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Executive Summary

Thisexecutive summary represents the final report of the Studyonthe Ci t i zPanels&$ part of
the Conference on the Future of Europe . The work was being undertaken by Technopolis Group
in association with Democratic Society and Henningsen Consulting

The objective of Citizens Panels was to allow, by way ofa  citizens -focused, bottom -up exercise
Europe an citizens to have a say on what they expect from the European Union and an active
role in shaping the future of the European Union . Overall, this study finds that it was successful in
meeting these objectives, with lessons learnt and room for improvement in future exercises.

Thisstudy aim ed to:

T monitor and evaluate t he i ncl usiveness, effectiveness and i
Panels in the framework of the Conference on the Future of Europe

assess the satisfaction of participants  with the organisat ion and the process

provide the Commission and its partners in the organisation of the Panels, evidence on how
del i berative methods can i mprove citizenidetfyparti c
recommendations on how to enhance their added value in future policymaking processes.

1 reinforce the accountability of the Conference exercise.

As a transnational, multilingual and interinstitutional exercise of deliberative democracy, the
European Citizen Panels were a highly  innovative experiment in deliberat  ive democracy in
terms of both the scale (first at the scale of the European Union) and the methodology (  in

particular, large -scale multilingualism). The Conference on the Future of Europe, including the
Citizens Panels, involve d thousands of European citizens, as well as political actors, social
partners civil society representatives and key stakeholders 1

In terms of specific objectives, the Panels succeeded in recruiting a sample of approximately

800 citizens (split in four P anels of almost 200 people each) to meet and discuss the future of
Europe during three sessions held between September 2021 and January 2022. These Panels
achieved their aim of making policy recommendations on the main topics of the Conference ,
which were presented, and discussed at the Plenaries of the Conference and fed into the final
deliberations.

This process was a first -of-its-kind transnational and interinstitutional deliberative exercise. The
Citizen Panels were largely successful in recruiting, fr om citizens contacted at random, a
stratified sample of panel participants to make recommendations for the Conference on the

Future of Europe. The recruitment was successful in selecting four Panels of almost 200 randomly
contacted citizens, stratified to ensure representative diversity according to the set target
criteria: country, age, gender, education, employment status and urban/rural.

This ambitious first exercise fulfilled its objectives against a background of severe challenges ,
such as Covid restri ctions in place during much of the process. Despite the disruption caused

by the pandemic, the process delivered citizen recommendations across a wide range of
European policy to the Conference Plenary in a timely manner, following three weekends of

delibe ration per Panel.

The recommendations in this report have been created based on the experience of the
evaluation of this specific process, but also in the light of international best practice examples
and guidance. The recommendations take note that the Pr esident of the European

1 Conference on the Future of Europe OReport on the Final outcome (2022)



Commission has said that there will be future citizen panels on important strategic issues, and
the recommendations are intended to be useful for such events.

There are several successes to take away from the Conference, and some le ssons to be learnt.
Preparation and scoping

This process emerged from negotiation between the different European institutions, which
meant that the commissioning agreement set out some details early on about the topics to be
considered and the timing of t he deliberations. It is important that citizen participation
processes are well framed.

The overall scope for this process, related to Ot hi
objective of this exercise , since it needed to feed into the CoFoE, but i t was a challenge to

move from broad thematic areas to specific topics for discussion to recommendations in the

time allowed for deliberation.

It was a reasonable decision for the designers to break the topic down into smaller sub -groups,
and to allocate participants to them . However, this meant that much of the time, participants
were in groups that they had not chosen, and discussing topics that had been devised by

others.

Recommendation 1. For future processes, more in-depth deliberation would be

enabled by choosing a narrower scope for the panel. Other successful exercises in

deliberative democracy have given citizen assemblies a specific mandate to propose

solutions or options for specific problems. This could be an approach to consider for

future processes. Reducing the scope of the topic would also make the discussion more
manageabl e and oriented at addr essi nA moel | of
manageable topic would also allow some collective learning and deliberation before

sub-topics and working groups are identified.

More time could be allowed for participants to choose how themes and working groups

are broken down, and how topics are prioritised. With more time available, it would be
desirable to inclu de some co -design and feedback loops in the overall process design.
The design team were responsive when citizens expressed concerns about elements of
the process, and in particular supported citizens to ask for change in the plenary
process. This was good , but early involvement of participants in the design work could
ensure that the process works better from the start.

