUAL Unit representative, as well as relevant Swedish ‘personalities’. 
In general facilitation was disappointing, either because the timing was so tight that there was scarcely anything the facilitator could do (no time for debate, as in the ‘setting the scene’ session on capacity building, with the Italian illustration), or because the brief was limited to stimulating exchange (as was the case in the learning seminars), or because of a lack of clarity of purpose (a was the case in the session for policy makers in the capacity building strand). Sometimes, facilitators simply asked the audience if there were any questions, without orienting the debate in the least. In one case, the facilitator not only did not encourage or orient questions, but she also refused to take on board one recommendation without any clear justification (whereas the recommendation, from our point of view, had been extremely relevant). In short, facilitation, in the workshops and seminars, was not well conceived, and not very effective in bringing out lessons and factors impeding or promoting their take up. The participants in the debriefing meeting also agreed on this and pointed to a lack of preparation of facilitators.
The last session was planned as an important step in the transfer strategy. It was moderated by the same journalist as the opening plenary session and again counted with highly relevant panellists with very contrasted positions: the Director of Immigration, Asylum and Borders of DG Justice, Freedom and Security; an NGO representative; a Researcher; the former European Commissioner for Asylum issues, and a Member of the European Parliament (Chairman of the Committee of Employment and Social Affairs). 
The already mentioned objective of the last session was to ‘highlight the messages that emerged from the seminars and workshops, discuss the transferability of good practices in the EQUAL Asylum Seekers theme and their link to the Reception Directive’. In practice, there was a rather formal presentation of the recommendations and these were not the focus of attention in the debate with the panellists. The participants in the debriefing meeting noted this, and related it in part to the performance of the journalist, who admittedly seemed to be less comfortable in that last session than in the open plenary one. 
But it may also be due to the fact that the focus of attention was very much on what the Director of Immigration had to say, in particular about the upcoming Green Paper – even though the Paper could not be formally launched in Malmö, he provided the time schedule for consultation and invited participants in taking part in the consultation. And indeed the organisers and participants to the PF took him literally and produced a joint response which was a direct outcome – a sort of written prolongation - of the PF (see next section). Thus the objectives of the session were fulfilled in the end, even though this happened later in time: the recommendations agreed by PF participants were directly fuelled into the consultion process over the  Green Paper on the Future Common European Asylum System. 
d. Not only a Policy Forum
Other spaces and moments were organised during the event, with no particular link to the specific objectives of a Policy Forum, but in order to allow more DPs to present their experience and results, to give opportunities for people to ‘network’, and simply to create – or further develop - a sense of ‘community’.

The Showcasing Exhibition involved approximately DPs from 20 Member States (and some transnational partnerships). They presented their publications, leaflets about their projects, videos etc. 94.5% of the nearly 200 participants who filled in the evaluation sheets assessed the exhibition positively
. Some of our respondents explained that, as it started on the first evening, it was a good way for participants to quickly get an overview of who was there, make first contacts, etc. 
The idea of the ‘Speakers’ Corner’ was to provide a scene, in the same large exhibition hall where breaks and lunches and the first night buffet dinner were held, for a total of 11 DPs and TCPs to present some aspects of their work during 15’. These slots in the agenda had to coincide with coffee breaks and lunches, but this understandable constraint is also what led to the failure of this scheme, since participants expected (and were expected) to network during these breaks, or simply to rest, and were not available for what was presented to them. The acoustics of the gigantic hall did not help.
3. Effectiveness

3.1
Achieving the objectives of the call

Here the purpose is to assess the extent to which the platform under review has contributed to the specific objectives of the call:

· ‘Sharing relevant issues, agenda and actions, as well as results, on projects, pilots and new approaches;

· Validating and assessing results and achievements, on the basis of common criteria, through (peer) reviews and benchmarks, in order to identify success factors and ways of overcoming barriers to change;

· Mutual learning by programme managers and practitioners from within and outside EQUAL (…) concerning the implementation of the leading principles of EQUAL;

· Networking for sharing knowledge with a wider professional community, and for collaborative work on issues of common interest;

· Transferring good practice, and lessons learnt on new ways of policy delivery, by matching the supply of innovative good practices from advocates of good practice in EQUAL with the demand of potential users and decision makers, administrators and stakeholders.’
Our assessment of the extent to which and how each objective has been reached, is based, where relevant, on our own observation in situ, on the responses of the policy users and participants, on the interviews with the organisers, co-organisers and experts, and on the key documents available. 

Sharing and validating relevant issues and new approaches

As suggested above, exchange and debate between participants (beyond the policy debates of the plenary sessions) was in principle going to be favoured by the working method adopted for the seminars and workshops: e.g. by the demonstration of practices in the study visits; and by the systematic link made between concrete initiatives and practices, on the one hand, and the wider context (e.g. overall EQUAL lessons, national contexts, collective practices of several DPs rather than just one etc.). All this was likely not only to stimulate debate, but also to steer that debate towards issues of collective interest.

