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1. Summary of the workshop  

1.1. Participants 

Officials from 17 different Managing Authorities, 8 Executive Units in Ministries and 4 

Special NSRF Coordinating Services, officials from DG REGIO and DG EMPL, experts in 

evaluation and members of the Evaluation Helpdesk. There were overall 56 participants. 

The full list is included in section 5. 

1.2. Purpose of the support 

The overarching aim of the workforce was to develop capacity to plan, design, 

commission, and use evaluations that are both technically sound and policy-relevant. 

The main points of the support are summarised below. A detailed presentation by Elliot 

Stern and Thomas Delahais is included in the Annex.  

1.3. Summary of the discussion 

Day 1 focused on the early stages of the evaluation process—scoping and 

commissioning. Participants explored common challenges in procurement, such as 

limited resources, lack of expertise, administrative rigidity, and uncertainty about how 

evaluations will be used. The experts stressed that well-designed Terms of Reference 

(ToRs) are central to effective commissioning: concise (five to ten pages), tailored to 

potential service providers, and written with clarity about objectives, scope, and 

anticipated use. 

The sessions then turned to scoping evaluations through programme theory and the 

policy cycle. Using the Theory of Change approach, participants examined how to define 

appropriate evaluation questions (EQs) linked directly to policy priorities and 

stakeholder concerns. This discussion moved evaluation design beyond formal criteria 

like effectiveness or efficiency toward more context-specific, learning-oriented 

questions. 

Group works in the afternoon were structured around four case studies—support to 

innovative SMEs, thermal renovation of housing, health infrastructure, and social 

housing for vulnerable and allowed participants to practice developing ToRs and EQs 

collaboratively.  

Day 2 was devoted to quality assurance and evaluation use. The experts proposed a 

broad view of quality: not only compliance with methodological standards but also – and 

above all - reliability, transparency, trust, and adaptability. Quality begins with good 

planning and must be maintained through organisational routines, peer review, and 

clear ground rules ensuring independence and data access. 

A final plenary on making evaluations useful emphasised that evaluations should be 

conceived as multi-purpose tools—serving accountability, programme management, 

learning, and policy planning. Usefulness should be built in from the start through 

stakeholder engagement, iterative feedback, and a balance between the “accountability” 

and “learning” lenses. 
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2. Agenda of the workshop 

Day 1 – 18 September 2025 

Time Activity  

09:30 – 9:50 Introduction by Greek authorities, DG REGIO (Enrico Pesaresi) and DG EMPL 

(Jorge Villanueva Garcia, Johannes Ziemendorff) 

09:50 – 11:00 Plenary: Commissioning the evaluation. Challenges in procurement. 
Building on existing knowledge. The most important questions your ToR 
should answer. Anticipating evaluation use. 

11:00-11:20 Break 

11:20-12:30 Plenary: Scoping the evaluation; choosing a unit of analysis; specifying the 
overall evaluation approach and a suitable ‘menu’ of methods: the role of 
programme theory. 

12:30-13:00 Arrangement of and introduction to group works  

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:30 Group work: Scoping the evaluation using the programme theory based on 
case study. Using scoping work including the programme theory to write the 
ToR.  

15:30-15:45 Break 

15:45-16:45 Group work: Asking evaluation questions jointly with key stakeholders 

guided by the programme theory. Identifying areas for inquiry. Exploration 

of methods to answer the questions 

16:45-17:00 Plenary: Wrap-up 

 

Day 2 – 19 September 2025 

Time Activity  

9:30 – 10:00 Interim review of Day 1 by Helpdesk experts and DG REGIO and DG EMPL 
representatives 

10:00 – 10:45 Plenary: Quality assurance 

10:45 – 11:30 Group work: Identifying potential quality issues and ways to address 

them  

11:30-11:50 Break 

11:50-13:00 Group work: Strategies for evaluation use  

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:30 Plenary: Presentation by 4 groups, feedback 

15:30-15:45 Break 

15:45-16:15 Plenary: Wrap-up and outstanding issues 



Evaluation Helpdesk –  Support to Member States  

5 
 
 

3. Report on the support by the national authority 
requesting the support and organising the event 

The purpose of this note is to summarise at the end of the meeting the main points 

discussed, the key issues emerging from the discussion and the future steps 

recommended.  