In addition, more time could be allocated not just to prepare ambassadors for
interacting with political  institutions in the plenaries, but also to train politicians in the
plenaries and working groups to interact with the ambassadors. Political actors did not
expect citizens to be at the centre of the plenary exercise while citizens expected their
contributions to be central to the deliberation exercise. Preparing both sides to
understand the other would ensure a more level ground for discussion as well as
expectation management on both sides.

Recruitment

The recruitment process was undertaken in a professional way to fulfil the recruitment criteria
For future processes, similar selection should be undertaken.

Recommendation 2: Consideration could be giv en to sending letters via post, as has
been used in other processes, which prevents skewing towards those who do not have

mobile or landline contracts. Printed materials can also give more credibility to the
request to participate, which could lead to high er acceptance rates. A strong
communication campaign around the deliberative exercise can also raise awareness



so that people contacted at random have a higher probability of being aware of the
exercise, which could help boost acceptance to participate.

Future processes should consider different approaches to diversity and inclusion.
Participation in the panels required a significant time commitment and could appear
unwelcoming or difficult for those with caring responsibilities, or those less willing to
travel. The provision of high -quality logistics support, which participants appreciated,
supported inclusion during the process, and future processes should ensure that (for
physical processes) similar support is available and clearly communicated during the
first interaction with potential participants.

There are multiple approaches to securing representativeness among the participants

selected for an exercise. Different stratification criteria can be selected, and (where

numerical representativeness is imp ossible due to small numbers) participants can be
selected to see that as many demographic groups
the roomé.

Given the European nature of this exercise, it was reasonable that nationality and
gender were prioritised, alo ng with age, but the result was a skew of probability of
selection between those from smaller Member Sates and those from larger ones, and
a relative lack of focus on other potential stratifications, such as by attitudinal questions
on European integratio n, or other demographic characteristics.

For future exercises, consideration should be given to alternative approaches to secure
good representation, perhaps looking at broad region of residency rather than
nationality. In addition, greater focus should b e given to selecting participants by
criteria related to attitudes towards relevant themes for the exercise. This implies a
selection process that encompasses selection by both demographic characteristics

and attitudinal questions.

Process timings

One of the fundamental challenges of the process as a whole was the tension between the
time available and the breadth of topic s to be considered. This was out of the control of the
designers and facilitators, and they worked hard to maximise the deliberat ive quality and
opportunity for participants to speak, within these constraints.

The issue of time isnot only one of the length of time available for deliberation. It also impose S
a very fast rhythm on the process, meaning little time for reflection and revision of session design
based on experience, and no real opportunity for participants to take control of, for example,

selecting a second round of expert withesses, as happened in the Irish citizen assembly that
considered the constitutional position on abortion 2,

Finally, the shortage of time  relative to the breadth of discussion meant that the path from initial

idea to recommendation was quite short, without much opportunity to introduce further
learning, turn back, consider new evidence, and reflect . Often this process is described as a
odoubl e diamonddé where an initial consideration of

that are narrowed down and tested against reality, before being broadened out again to

move towards final conclusions. Ev en in the smaller group sessions, this reflection was not
always possible, though the implementation of fact -checking later in the process helped to
some extent. While the purpose of the process was to give complete carte blanche to the
citizens in terms o f the recommendations they could make, this resulted in a discrepancy

2 https://oecd -opsi.org/innovations/the  -irish-citizens -assembly/



between what citizens expected EU competences could address, and what they actually
address.

Recommendation  3: For future processes, more time should be allocated to
deliberation and for ming recommendations , relative to the number and breadth of
topics being considered . A more focussed deliberation with reduced scope could be
implemented in the same time, or additional time should be dedicated for a broader
deliberation (taking into accou nt that this means extra attention in the recruitment
stage to ensure broad participation, as in the second recommendation above).

Meetings should be spaced more widely to ensure that there is recovery time for staff
and participants, and that the process learning can be taken on and plans changed
in good time for future sessions. There should be time allowed after early meetings for a
second round of experts to be invited, based on the requests of participants. This
recommendation is based on metrics such as time used to weigh the evidence and the
quality of information provided to citizens. While the time used to weigh the evidence
was considered to be plenty, giving more time for learning about the various topics and
the implicati ons orfsonEurtpean and safionascongpgtenses ¢ould
enable a more thorough deliberation on recommendations.

Organisation of panels

The panels were organised at a fast rhythm, although the process adapted with flexibility and
lessons learnt along the way, there  was relatively little time to revise the processes in the light
of experience and significant disrupt  ion by the Covid -19 pandemic . The work of the designers
and facilitators under such circumstances should be saluted.