The extent to which this was successful in practice varied a lot from one workshop, visit or seminar to the other. Facilitation was a key factor, but there were also imponderables. In some cases, time was too short to take questions, but, on the other hand, some sessions finished earlier than planned for lack of questions. In other cases questions were limited to clarifying/specifying this or that aspect of the presentation, and debates could become bogged down into details of DP practices or into comparing very specific aspects of national systems, which is inevitable if participants are to make sense of what is presented, but tends to deflect attention from debating more political and collective issues. 
However there were some good debates at times. For example, in the ‘Setting the scene’ seminar on employment, the presentation of an Austrian DP seeking to train and employ asylum seekers in unpaid community jobs gave rise to a rather lively debate, as its results appeared as quite limited (due to the very restrictive Ausrian context). In particular, questions were raised in the audience regarding, e.g., the results of this initiative for the beneficiaries’ later labour market integration in their own country (the response being that this had not been monitored); the extent to which such an initiative can be considered a step forward given that asylum seekers are not paid and are employed in tasks which do not correspond to their qualifications; and the risk that, if the regulation evolved and became more ‘permissive’ for the employment of asylum seekers, this could mean simply that they were employed in low pay low skill sectors where the native population does not want to work. In short, the results of the initiative were not taken at face value and these questions by the audience can be seen as demands for a genuine exposition of real life results. 
A similar kind of debates arose in a later session (interactive workshop, same theme), where participants disagreed on the kind of position to advocate with policy makers (advocating labour market access as a right for all vs. confining it to sectors with recruitment bottlenecks and focusing on strategies to convince employers to recruit AS) and on the relevance of pre-employment training for asylum seekers who are usually quite qualified (with the advocates of such training arguing that it would be wrong to focus exclusively on instrumental labour market training and give up on the social dimension). 
The question arises as to what is done with these debates. They have been fruitful for those present, but can they have some other form of impact? What can be said is that, in some cases, peer reviews (which is really what took place in the session with the Austrian DP) can be quite challenging and indeed constitute a form of ‘validation’ of practices.  

In most of the sessions we attended however, the discussion following the presentation of concrete cases, was, as said, more about understanding similarities and differences between one’s own experience and the one presented (‘sharing’), than about forming some kind of assessment.
More broadly however, the Policy Forum can be considered as a whole as a Forum for the validation of the policy messages of EQUAL partnerships: indeed the messages set out in the background document prepared by GHK and then repeated at the beginning of each session appear, in condensed form, in the recommendations agreed in the various workshops and finally used for the response to the Green Paper on the Future Common European Asylum System. This, perhaps, has been the main function of the Policy Forum: for participants, DPs and others, to debate these lessons and policy messages and agree on synthetic formulations conveying them. Although facilitation was often weak, as said, this at least was achieved and in itself is an important result.
Mutual learning on the EQUAL principles

Mutual learning on the EQUAL principles does not constitute a specific objective of Policy Fora, even though it is amongst the general objectives of the call. The ‘learning seminar’ component of the Malmö Policy Forum complied with this objective, to the extent that it included a session on transnational co-operation. The TCP in charge is particularly striking for their lobbying activity and the fact that they organised a mainstreaming conference in the European Parliament in September 2007 (which they announced at the PF). But another session of the learning seminar (on skills audits) was also an opportunity to demonstrate the benefits of various forms of collective transnational work (not only through transnational partnerships formally approved in the programme but also through voluntary transnational working groups), as there has been significant co-operation, national and transnational, to advance skills audit methodologies and their wider take up. 

The Policy Forum was thus probably a confirmation, for Asylum Seekers DPs, of the manifold ways of building transnational co-operation and of the concrete policy benefits this can bring. The lessons from transnational capacity building have been couched more systematically in a document of March 2007, Making the most of transnational co-operation. EQUAL Asylum Seekers, although it is exclusively about TCPs. 
Networking and transfering good practice and lessons learnt
On the basis of the responses to our questionnaire, it is important to stress that expectations were quite high on the part of policy makers with responsibilities in Asylum matters, most particularly in the new Member States
: above all, there was strong interest in finding out about policies and practical ‘solutions’ in other countries, as this could be a source of inspiration (‘exchange of good practice’, ‘find out about practical experience’). More specifically, some respondents were in search of ideas for implementing the Reception Directive in their country. One respondent mentioned the importance of taking into account the results of EQUAL projects for the implementation of future operational programmes. It is also important to stress that, for a majority of them, it was the first time they were taking part in transnational dissemination and mainstreaming events organised by EQUAL. 
These expectations were not in vain, and respondents were satisfied that they had derived very useful knowledge and lessons from the Forum: 

