FEEDBACK ON INFRA SEMINAR, BRUSSELS 2-6 DECEMBER

PREPARATION
The preparation of the seminar was much smoother this year, mainly due to the role played by the C5 team and in particular by Serena Contrafatto. The appointment of focal points per topic e.g. the New Green Deal, Transport; Water and Sanitation, Sustainable Cities and Investment Promotion with responsibility for managing their specific sessions, and the overall coordinating role played by Jean Philippe Aubry, Juergen Kettner and Sergio Oliete also greatly facilitated the process.  The use of “Session Outlines” was also considered very helpful to allow focal points to visualise the content of the different sessions and ensure coherence across different interventions and to allow the facilitators to adequately prepare sessions. 
As was the case last year, the main weakness during this phase was the late submission of presentations by the various speakers with some PPTs only being provided on the day they were due to be delivered. As a result of this delayed delivery it was not possible to quality control all of the PPTs nor to provide participants with USB sticks with all presentations at the end of the seminar as planned.
SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK FROM PARTICIPANTS 
The following is based on the 41 completed evaluation forms responding to 11 questions. Overall, the level of satisfaction with the various aspects of the seminar is very positive. 
Question 1: The overall structure of the seminar 
95.12%  of the participants who responded to this question agreed or strongly agreed that the structure of the seminar was good. Only 1 person commented that there were “Too many presentations and too little time for discussions”.
Question 2: 90.24% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the venue was good. There were no specific comments in this section.
Question 3: The supporting materials (presentations, handouts, etc.) were considered to be useful and user-friendly by 80.49% of the respondents. The comments in this section referred to the quality of the PPTs e.g.“ Too many "bad" PPTs, not real presentation” and “Certaines présentations étaient indigestes (powerpoint surchangés) contenu parfois répétitif ou alors trop general” and to accessing the PPTs online e.g. “to put online immediately ( access at the same time as presentations)” and “Une mise en ligne des présentations a chaque fin de journée serait une bonne chose”. 
Question 4: As regards the question related to which sessions the participants found to be most useful for their work, the responses are very varied and are related to the portfolios of the participants and to their interest in being informed on new developments.
Question 5: In terms of which sessions were considered as not directly useful for their work, most participants responded that none were not directly useful or that the question was N/A i.e. they were happy with the coverage of topics. A limited number of observations referred to DAY 2 sessions on the New Green Deal e.g. “Green deal: it would have been very useful if there was exchange, instead it was a long series of presentations, too many from external participants. Same for digitalisation”; “Green Deal: too much time dedicated to a concept that is quite simple and already known by the specialists” and to Day 3 sessions on Investment Promotion e.g. “The sessions on investment promotion because 1) I've been rained already on EIP recently; 2) It is really difficult to see the private sector comes to the country where I am posted”; “Investment promotion because it seems this presentation has not changed much since the last seminar”; “However panel discussion about blending and guarantees not very useful because certain actions were very close mind - difficult to take into account the opinion of the people on Delegation (Investment promotion (3,2 and 3.3)”; “IFI session should have entered more into substance rather than just a presentation of the basics” and “Session 3 parait eloignée de notre travail car encore des difficultés a voir concrétement a quoi cela va aboutir dans la proche avenir sur dialogue, programmation avec le government”  There were also a (limited) number of references to specific sessions such as: “All sessions were useful, save for the one from the Association of Moto Vehicle Testing Agencies” and “None, all the topics were relevant, although I don't believe we can act in the field of railways in DRC for now (3.4.2)”. 
Question 6: As regards whether participants  had sufficient opportunities to share their experience and learn from other colleagues, the vast majority claimed they did (32 out of 39 responses). Interesting observations in this section included: “A little more time would have been useful given the intensity of the issues and the number of actors involved, once a year a seminar is not enough. Perhaps we ought to "gather" via web every 3/4 times a year to bridge the useful communication during the seminar”; “Yes but would be better to have more time on debates”; “Sufficiently but more discussions are needed. Many remain too much ex-catedra”; “No, as usual, too much time dedicated to HQ, not enough to take into account the field returns”; “Yes, but more shorter presentation would make more sense "teasers" that would allow to have further conversations even after the seminar” and “Yes,  coffee breaks are very important, as usual for this”. 