In particular, the facilitation team  worked hard to adapt running orders and processes
throughout the panel process . Facilitation skills observed in the sessions were uniformly of high
quality , and facilitators dealt with participants (and handled difficulties in communication) with
good hum our. The strong facilitation team was confirmed in the views of participants. The
strength of the facilitation team was often shown on occasions when the shortage of time or
constraints of process required rapid improvisation.

Recommendation 4: The most significant recommendation on the organisation of
panels is once again to allow enough time. Three weekends per subgroup did not allow

the deep deliberation that the topics deserved, or allow participants to settle into the
process, develop an esprit de corps and start to take control of process. As above,
more focussed deliberation with reduced scope could be implemented in the same

time, or additional time should be dedicated for a broader deliberation (taking into

account that this means extra a  ttention in the recruitment stage to ensure broad
participation).

The setting of the first events , being held in the European Parliament and addressed by
European figures , was a reasonable decision, given the topic and sponsors, and to
reduce costs, but fo r future processes consideration should be given to hosting in a
neutral venue rather than one that could have priming effects for European
recommendations.

The absence of initial information on the operation and policies of the European Union allowed

ctizens to choose their topics and begin theiputadel i be
significant extra weight on the experts, who were often the only significant source of evidence

for participants. The roster of experts was heavily weighted towa rds those who were academic

or practice experts on European policy areas, and the voices of those affected by European

policies (businesses, international workers, farmers, etc), were merely referenced, not heard.



The experts often appeared to find it har d to tailor their messaging to a generalist audience, in
a very short time allowed for presentations. The more responsive sessions where experts visited
discussion groups worked better but were dependent on the presence of the expert (which
could not alway s be assured) and their ability to handle questions live and answer in ways that
participants could understand.

The fact checking service worked well throughout but deliberations ¢ ould benefit from better
information provision and greater awareness earlie r on.

Recommendation 5: For future processes, experts should be selected with a good mix

of academic, professional, and personal experience (as was the case) . Participants
should then be able to identify other voices that they want to hear in further roun ds of
evidence .

While it was introduced and mentioned, t he multilingual digital platform was not well
integrated into the citizen deliberation. Most of the deliberations that stemmed from the
European Citizens Panels did not incorporate suggestions taken from the digital platform,
although it was referenced in the final proposals.

The platform was constantly updated with recommendation documents and reports as the

Conference progressed while ideas were continuously added throughout the process. In

contras t, there was very little activity observed in the private Panel spaces of the Platform

between Sessions. Across all 3 Sessions, the evaluation team noted that nearly all of the

del i berations taking place in subgroupsntdonimened f r c
platform. Facilitators rarely brought up the Multilingual Digital Platform during the discussions.

Recommendation  6: Future process es should be designed either to include digital
deliberation as a core part of the exercise, or to use the plat form merely for reporting
the offline events as they go on (with the possibility of feedback after the final event).

The experience of the Conference suggests that a hybrid process needs to be at the

heart of the design of the offline events if it is to wo rk 0 and if it is not at the heart of the
event, then it is unlikely to have impact. For future processes, digital tools should be used
to identify themes and key topics before the first session, to give some starting ideas
and indications for discussion.

Multilingualism

Multilingualism was a significant support to inclusion, and the work of the interpreters was
excellent. The technology used to bring interpretation into the rooms was good . One
consequence of the use of interpretation, though, was a slowing down of discussion. This meant

that points made during discussions were more declarative, and participants responded less

directly or quickly to each other. Evaluators noticed this atti mes when several participants in a
group used the same language in a series of comments 0 they often did not pause for
translation until reminded.

Recommendation 7: The multilingual and international elements of these processes are
important, but future p  rocesses may want to consider some early monolingual sessions
that can help participants feel at ease in discussion and allow for more conversational
interactions. This could take the form of monolingual working groups or breaking into
monolingual tables w ithin the working group & before re -integrating into multilingual
working groups for deliberation.  These sessions could be particularly useful for learning
sessions, and perhaps for working up detail on key emerging recommendations.

The inclusion of parti cipants at the event was supported by interpretation and by good logistical
support . The strong facilitation team was a major advantage here, with individual facilitators in
observed sessions supporting wider inclusion of voices . Facilitators also had to f ocus on the



notes they were taking (which were projected for participants to read), however, and were
less able to pay attention to those who were uncomfortable contributing in this way to have
their voices heard.