· From becoming more familiar with issues they have to deal with in their current position but which they still do not know very well…
‘I can say that all [was useful] because all was for me new. In our state this problem is new. And each experience for me was discovery. And before this event I hadn’t contact with this problem ‘eye for an eye’: before, that was in the theoretical level’ (sic); 
‘Participation at the Policy Forum gives me a view about the tendencies in the policies and practices of different countries relating to employment and access to vocational training for asylum seekers, as well as about administrative capacity building aimed to improvement of the reception conditions’ 
‘Better understanding of European asylum issues’ etc.
· …To direct inputs in current strategies and projects: 
‘It was very useful to meet in practice how to implement projects concerning the integration of asylum seekers, because it is the base to improve reception conditions for asylum seekers and asylum granting procedures, it is [a] base to continue making analysis of the practice of member states in the mentioned field and to provide proposals for the amendment of certain existing asylum legislation, complementation or adoption of the new one’;
‘The Forum highlighted the areas that need special attention from the Funds we manage’; 
‘Some of the presented projects were inspiring and contained some useful elements that could be used in this planning period’; 
‘I attended [the] Capacity building workshop and I think that especially evaluation projects
 helped a lot to meet the problematic aspects that occurred in the practice’;
‘I have got more familiar with various examples of integration policy, which are helpful in preparing some proposals on it’.
The key aspects of the Forum which brought about these benefits for these policy participants were the national policy examples and the capacity building theme in general. Indeed, although they appreciated the variety of projects presented, when they made contacts it has been with their peers (the initiative of the Italian federation of municipalities and the Finnish quality assessment method attracted special attention). As had been seen also in the Madrid Policy Forum, these events also serve for people to make contacts with participants from their own country, whose experience they were previously not aware of. 
The documentation prepared for the Forum (background paper, updated policy briefs, good practice questionnaires) has been an important instrument for the follow-up to the Policy Forum. Respondents explained that they had used them to further debate these issues with their colleagues, once back at home. One of the respondents, a Member of Parliament, used the policy briefs for her speeches, another one, responsible for an Operational programme in his country, meant to come back to the documentation at ‘the relevant stages of planning’.  One respondent, working in a Welfare ministry, said she would use the documents to draft national position papers on asylum issues within the European open method of coordination processes. 
It is interesting that one of the respondents suggested that the event had been too large. Indeed, on the basis of their responses on the type of benefits they derived from the event and the facilitating factors identified, one can wonder whether a ‘peer review’ format would not have been more suited to their expectations. It is to some extent what some of the sessions of the capacity building theme amounted to. 
However, another type of political aims was pursued during the Forum. The EQUAL DPs present were far from only proposing programmes, methods and tools. As was clear in the workshop on capacity building (session for policy makers), some AS DP promoters are extremely active in lobbying their national authorities, and even across frontiers, and are promoting/taking part in campaigns for policy change. A said, the presentation of one of these campaigns in the session seemed to imply that the session was in part targeted to DPs themselves, to provide them with ideas of how to lobby. This was reinforced by the intervention of a German DP representative, who also explained how the DPs in the asylum seekers theme in Germany had mobilised, first outside of the official NTN, and then within it, had created a mainstreaming group, and had taken part in a campaign to obtain labour market access for ‘tolerated people’. He proposed that the DPs in the asylum seekers theme should mobilise to obtain the explicit targeting of asylum seekers in the next generation of ESF programmes (the facilitator of the workshop chose not to take up this idea, for unknown reasons). 
Indeed, from our conversations with DP members there, their aim in taking part seems to have had above all to do with consolidating the network of AS DPs, exchanging with their colleagues on the situation and on their practices, and devising common actions
. They saw it as more unlikely that they could network with policy makers in such an event, although it could always happen: but lobbying is a long-standing and continuous job, and a European event can only be one small step anyway. 
This ‘collective action’ dimension in the Policy Forum, which was perhaps not thought out in advance, but rather happened because of the take over of the PF by the DPs, was capitalised upon in an intelligent way by the PF organisers, when they suggested that the recommendations produced in each workshop and seminar could form the basis of a collective contribution to the Green Paper on the Future Common European Asylum System. The initiative was quite successful since the collective response could be submitted with 104 signatories, including 44 DP representatives and 9 TCP representatives. The launch of the Green Paper shortly after the Policy Forum was a coincidence (this was unknown when the date of the PF was chosen) but of course a very welcome one, all the more so that the organisers finally secured the participation of the Director of Immigration, Asylum and Borders who could formally announce this.
One of DPs’ policy targets, and indeed, one of the targets of the Policy Forum, was the effective inclusion of AS as potential beneficiaries in ESF programmes, i.e. the selection and funding of projects designed for AS. However, as seen, there did not seem to be many ESF representatives in the PF (apart from EQUAL Managing Authorities). In fact, at times, it seemed that the event had been almost too successful in ensuring the representation of policy makers dealing with asylum matters – too successful by comparison with the little success on the ESF front. Thus the Head of the DG JLS Unit managing the European Refugee Fund was quite effectively ‘recruiting’ EQUAL DPs for them to put applications in the next calls for proposals. Whereas nobody was there, on the ESF side, to respond to DPs’ questions concerning the chances of social inclusion projects to be considered for funding under ESF – one of the recommendations agreed in the Forum (‘Issues of social inclusion are to be taken into account’) is a rather discreet allusion! 
If, in the future, ESF funding is going to be available for networking between organisations working on the same issues (e.g. the integration of Asylum Seekers) within ESF and for their collective organisation, some caution needs to be exerted: 
On the one hand, it seems to us that not all arguments are acceptable in the name of political influence. For example, during the first plenary session, it was suggested by ECRE’s General Secretary that, since the question asked by governments is: ‘Why should we invest a lot in reception, if most people are not successful in their application for asylum’, activists should turn the question on its head and ask ‘what is the cost of not doing anything’
. He was thus advocating a strategy for using policy makers’own terms and fears, which is in itself quite revealing of the prevailing and very unfavourable views on asylum seeking. It seems important however to ask whether the European Social Fund is willing to fund campaigns under that banner.