Question 7: Were there any topics that were not covered or not sufficiently covered by the seminar? If yes, please explain which topics? Of the 28 responses to this question, 7 considered that there were no topics insufficiently covered. The remaining 21 observations referred to specific topics such as: “Concrete examples and discussions (two way) on EIP”; “Collaboration with private sector. How we can attract and collaborate with private sector and how we can convince them and support them to adapt to an instruments”; “Applications of green/environmental principles in African countries e.g. seeing the results of ASEA” and “More details and case studies on the guarantee agreements would have been welcome” and others to the choice between broad coverage with a risk of not allowing in-depth discussions vs. more limited coverage with the options of going into more detail e.g. “Sometimes the topics were very superficial”; “We learnt too much but without entering deeply in the subjects, but we have knowledge of where to look for information”. 
[bookmark: _Hlk28006506]Question 8: As regards whether there were any topics that should not have been included in the seminar, of the 18 responses received 6 considered that there were no topics that should not have been included, while others commented: “Les sujets abordés sont tous d'interet mais malheuresement ceux-ci ont été abordés de maniere cloissonnée et sans lignes directrices communes. Absence de grille d'analyse géographique alors que prochain MFF => géographisation - unités thématiques sur la défensive“; “EIP etc. nothing new”; “Not really a topic, but the intervention of the development banks was very superficial, not really conducive to improve our cooperation with them”; “No, but more round tables of smaller thematic groups are quite good to have (see Thursday morning type of structure)” and “It could be interesting to have regional sessions by group” versus “The topics were all relevant, though too many for the time. For example, I missed the whole water session as it run parallel to transport” and “Very comprehensive programme”. 
Question 9: Are there important issue(s) that you are facing in your work which were not addressed during the seminar and for which you are lacking guidance? Of the 20 responses received, 6 considered that no important issues were left out while several referred to the issue of blending and the private sector e.g. “Some examples of how to prepare the guarantees and how to use pillar 2. How should Delegation work in concrete terms to help the construction of a pipeline of bankable projects”; “How to support the EU private sector to achieve the SDGs and fulfil the EU mission and its geopolitical strategy”; “We need to discuss the details of blending and guarantees in order to be really effective”; “Many blending/EIP issues still”; “How to use current financial instruments to support private sector led projects”; “Donner plus d'informations sur les outils de guarantees, green deal…/peut etre via Capacity4dev”;”Attracting and collaborating with private sector. How to create that bridge between us and them in a win-win situation particularly the people that lives in difficult countries” and “Strategies on investments and guarantees not enough taking into account the LDC realities“. Others referred to : “Dans la mise en oeuvre, l'écart entre l'approche qualité que nous recherchons et le temps nécessaire au changement, d'une part et le suivi par KPI d'autre part “Situation in very fragile countries” and “Works projects and supervision in the transport sector, old way of doing it but still relevant to some delegations ( Haiti …)”.
As regards their overall level of satisfaction with the seminar, this was rated very highly (8.32/10) as was the facilitation of the seminar 8.37/10.
Recommendations for the next seminar 
1. PPTS need to be received earlier, otherwise there is no way of quality controlling them and ensuring they respect allocated time slots.
2. Session Focal Points should provide more guidance/control on the different interventions in their sessions i.e. quality control and timeslots.
3. As there does not seem to be a very high level of staff turnover in this sector, next year’s seminar should avoid repeating what has been discussed in this one e.g. many who attended the Addis Ababa seminar last year commented that there was little new in the information provided re EIP in this year’s one. Seminars should aim to build on previous ones. 
4. Explore the possibility of more parallel working sessions as this allows topics to be addressed in more detail (though it does mean participants have to choose between sessions which not all like to do. 
5. PPTs should be uploaded on the Capacity 4 Dev (or other dedicated site) at the end of each day.  
6. There is definitely a demand for more concrete/practical information on blending/working with the private sector. 
7. Consider more frequent encounters for staff e.g. more seminars or platforms etc. as their opportunities for interaction are currently very limited e.g. exchanges on blending/working with the private sector.
8. The venue was good and translation services were much appreciated, however from the feedback provided by participants it would have been good to have more opportunities for less formal discussions e.g. more breakout sessions and… to have coffee supplied twice a day!
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