Recommendation 8: Future processes should consider how they can make space for
non -verbal participation and build the confidence of participants before the process.

The design could include more non -verbal ways of interacting . Having note -takers
sitting with the facilitators worked well and should be repeated.

Communication with participants
Participants were pleased with the logistical and other support provided

Recommendation 9: As noted above, future exercises should provide more information
by way of background, using varied methods includin g video and audio as well as text.

The process itself involved a large amount of text, in recommendation drafts and other
contributions, that needed to be processed and considered between sessions. This processing,
including the grouping and clustering of similar ideas, and cross -referencing, often took place
late at night, without the involvement of participants. This was a reasonable response to the
shortage of time and the need to manage a very broad set of topics . However , while the
clustering process was explained in the Session, it was less transparent than it could have been,
and there were occasions where evaluators saw ideas that had been expressed in one context
misunderstood at the time of clustering. The multilingual nature of content made this more
difficult still, as automated translations were often the only reference point available.

Recommendation 10: In future exercises, human translation and the group facilitators
should be used to clarify the meaning of contributions. When possible, t he process of
grouping, clustering, and editing should be conducted in public . Where this is not
possible the way in which clustering takes place, and its detailed results, should be
made available to participants.

Sharing materials with participants

The isaie of not being able to equip participants with the content they were working on was

raised by some participants and facilitators. Participants received a range of information
before the meetings, mostly practical or preparatory material relating to the pr ocess. However,
this preparatory material did not cover the European Union, its current powers, institutions, role

and responsibilities, and the principal policies currently in force or under development.

Recommendation 11: Sharing materials so that participants can reflect on the content
between sessions is a consideration to be made.

Depending on the scale of the topics to be considered, and the time limitation, a better
introduction to the institutional mandates could prevent the discussions from being
repetitive in some policy areas, and sometimes not leading to constructive
recommendations (as well as reducing the burden on expert witnesses ). A more
balanced and digestible package of information split into EU competencies,
knowledge, suggested di rection for deliberation, and a wider diversity of views,
combined with more time to learn the information provided, may help the intake of
complex knowledge. It may also equip certain citizens to express themselves more
freely, as well as more clearly laying the ground for the direction of deliberations

Use of the recommendations

The recommendations from the  Citizen Panels were taken into the Conference plenary. All the
recommendations from the citizens were used in some form in the final proposals. The
finalisation procedures that led to those decisions, while defined for all, were not always strictly



followed in each working group (where the bulk of the drafting was done). This made it more
difficult for the ambassadors to prepare.

Recommendation 12: In future exercises, the pathway and process from
recommendations to proposals should be written down more in advance and be the
same for each working group, rather than depending on the chair.

The balancing of the different institutional pillars and the cit izens was clearly explained , but
citizens seemed not always to be clear that they were only one element of the plenary. On
occasion, this led to frustration, which could be avoided if the process is more clearly
understood at the start. It is also importan  t to tailor messaging to citizen participants (and more
generally) to ensure it reflects the reality of decision -making power, which in this case lay with
the plenary, with each pillar having a right to object.

Recommendation 13: Citizens were accompanied  and coached in the plenary, but f or
future processes that use Parliamentary premises and procedure, support and
coaching should be further developed, both for citizen participants and institutional
participants. With further coaching and better mutual und erstanding of roles and
processes that are different from parliamentary sessions, discrepancies in expectations

could be avoided in future processes.

While there was a conscious effort over the plenary process to move away from parliamentary
proceedings, the Plenary elements of the Conference were complex and difficult to parse for
citizens. In part, this was because of their political nature, and the fact that institutional actors
often had strong preferences and were able to argue their cases expertly an d eloquently.

Recommendation 14: For future exercises, such plenary processes could designed as
much as possible with different codes than the parliamentary ones . Citizens should
either be more deeply embedded in a plenary process (which would need additi onal
training and support, and design changes), or the plenary should focus on the public
consideration of citizen recommendations by institutional and civil society actors. The
Conference plenary tried for a mid  -way position, and this was the cause of som e
frustrations expressed by citizens.

At times the Plenary Conference discussions turned extremely technical. For example, the
feasibility of recommendations within the framework of the treaties, or what is possible within

t he EUS s mandat e disasussecde Suohf techmcal discussions alienated the
ambassadors, causing their involvement to waver at times. Despite this, they were grateful to

be hearing from the other institutions how their recommendations could be taken on and how

they could be imple mented.