On the other hand, it can be difficult to distinguish between lobbying in the name of the beneficiaries (in this case, Asylum Seekers) and lobbying for the continuation of the organisations concerned (e.g. whether these activities are for Asylum Seekers or not). But, despite the difficulty, it is useful to have this distinction in mind when deciding whether to allocate support or not.
More generally, on the basis of the European evaluation of EQUAL (2002-2006) and of our current evaluation of the platforms at this stage, (economic and other) support by the European Commission to political lobbying seems more legitimate when it is carried out by national thematic networks, which speak in the name of all or various DPs of a thematic priority, as well as the European networking between such networks, rather than when it is carried out by single trasnational partnerships.  

3.2 Potential and emerging impacts
The most visible impact so far has been the already mentioned quite strong mobilisation that was obtained from Policy Forum participants to support the drafting of a joint response to the Green Paper on the Future Common European Asylum System on the basis of the recommendations agreed in the Forum. 
On the basis of the responses received from policy and decision makers to our questionnaire, it seems that officials and other policy makers with responsibilities in asylum issues in the new Member States are particularly determined to make use of what they have learnt in the Forum, for the choice of strategic and funding orientations.

In our view the Policy Forum has also served to tighten the links between Round 2 EQUAL DPs and to consolidate their networks. It is also quite likely that they will form or consolidate their transnational links and apply for the ‘transnational actions’ planned in the new phase of the European Refugee Fund. 

There might be other impacts, e.g. in terms of an improvement in the working relationships between DG JLS and DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities within the European Commission.

4. Organisation

4.1 Coordination 

Composition and role of the Steering Group
The application only mentions co-organising Member States as members of the Steering Group: Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland and Portugal. 
However the representatives of the European Council on Refugees and Exiles (ECRE) and of DG Justice, Freedom and Security (JLS) who had been involved since the beginning of ETG5 as ETG steering group members were also members of the Steering Group of the platform (and indeed the application mentions close contact with ETG5 ‘representatives’ GHK, the European Refugee Fund (ERF) and ECRE). It is unclear whether the Swedish NTN coordinator was considered as a member of the platform Steering Group (in the application, it is said that ‘the coordination and managing of the conference will be done in close cooperation with the secretariat of the NTN on asylum in Sweden and the steering group’). However to all practical effects, it was. 
The application did not provide any explanation as to the role of the steering group, except that it was ‘responsible for delivering advice’. Management and coordination arrangements were stated as being the responsibility of the ESF council, though ‘in close co-operation with the secretariat of (the) NTN … and the steering group’.  

According to GHK, the role of the Member States taking part in the steering group was to:

•
Propose DPs to be presented at the Forum

•
Assist in the invitation process

•
Assist in approaching the various speakers

•
Help with the collection of visual material and information on DPs

•
Come forward with facilitators

•
Help identify other presenters

According to these experts, these tasks were adequately carried out in practice by all the active members of the steering group.
However our respondents from the Swedish Managing Authority and NTN were both more critical and more self-critical. As has been mentioned above, the MA faced various difficulties (difficulties with complying with all the Commission’s requirements for the application, internal re-organisation, initial platform coordinator’s sickleave), which led to postponing the event twice and made it difficult for other Steering Group members as well as for the Managing Authorities of other Member States to fulfil their roles. As already said, the atmosphere of uncertainty created was not very helpful for the invitation process.
It is unclear whether Member States acting as steering group members are in a position to offer anymore than other Managing Authorities, which have to be involved in the invitation process ayway. From the minutes we have had access to, it seems that the active Managing Authorities of the steering group were mostly asked to liaise with those of their DPs selected as case studies (or with government officials in the case of ‘national case studies’). 