Note prepared by 

- Eni Koukoula- Konstantina Dimitraka (Special Service for the Coordination of ESF 
Actions - Unit C ESF+ Actions coordination of evaluation) 

- Dimitra Chalikia- Eleftheria Efthymiou (Special Service for the Coordination of 

Planning, Evaluation and Implementation- Unit C – Evaluation, Εnabling Conditions and 
Indicators) 

 

Main points addressed in the meeting (max. 150 words) 

Day 1 – 18/09 

1st Plenary Session 

- Focus on commissioning evaluations and the challenges Managing Authorities face during 
procurement. 

- Practical advice was shared on effective commissioning and the preparation of concise, 
clear Terms of Reference (ToRs). 

- Discussion on evaluation scope and how to define evaluation questions so that they 

address the most important priorities for the ones commissioning the evaluations. 

2nd Plenary Session 

- Designing evaluations with a focus on the Theory of Change and the Policy Cycle. 

- Importance of evaluation questions and identification of all necessary linkages (external 
environment, programme level etc.)  

- Strong participant interest in understanding the link between evaluation questions and 

the policy/ programme priorities. 

- Emphasis on stakeholder involvement, underlining how they can provide valuable input 
both before and during evaluations. 

Day 2 – 19/09 

3rd Plenary Session 

- Exploring the definition of Quality in Evaluation in the process of design, implementation 
and communication and how the approach is evolving beyond compliance to include 

reliability, trust, and usefulness. 

- Making evaluations useful by planning for practical application and usability from the 
start, rather than only at the dissemination stage. 
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Main take-aways form the discussion (max. 150 words) 

Plenary Sessions 

The first plenary session focused on commissioning evaluations and the challenges that Managing 
Authorities face during procurement. A key point was how evaluation questions should be 

narrowed down to address the most important issues for the ones commissioning the evaluations 
(MAs etc) when preparing the Terms of Reference (ToRs). 

Participants expressed strong interest in better understanding the link between evaluation 
questions and the policy/programme priorities. 

Another important topic was stakeholders’ involvement, highlighting how stakeholders can 
provide valuable input both before and during an evaluation. Different approaches to 

commissioning, such as open calls for interest, were also discussed. 

The sessions also addressed the Theory of Change, with participants eager to learn how to apply 
it effectively and formulate valid evaluation questions for their ToRs. 

Workshops- Group Work 

The workshops were enriched by the field experience of participants, who represented the 
Managing Authorities from all the CPR Funds - sectoral and regional programmes - but also the 
Executive Units from Ministries (policy makers) and NSRF Coordination Services. This diversity 
brought fruitful perspectives to the discussions. The four case-study exercises (on topics having 

been decided before, in collaboration among coordination Evaluation Units with the Evl Helpdesk 
experts) carried out through collaborative group work, demonstrated the value of combining 
practical managerial insights and stakeholder’s perspective with structured evaluation 
approaches. 

 

Any other comment (max. 150 words) 

The 2-day workshop was well balanced between theory and practice, allowing participants to 

engage actively and energetically.  

The case studies used in this session were well designed, but having time to be prepared a few 
days before the workshop would make them even more effective. 

The next steps include disseminating the workshop results to all the members of the GR 
National Evaluation Network and ensuring that the completed group case-studies are shared with 
all participants. This will help consolidating the knowledge gained and support the practical 

application of the workshop’s outcomes. 

Furthermore, GR responsible authorities will work on submitting new support requests, building 
upon what has already been provided by the EC Helpdesk during the last months. 
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4. Evaluation of the support 

After the workshop participants were asked to complete the evaluation form set out 

below which was also published online.  