Recommendation  15: For future processes the study recommends increasing the
transparency of the drafting process to avoid confusion on whether citizens, who are
supposed to be at the heart of the process, are granted their rightful place in the
drafting process. The complexity behind such an elaborate inter -component
engagement involving representative with different levels of procedural expertise
needs to be carefully reflected in design

This report does not consider the ultimate impact of the pr oposals, which is not yet known.

Recommendation 16: For future exercises, it will be important that the decision -making
around the final proposals is transparent, and that the loop is closed with at least a
detailed joint communication , and preferably a review event, with all citizens.

This event is already planned in the follow -up of the Conference, involving all the 800
citizens, but the expertise of participants should also be used in the design of future
models for similar events. Moreover, especially because this Conference concerne d



highly complex mechanisms for decision -making and the involvement of multiple
institutions, citizens should be kept up to date about the political uptake of the results

after the termination of the process. A clear and timely follow -up of how proposals w ill
be taken up by policy -makers is crucial to give legitimacy and credibility to deliberation
processes.
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1 Introduction

This report represents the final report of the Request for services COMM/06/2021/Lot 1
conc erning the Studyonthe Ci t i zPanels&$ part of the Conference on the Future of Europe
The work was being undertaken by Technopolis Group in association with Democratic Society
and Henningsen Consulting

1.1 Objectives and scope of the study

The Conferenc e on the Future of Europe (officially launched on 9 May 2021) relie d on a mix of

online and offline events, organised by the European institutions, national, regional, and local

authorities, civil society organisations and citizens. A central feature of th e Conference were
the European Citizensd Panel s, organised by the
Conference. A number of randomly selected citizens representative of EU sociological diversity,

organised over several deliberative sessions, ¢ = ame up with ideas and recommendations that

fed into the overall Conference deliberations, in particular, into the Plenaries, and ultimately

into the report on the final outcome of the Conference on its final outcome. The aim was to
improve legitimacy of EU  policymaking through an inclusive, deliberative process based on the

informed views of citizens

As part of the Pilot Project O0OTemporary Citizens?d

E L

As

a way of acting and establishing best practices to engage ci tizens more inthEU publ

study aim ed to:

1 monitor and evaluate t he i ncl usiveness, effectiveness and

Panels in the framework of the Conference on the Future of Europe
assess the satisfaction of participants ~ with the organisation and the process

provide the Commission and its partners in the organisation of the Panels, evidence on how

del i berative methods can i mprove <citizenidetfyparti c

recommendations on how to enhance their added value in future policymaking processes.
i1 reinforce the accountability of the whole Conference exercise.

This study came at a pivotal time in the debate on the role of European Institutions and the
legitimacy of EU policy making. By assessing this firstexp erience of large -scale deliberation and
reviewing the conception and implementation of the Panels, this work contribute d not only to
better understanding at EU level of the role that citizen deliberation may play in EU policy
making, but to the rapidly adv  ancing field of democratic participation and large -scale
deliberation. The experience will support the EU in its future work in the consolidation and
evolution of the use of deliberative methods in policymaking and will act as a model for others

at nationa | and international level.

1.2 Scope

The study covered the implementation of the Europ

(September 2021) to their end (March 2022) as well as the Conference Plenaries from the
second plenary (held in October 2021) to their end (April 2022). During this time, the study
analysed:

T The European Citizensd Panels in the framewaqrk
their key features, design and functioning;

The evaluation criteria and related questions listed in the Technical Specifications;

Previous exper iences in citizens assemblies and their lessons learned,;

11
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1 The EU policy making process and the role of deliberative methods.

1.3  Structure of this report
The report is structured in the following sections:

i1 Introduction , presenting the report structure and changes to the foreseen timeline (the
current chapter)

An overview of the methodology of the study
An overview of the functioning of the Citizens Panels

The evaluation findings related to the evaluation criteria of Inclusiveness,
Representativeness , Qualit y of debate and impact

1 Conclusions and recommendations

The report is accompanied by  annexes . This includes the analyses of the post-event survey sfor
citizens, ambassadors and facilitators , as well as a comparison of the final Conference
Proposals and the Panel Recommendations
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2 Methodological app roach

The study was designed in view of the study objectives and the 22 evaluation questions
included in the Tender Specifications. When assessing the Citizensd Pane
twofold perspective:

1 Monitoring, with a focus on the consistency and ali gnment between the activities initially

foreseen and those actually implemented. The study took stock of the most relevant past
experiences of participatory democracy (and especially of the lessons learned from them),
to refine the monitoring framework and ensure it focus ed on aspects acting as drivers of

success or bottlenecks, and the investigation of relevant paths. The monitoring framework
was used during the implementation of the Panels and resulted in three deliverables in the
form of the three monito ring reports, one after each Panel Session was completed.