The representative of DG JLS, despite being associated to European thematic activities since the beginning of EQUAL, seems to have found it difficult to play his role as steering group member, and could not secure the participation of policy makers from DG JLS. The participation, finally, of the Director of Immigration, Asylum and Borders as well as of the Head of Unit for Financial Solidarity, was obtained in extremis, and thanks to the joined efforts and connections of the platform coordinator and of the EQUAL Unit official in charge of monitoring the event. This unfortunately shows the limits of ‘good governance’ – in the sense that the ETG had been doing all what was supposed to be done in terms of opening up to external partners, to no avail. The high level participation of DG JLS to its closing event was entirely due to last minute strenuous political work by two determined individuals.
In the end, the main actors for the preparation of the PF were the following:  
· The ESF Council: it was in charge of monitoring the invitation process, of overseeing contractors and of overall coordination. In practice, the confusion over travel arrangements (taken care of by the NTN for DPs taking part in the exhibition and whose expenditures were not paid by the PF, and by a travel agent for the rest of participants) meant that the logistical side of the PF was much heavier than planned for the MA itself. 

· GHK, the consultancy in charge of thematic expertise for ETG5 and which was contracted by the Swedish Managing Authority for specific support to the PF was in charge of ‘contents’ aspects of the PF (see following section);

·  The National Thematic Network was in charge of some contents as well, and of the Exhibition. 
For the event itself, according to our respondents and as can be derived from the minutes of the meetings, co-ordination was as follows:
· The platform coordinator of the ESF Council had a core team working on the plenary sessions and directly with the speakers. As said, the EQUAL Unit official in charge of following the event also provided significant help in getting some key speakers, especially from DG JLS;
· GHK had a core team preparing facilitation and the workshops; 
· And the NTN had a core team preparing the logistics of the exhibition and some aspects of the communication strategy (website, magazine prepared on the spot), although other aspects were subcontracted to an EQUAL project (see below). 
One aspect which deserves a special mention is the reflection and self-evaluation capacity of this team of organisers, as testified by the minutes of the follow-up meeting, where problems and achievements were discussed in quite a frank and open way.  
4.2
The role of experts. 

The consultancy which has been providing thematic expertise for the ETG since the beginning was contracted through a restricted call for tender for providing content-related expertise for the Policy Forum. This included designing the ‘scenario’ for the Policy Forum as well as seminar and workshop outlines; writing up a background paper; helping to identify key speakers; writing up the summary report etc. Other content-related tasks such as visits to the DPs and updating policy briefs were probably included in the framework contract which the consultancy has with the European Commission, although we have not confirmed this. A separate restricted call, which they also (logically) won, had to be organised for the facilitation of workshops. 
The choice of GHK as support team for the Policy Forum was logical and desirable, given the meaning of the Policy Forum as closing event for the European thematic activity in the theme of Asylum Seekers in EQUAL. They were the best placed to convey a sense of the work done throughout these years and to draw the main lessons. In addition they have accumulated expertise concerning the policies in the field, which makes them effective in their understanding and communication of the policy context. 

In these circumstances, it can be regretted that a tender (albeit restricted) had to be organised for the provision of support to the PF, although this may be unavoidable due to public procurement regulations. More straightforward and more flexible options (such as including the provision of a number of support days to national platforms) could be maybe envisaged in the future.  
In addition, our hypothesis is that the accumulation of contracts (framework contract with the EC, plus two contracts with the Swedish Council) may contribute to giving an impression of opacity. 

More broadly, contractual arrangements with ETG experts for support to the new platforms seem to be rather varied from one platform to the other and this is an issue we will need to look at again in our final report. 
4.3
Practical arrangements

Documentation
The documentation produced for this Policy Forum can be considered a very good support to policy transfer. Taken together, the background paper, the updated policy briefs and the compilation of good practice constitute as sort of toolkit, both for policy officials in search of ideas and for practitioners to rehearse their policy strategy. 
The background document represented a fundamental contribution, since it allowed DP participants to locate their practices against the wider context, and it allowed policy makers to relate the practices presented to them to issues of concern for them. In addition it provided a red thread for the Forum and the basis for the recommendations. 
The updated policy briefs provide specific examples of DP strategies, practices and results, including in mainstreaming, which the policy makers interviewed could relate to and found very useful and a source of inspiration.

The compilation of good practices consisted of 32 DP responses to the questionnaire sent to them, bound together in a document and circulated as ‘unedited version’. It is therefore about self-proclaimed good practice, which is problematic (why call these good practice?). But this is made quite clear to the reader. 
DPs were asked to choose one example of ‘good practice’ with a ‘clear and identifiable impact’ – precise examples of such impacts were provided in the questionnaire guidance so as to encourage DPs to be specific as well. The practice chosen could refer to advice, education and training; employment and employer relations; capacity building; or it could address mixed themes. 

For each, DPs had to give an account of: (1) the problems/needs addressed; (2) how it works; (3) the results (both quantitative and qualitative) and impacts (on beneficiaries, the local community, policy and decision-making); (4) success factors (why does it work?); (5) observations on cost-effectiveness of the practice; (6) mainstreaming and transferability. In addition they were asked whether they could provide a ‘testimonial’ of an asylum seeker.  