During this workshop I learned  O nothing/almost nothing O a fair amount  O a lot 

(indicate which option applies) 

  

 
Strongly 

agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
Comment 

The objectives of the workshop were 

clearly defined 

     

The content was well organised and easy 

to follow 

     

The issues covered were relevant to me      

The learned will be useful for my work      

The time allocated for the workshop was 

adequate 

     

There was a good balance between 

plenary sessions and group discussion  

     

 

 

What did you like most about this workshop? 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What aspects of the workshop could be improved? 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Any other comment? 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR FEEDBACK 
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In total 36 responses were received. The results are summarised below. 

 

Knowledge acquired during the 

workshop  

The workshop seems to have been 

effective for nearly all as 50% of 

respondents said they learned a lot and 

47% a fair amount. One participant said 

to have not learned a lot although the 

topics covered were relevant. 

 

Clearness of workshop objectives 

All respondents except one agreed that 

the objectives of the training were 

clearly defined. 47% of them strongly 

agreed with the proposition and 50% 

agreed. The respondent disagreeing did 

not provide any further details.  

 

 

Organisation of content 

The content of the training was well 

organised and easy to follow for most 

respondents. 47% of them strongly 

agreed with the proposition and another 

47% agreed. Two respondents 

disagreed and one mentioned the 

content was well organised but one 

‘must be very well educated to follow’. 

 

Relevance of issues discussed 

The topics discussed were relevant for 

92% of the respondents with 39% 

strongly agreeing with the proposition 

and 53% agreeing. Three respondents 

were disagreeing. More specifically, the 

issues discussed in group work were not 

relevant to them.  

50%47%

3%
During this workshop I learned

a lot

a fair amount

nothing/almost
nothing

47%
50%

3%

The objectives of the workshop were 
clearly defined

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

47%
47%

6%

The content was well organised and 
easy to follow

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

39%

53%

8%

The issues covered were relevant to 
me

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
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Usefulness of learned for work 

88% of respondents considered that 

what they had learned during the two-

day workshop would be useful for their 

work, with 34% of them strongly 

agreeing with the statement and 54% 

agreeing. The three respondents 

disagreeing are those who found that 

the issues discussed in group work were 

not relevant. One mentioned in addition 

that although interesting, the learned 
would not be ‘easily applicable’. 

 

Appropriateness of timing 

The time allocated to for the workshop 

was appropriate for all respondents 

except one with 42% of them strongly 

agreeing with the proposition and 55% 

agreeing. The respondent disagreeing 

found the workshop should have been 

longer than 2 days. 

 

Balance between plenary session 

and group discussion 

There was an adequate balance between 

discussion in plenary sessions and in 

groups for most respondents with 53% 

of them strongly agreeing with the 

statement, and 42% agreeing. Two 

respondents disagreed. They are those 

who found that group work was not 

useful for them.  

 

34%

54%

12%

The learned will be useful for my 
work

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

42%

55%

3%

The time allocated for the workshop 
was adequate

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

53%42%

5%

Balance between plenary sessions 
and group discussion

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree
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Participants were asked in addition what they liked most about the training and what could 

be improved. Their replies to these open questions are included in the tables below.  

What did you like most about this training session? 

the plenary sessions 

The fact that it was not a theoretical seminar, but had direct practical application of 

theory, through working groups. 

The group discussion 

Τhe diversity in the professional background of the participants. Different experiences, 

alternative treatment of case study data 

The chance to put in use through the group tasks of all the issues we had previously 

discussed in the plenary sessions.  

The interaction between the colleagues. 

the approach of the evaluation subject by the moderators 

The chance to interact and collaborate inside the working groups with colleagues from 

different services 

the speakers were very well trained 

The issues addressed did not always remain in a theoretical basis. The experts were 

listening to the GR case and offered possible options and advice. 