DP respondents were also asked to provide their views on the implementation of the Reception directive in their country and on the contribution of EQUAL and the ERF to this, which contributed to participants forming an overall judgment as to the benefits and shortfalls of the Reception directive.
Of course, the relevance and quality of such a document depends on each individual respondent, and their capacity to go beyond well-rehearsed language and formulas, which varies from one response to the other, but it can be a useful complement for participants in the PF. 
Translation

Translation in the plenary sessions was available to French, English and German, but only from English. This was not necessarily clear to participants, and there was some confusion at the beginning.
No translation was available in the workshops, as there could be simultaneously 6 workshops. In some cases, interpreters provided sequential translation for the speakers: thus translation into English was provided for the presentation made by an Italian official in French. Although the quality of the translation was very high, this of course tends to make presentations very heavy, and to worsen any defects of the presentation in the original language. But this was kept to the strict minimum and most speakers expressed themselves in English. This, of course, is a limit on the pool of speakers to choose from. It is also a limit for participants. 

Lack of translation is not a minor issue, and, in our opinion, it is not something we should simply get used to.  A little bit more of creativity and sensitivity needs to be exerted by the organisers of such events and their support experts. 
Communication
A Swedish DP involved in communication, and whose work was well regarded by Swedish programme actors, was asked to deal with the communication and media coverage of the PF. Their performance for the PF was considered very poor by one of the organisers, as, for example, they only succeeded in mobilising one local television.

Logistics

The Conference centre was quite suited to the kind of organisation chosen: a large auditorium for the plenary sessions, smaller rooms for the workshops, a very large and well lit space for lunches and coffee breaks and for the exhibition. However it was not suited for the ‘speakers’ corner’ (see above). 
Other material aspects of the Policy Forum, including travel arrangements, accommodation, meals, the Malmö city reception, and local bus transports, were all very well rated in the participants’ assessment sheets.

4.4
Budgetary and economic dimension: 

At this stage, the information on expenditure is still incomplete, and we will need to come back to this in the final report. 
On the basis of the information provided by the platform coordinator, total expenditure is likely to be lower than planned (at about 85% of the planned total).

Although some planned costs were exceeded, such as those of external expertise and the cost of the venue, others were lower. 

We suppose that the fact that many participants were DPs taking part in the exhibition, and which therefore had to pay for their own travel expenses, may have been one factor for the lower total cost. 

Although this aspect of the organisation was criticised by a Managing Authority, we consider that it was the correct decision not to fund costs for these DPs, given the aim of Policy Fora. In the Asylum Seekers theme, policy activity has been envisaged as lobbying (in a sort of ‘push’ strategy), which somehow was the best strategy at hand given the low level of policy enthusisasm on these issues. Again, this is fine but does not mean that EC money should be systematically available for this, especially when it is individual lobbying that is going on.    
5.
Conclusions and recommendations 
Conclusions and recommendations on the format of the Policy Forum 

The Policy Forum appears as the concluding event for 5 years of European thematic networking in the EQUAL theme of asylum seekers. It has been a truly European event, with only modest Swedish participation, and with another 23 other Member States involved. As concluding event, the format of the Policy Forum was the most suited one.   

However, the Malmö Policy Forum seems to have hesitated between:

· the aim of conveying policy messages based on EQUAL (and ERF) practice and results to a selected, well defined audience of policy makers in charge of asylum matters and especially in charge of implementing the Reception directive - for which a peer review might have been a more cost effective solution, and one which would perhaps have allowed participants to probe the results presented more in-depth;

· and the aim of consolidating the transnational network of AS DPs so as to devise more future networking and collective action, in other words the aim of constituting a platform for lobbying. In truth, this second aim was not very much present at all in the application put by Sweden: it rather emerged in the PF simply due to the massive presence of DPs, and hence as a consequence of targeting problems. 
The effective targeting of participants is thus absolutely crucial for securing the consistency between the promoters’ strategy when planning a Policy Forum (or any other platform) and practical implementation.
Not enough care has been given to this, in this Policy Forum as in others, at all phases of design and implementation: 
· To start with, the platform selection procedure by the European Commission does not probe into concrete strategies to secure the participation of actors with the required profile. The application did not provide any such element. 

· Secondly it is very difficult to monitor this issue, since the list of participants does not provide the information allowing for comparison between the actual and the planned profile of participants. It is odd that we, as external evaluators, have had to do a very time consuming search through the EQUAL database and through Google for every single participant to find out who they are, whereas it could be expected that the team in charge of the Forum had an interest in knowing who had taken part.

· The correct targeting of participants requires tight monitoring throughout, and in particular, firmness with colleagues from other Managing Authorities. It is not acceptable that some Member States sent more than 80% and even 100% of DP members to an event defined as Policy Forum, especially when one of these Member States was represented in the Platform steering group. The very severe internal difficulties faced by the ESF Council organisers throughout the preparation of the event account for part of this of course, but this is a more general point, which does not concern only the Malmö PF.
As a result, the participation of DPs has been far too high for a Policy Forum, unless the aim was to organise, as said, a platform for DPs collective political action: which was not what had been planned. 
Indeed it made sense to ask DPs, as was the German Managing Authority’s idea, to identify policy makers whom they would wish to see invited to the Policy Forum – but only if these policy makers were truly outside the partnership: otherwise, what is the added value of the Policy Forum?

Notwithstanding these shortcomings, the participation of policy makers in charge of asylum matters, who were not linked to EQUAL and had never before taken part in any EQUAL mainstreaming event, has been quite satisfactory, even though it was lower than planned. The same cannot be said of the participation of actors in charge of ESF programmes at the national level.
As for the work method, it was generally quite well suited to promoting policy debates (especially in the first plenary session) and for organising the capitalisation of the EQUAL lessons. The structuring of the event (and of the documentation) around the three sub-themes (education and advice, employment and capacity building) was a logical, necessary and effective idea, which allowed participants to build a more consistent understanding of the issues and meaningful contacts. The progression organised seemed highly relevant to a Policy Forum.
Unfortunately the full benefit of this intelligent design and structure was not always captured due to rather poor facilitation in general, except in the first plenary session. 
Conclusions on the achievement of the call objectives and on preliminary impacts
The objective of ‘sharing relevant issues and results’ has been broadly achieved. There were many opportunities for finding out about DP practices and exchanging about them, although the hackneyed language of some presentations did not make this necessarily easy. 

Validation has perhaps been the main function of the Policy Forum: for participants, DPs and others, to debate EQUAL lessons and policy messages and agree on synthetic formulations conveying them – i.e. the recommendations put forward at the end of the Policy Forum.
Mutual learning on EQUAL principles, though not a specific objective of Policy Fora, was organised on transnationality issues and the Policy Forum was probably a confirmation, for Asylum Seekers DPs, of the manifold ways of building transnational co-operation and of the concrete policy benefits this can bring.
Policy transfer has definitely happened since the Policy Forum. Our survey has shown that policy makers with responsibilities over asylum issues, especially from the new Member States, had not only become more familiar with how other countries address issues of concern to them, but were also able to capitalise on this knowledge at various phases of the policy process in their country. 

Another policy result of the Policy Forum was the agreement of those present on key policy recommendations, which were finally fed into the consultation process for the Green paper on the Future Common European Asylum System. The PF thus operated as a platform of support for networking and collective action.  

Conclusions and recommendations on the organisation
The organisation of the Policy Forum has been difficult and faced many hurdles. In the end, the event itself went smoothly and all difficulties were flattened down thanks to the mobilisation of a new platform coordinator, and the collaboration with the Swedish NTN and with the experts (GHK).  Nevertheless, in the future, it seems important to warn Member States interested in promoting such platforms of the commitment this entails and to probe into their willingness to go ahead. 
The role of co-organising Member States has not been very different from that of any Managing Authority involved in the invitation process. This indeterminacy of the ‘co-organiser’ role seems to be a more general feature in this call. 

The overall contribution of the external experts has been very positive and they were obviously the right team to accompany this event. The design and structure of the event, the working methods adopted, and the documentation prepared were especially helpful. Facilitation was, as said, weaker. 

Judging from this report as well as on the basis of the Hannover report, contractual arrangements with external experts for support to the platforms funded in this call will have to be reviewed. There seem to be wide disparities from one event to the other and even from one team of experts to the other. In particular the fact that the experts’ work is framed in various contracts, with the Commission and/or with the Member States (see Hanover report p. 24) needs to be revisited in our final report.  
The logistical and material aspects of the Forum were generally outstanding. However we seem to be getting used to the lack of translation in workshops and smaller groups, without there being any attempt at finding creative solutions, whereas this is still an absolutely determining factor for participation. 

Annex 1 – Evaluation questions

· Rationale: 
· Inscription in a wider mainstreaming process: In what ways does the platform take forward previous European mainstreaming activities in the theme or on the principle addressed, both in terms of expected outcomes and organisation?  What is the specific contribution of this platform within this stream of events? 

· For platforms included in a ‘platform chain’: What has been the logic of planning different types of events on a given theme, in other words, what specific contribution has been planned for each event and how has progression been thought out?

· Choice of format: In what ways does the specific format chosen for the platform (e.g. Policy Forum, exchange event etc.) serve the objectives pursued? 

· Participants: What strategy has been adopted with regard to participation – what profile has been defined for participants (e.g. type of balance between actors involved in the EQUAL programme and external actors, targeting decision makers with direct responsibility in the field or rather multipliers, balance of countries etc.)? What was the final composition of the audience and how can divergences be explained?

· Effectiveness and achievement of call objectives:
· To what extent were the issues addressed in the platform relevant to participants’ concerns within the current policy/practitioner context? 

· To what extent were the EQUAL results and outputs discussed in the platform based on validated evidence and to what extent and how did the platform lead to further validation and assessment of EQUAL results? 

· To what extent has networking taken place, according to what patterns, and what is its likely sustainability?

· To what extent has new learning taken place, who has learnt, what, from whom? and

· To what extent are the lessons learnt being taken up to inform or directly contribute to new policy/practice developments?