The interaction and the use of the information provided by the Evaluation Helpdesk during 

presentation during working groups. 

the interaction between participants 

The practical examples and group discussions were particularly useful, as they 

demonstrated how theory can be applied in practice. 

The expert speakers were well prepared and aware of the diversity of the attendants. Also 

the group sessions were really useful to practice on evaluation methodologies. 

The application of theory through the group discussion 

the experience of the seminar speakers 

that is was divided in presentation of the issue and on working in case studies. 

I liked the immediacy of the group discussion and their subject. 

Our work on the case study was quite interesting 

Exchanging views and collaborating with colleagues 

experts, brainstorming 

GROUP DISCUSSIONS 

The part with case-studies and the interaction between instructors and the participants  

The group exercise  

The fact that the tutors have inspired the attendants with a quite new insight of the 

evaluation procedure! 

the Well-organized discussion in workshops 

The teamwork that on specific case studies  

 

What aspects of the training could be improved? 

Experiment with the application of evaluation methods and verify advantages and 

disadvantages, highlight in which European evaluation research they have been used and 

with which SWOT results with respect to the context of use 

Better grouping of participants 

Knowing the "learners" prior experience level, in order to divide the groups with 

appropriate balance. 

I think it would be useful to increase group work. 
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What aspects of the training could be improved? 

the thematic sessions - workgroups. Not possible to follow and practically participate due 

to not relevant subject neither to projects I deal will not to my interests 

- The training is too generic / theoretical and far from the MA reality 

- The case studies we worked on should have been distributed well before the event 

- tangible examples of an evaluation that actually took place for a ERDF / ESF Programme 

should be provided, possibly as a full-scale case study. The case study should concern a 

country with similar characteristics. 

Smaller groups for the workshop 

Theory analysis based on real examples 

It could be more focused on the practical problems we are facing while planning and 

tendering evaluations that have to do with regulatory constraints both in the Member 

State level and EU level.  

Longer duration 

I think that the case study issues can be more simplified and less chaotic as a lighter first 

step in the understanding of evaluation difficulties 

Some questions in the leaflet that was given for the group work wasn't clear 

More exercises / case studies to work on 

The material for the case studies, and any other supporting document could have been 

disseminated earlier so as to give time for adequate preparation to participants.  

to emphasize good practices from other member states 

I believe that the seminar should be more focused on examples relevant to the 

experiences and framework of the NSRF Services.  

The case studies could be shared in advance to allow better preparation, and additional 

time for presenting and discussing the answers would be appreciated. 

It could be more focused to more specific audience 

Analysis of a case study by the experts 

Broader subject matter in the seminar's case studies (e.g. large infrastructure and 

transportation projects) 

There should have been a presentation and synthesis at the end 

The training should be adapted to the local context. The MAs perform horizontal 

evaluations. A full-scale, real-life case study (eg from a previous programming period) 

would be very useful. 

To work in smaller groups 

Maybe the questions of the case-studies could be more specific and so vague (the 

articulation) 

Perhaps more example cases on infrastructure projects. 

Nothing needs to be significantly improved. Everything is at a sufficiently adequate level. 

Focus on small evaluations (budgetary and content-related) that concern mainly the 

regional programs. 

 

Additional comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet all tutors and colleagues 

It was a different experience on the topic - from many others from the previous years. 

More interesting approach, more interactive and a bit focused on GR cases. 

Overall, it was a very valuable and well-organised workshop. I look forward to similar 

events in the future. 

Effort to focus on evalauations more relevant to the regulatory obligation of the M.A. 

No 
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Additional comments 

The instructors were so communicative and very helpful and near the audience  

Everything was quite well organized indeed. 

No thank you very much 
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5. List of participants 

First Name, Name Institution  

Greek Authorities 

Polyxeni Achyropoulou Special Service for Institutional Support and Information 

Systems / Sub-directorate for Information Systems; 

Agapi Adamopoulou MA for Regional Program "South Aegean" 

Anthoula Anagnostaki MA for Sectoral Program "Digital Transformation"; 

Emmanuel Apostolou MA for Regional Program "North Aegean" 

Marianna Arvaniti MA for Sectoral Program "Environment and Climate Change" 

Lamprakis Avdelas Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Environment and Energy" 

Nikos Baltogiannis MA for Regional Program "Ipeiros" 

Chara Baxivanaki MA for Sectoral Program "Digital Transformation" 

Apostolos Biniaris Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Transport and Infrastructure" 

Olga Daniilidou MA for Migration & Home Affairs Funds 

Konstantina Dimitraka Special Service for the Coordination of ESF Actions / Unit C 

Yannis Dimitrelos Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation/ Unit C 

Stavros Divanis MA for Sectoral Program "Human Resources and Social 

Cohesion" 

Kyriaki Dokoumetzidou MA for Sectoral Program "Transport" 

Christina Dritsa MA for Sectoral Program "Transport" 

Eleftheria Efthymiou Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation/ Unit C 

Ioanna Fanariotou MA for Regional Program "Western Greece" 

Dimitra Halikia Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation / Head of Unit C "Evaluation, Enabling 

Conditions and Indicators" 

Eleni Kallinikou MA for Migration & Home Affairs Funds 

Konstantina Kapella MA for Regional Program "Crete" 

Ioannis Kartsakis MA for Regional Program “Thessaly” 

Glykeria Katifori MA for Regional Program "Western Greece" 

Konstantina Kolokotroni MA for Sectoral Program "Environment and Climate Change" 

Polyxeni Kosma Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Climate Crisis and Civil 

Protection" 

George Kostaras MA for Regional Program "Central Macedonia" 

Eni Koukoula Special Service for the Coordination of ESF Actions / Head of 

Unit C "ESF+ actions coordination of Evaluation and Indicators" 

Maria Kouzakou Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Labor and Social Security" 

Elli Krasopoulou MA for Sectoral Program "Just Development Transition" 

Gianna Krokou MA for Regional Program "Attica" 

Sofia Liappa MA for Sectoral Program "Competitiveness" 

Vanessa Linardou MA for Regional Program "Ionia islands" 
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First Name, Name Institution  

Theodosia Maganari Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation/ Unit E 

Elisavet Mavridou Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation/ Unit D 

Styliani Moschovaki Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Health" 

Ioanna Niachopetrou Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Education, Religious Affairs 

and Sports" 

Eftyxia Papaxatzopoulou Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Environment and Energy" 

Stavroula Psarrou MA for Sectoral Program "Environment and Climate Change" 

Evgenia Ringa MA for Sectoral Program "Competitiveness" 

Aggeliki Romanou Special Service for Institutional Support and Information 

Systems / Sub-directorate for Institutional Support  

Antonis Sakellaris Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Health" 

Vasiliki Staikou Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Social Cohesion and Family 

Affairs" 

Petros Stavrou Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation/ Unit C 

Stergios Titakis Special Service for Institutional Support and Information 

Systems / Sub-directorate for Information Systems 

Alexandra Tseliou Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation/ Unit D 

Sofia Tsitouridou MA for Regional Program "Ipeiros" 

Anastasia Tzeli Special Service for the Coordination of Regional Programmes 

Nikolaos Vasileiou Executive Unit of the Ministry of "Maritime Affairs and Insular 

Policy" 

Aikaterini Voulodimou MA for Sectoral Program "Civil Protection" 

Aspa Zotou Special Service for the Coordination of Planning, Evaluation and 

Implementation/ Unit C 

Commission  

Enrico Pesaresi  DG REGIO / Deputy Head of Unit B1 

Jorge Villanueva Garcia DG EMPL  

Johannes Ziemendorff DG EMPL / Deputy Head of Unit G5 

Evaluation Helpdesk 

Elliot Stern Lancaster University 

Thomas Delahais Quadrant Conseil 

Andrea Naldini Ismeri Europa 
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Annex 1 – Presentation given at the workshop 
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