· For platforms included in ‘platform chains’: To what extent and how have the outcomes of earlier platforms effectively been taken up and capitalised to inform the organisation of later platforms?  What have been the benefits (in terms of understanding, identification and take up of good practice, and networking) of participation in more than one event?

· Organisation: To what extent, and how, have the following organisational dimensions favoured or hampered the achievement of objectives?

· Organisation of the coordinating team – collaboration between Member States, with the Commission, reliance on experts;

· For platform chains: What co-ordination has taken place between the teams organising each of these events (especially when they are located in different countries)? Have common resources (expertise, documents) been mobilised? Is there an overlapping participant list? How has the capitalisation of earlier events been organised to inform later events?

· Outreach strategies: definition of participant profile, mechanisms set up for identifying and attracting suitable participants – role of Managing Authorities in this;

· Mobilisation of resources and distribution;

· Methodology of work, quality of support documents and follow-up;

· Logistics.

· Overarching contribution: What is the specific contribution of the platform to the capitalisation and exploitation of EQUAL results?
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� The list of participants provided basic data. The organisation was not always mentioned, and we could not distinguish between participants directly involved in EQUAL (MAs, NSS, NTNs, DPs) and others. The list had to be enhanced by an internet search in the EQUAL database and on Google.


� ‘Minimum standards - and beyond: The contribution of EQUAL to a dignified standard of living for Asylum Seekers. Background paper for the European Policy Forum on Asylum, 22-24 May 2007, Malmö (Sweden)’.


� Summary Report of European Policy Forum on Asylum


� ‘Joint response of projects and stakeholders involved in EQUAL to the Green Paper on the future of the Common European Asylum System’.


� In this section, we rely on our analysis of the application and on our interviews with organisers, co-organisers and experts. 


� We ignore the reasons for the absence of the Netherlands amongst the co-organisers of the Platform. Their participation is altogether disappointing since they only sent DPs to the Policy Forum.


� Other members of the steering group were the European Council for Refugees and Exiles (ECRE) and DG Freedom, Security and Justice (now DG Justice Freedom and Security) since the beginning.


� From now on, when we refer to the Steering Group, and unless otherwise mentioned, we will mean the platform Steering Group rather than the ETG Steering Group.


� France also has 8 DPs in this theme in the 2nd round, but it is likely that the involvement of the Managing Authority in the organisation of peer reviews and of a Policy Forum on diversity absorbed all of the energies that could be allocated to thematic networking and mainstreaming. 


� Asylum Seekers in the EU: The Challenges Of Integration


� 27 Member States but 2 Community Initiatives in the UK and in Belgium, i.e. a total of 29 Managing Authorities or their equivalent.


� It would be important to know which share of DP members was invited (good practice cases + DP members considered to be falling within the ‘quota system’ above), and which share was not paid their expenses (participants in the exhibition). 


� Bulgaria did not have any EQUAL DP, but this was not necessarily an impediment for taking part: Romania was in the same case. 


� Luxembourg did not have any AS DP in the second round of EQUAL. 


� Spain stands apart because its only AS DP in fact includes all relevant national policy makers, since it is steered by the authorities.


� Belgium stands for the federal level. We ignore who invited these 2 bodies, whether it was the MA of French speaking Belgium or of Flanders.


� Here we include the thematic experts, even if part of the consultancy is based in the UK.


� The issues raised included : the responsibility in implementation but lack of power of local authorities in deciding about policy; the inclusion of asylum seekers in the next ESF programming period and the rationale for including them in the national ESF programmes; the unsurprising character of the satisfactory transposition of the reception directive by Member States given the wide scope for discretion left to them, etc.


� All quotes from the Programme unless specified otherwise.


� ‘Summary of European Policy Forum on Asylum’,p. 6.


� That they performed this task in that quality is stressed in the ‘Summary’ report already quoted, p. 5. 


� Thematic conference : ‘Asylum Seekers in the EU: The Challenges Of Integration’ (Dublin, 1 April 2004) and EQUAL Exchange Event : 'Getting Asylum Seekers into Employment - Challenges and Opportunities' (Chania, 1-2 June 2006).


� Migranet, Transkom, Save Haven Hamburg, and SAGA.


� Source: Programme.


� To put this into context, the highest mark went to the dinner organised by the Malmö City Council (100%...), and the ‘lowest’ mark went to the workshops (83.5%). 


� It is interesting to note that other respondents, when asked about their motivation for taking part, either do not respond or answer by repeating their job title – which seems to mean that they feel a duty to be there for representation purposes. More generally, the responses we received from respondents located in the new Member States were quite detailed and precise, whilst the ones we got from other respondents were very succinct, not to say syllabic in form (yes/no) – which may also be an indication of their motivation for the event.


� Here the reference is probably to the quality assessment carried out in the Finnish reception centres.


� This seems to fit with what we had said, in the European evaluation of EQUAL, concerning the very “bottom-up” character of the European Thematic Group in that field.


� This was a more general argument in the Policy Forum, one put forward in the application already. But the context in which this speaker raised this could lead to using the fear of crime as an argument for acting.
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