1 Evaluation , building on the evidence collected during monitoring and through additional
data collection . Evaluation activities have a formative dimension and by triangulating
factual evidence andop  inions from stakeholders aim to identify what worked/did not work,
isolate issues, and understand whether they are internal or external to the whole process
and assess the related reasons to avoid repeating them, as well as identifying underlying
and succe ssful mechanisms. These activities aim ed at providing forward -looking
recommendations to feed future reflections on the use of similar tools in EU policy -making
processes to allow EU Institutions to be accountable towards citizens and report on the
activit ies implemented and the results achieved. In line with the tender specifications, the
evaluation of the Citizensd Panels focused on the

- Representativeness 0 whether and to what extent participants reflect the demographic
and so cio -economic trends and  make -up of EU society and whether the random
sampling and the way it has been implemented by selected contractors proved to be
conductive to the representativeness of the Panels. This criterion focused on the actual
composition of P anels and assessed, mainly through desk research, to what extent this
composition reflected key features of EU society.

- Inclusiveness dwhet her and to what extent Citizens®6 Pan
citizens not hav ing previous experience in democrati ¢ participation and that represent
different views (including those of underrepresented groups). This criterion focused on
how Panels are built and if the  approach used allowed the fair inclusion of voice from
all parts of society.

- Quality of debate 0 whet her and to what extent the deliberative process was
conducted in an impartial manner and gave participants enough time and support to
come to informed and independent decisions. This criterion focused on the
implementation of Panels and how the internal di scussion took place. The attention was
on the interactions among participants and organisers and the satisfaction of
participants with the organisation and the process.

- Impact Owhet her and to what extent the deliberative
recommendations made their way through the Conference Plenary, and participants
have a more positive opinion about the EU as a result of their participation in the Panels.
Without going beyond the framework of the Conference on the Future of Europe, this
criterion focused on the direct and indirect results and impacts of the whole deliberative
exercise on both participants and the EU political agenda. It triangulated a factual
anal ysi s of t he t ake up of Panel s& recommenda
partici pant sd opinions on the extent to which their
other evidence, to conclude on the overall effectiveness of the deliberative process.

13



This chapter starts with the description of the evaluation framework and continues with t he
presentation of the main data collection tools that were adopted to implement the
frameworks and to collect relevant data.

2.1 The evaluation framework

The analytical framework  was based on the use of:

i1 the intervention logic as the main tool to understand causal and logical links among the
activities of the Panels and the effects expected from their implementation,

1 the evaluation matrix as a tool to steer the evaluation by setting 0 since the onset stage
of the study o the m ethodological approach, the indicators , and the relevant information
sources for answering the evaluation questions.

In additiontothe 22 evaluation questions listed  in the Technical Specifications, we have added
2 gquestions aiming to explore more indet  ail issues related to multilingualism and  the immediate
results (other than the recommendations) coming from the Citizens' Panels. These questions are
highlighted in grey below.

Table 1: List of the evaluation questions

Inclusiveness Q1: Did underrepresented groups have an opportunity to express themselves in the process?

Representativeness Q2: Are Panel members randomly selected?

Q3: If yes, which methods have been used to contact potential Panel members?

Q4: Is it a two steps random selection? If yes, how many people have been registered in the
pool prior to stratification?

Q5 Is the final group of Panel members stratified to match the demographic profile of the EU?

Q6: Are there any criteria (such as, e.g., disability or ethnic origin) that have not been used
and for which the final Panel members may not be representative of the European
population?

Q7: Are people with a stronger preference for direct democratic participation more
represented on the panels than those who prefer delegative systems?

Q8: Are people with a stronger preference for a more integrated European Union more
represented than those who prefer greater independence for the states?

Q9: Does the voting intentions of the members of the Panels match the proportion
represented in the EP elections?

Quality of debate Q10: Was there enough opportun ity for participants to get the necessary factual knowledge
through information material and policy experts input?

Q11. How useful was it for the quality of deliberations and recommendations that the Panel
members were confronted with the ideas and insights from the online platform ?

Q12: Throughout the process, were debates conducted in an impartial manner?

Q13: Did Panel members have enough time to learns and weigh the evidence, discuss the
issues in adequate depth, find common ground and draf t recommendations?

Q14: How has the process ensured multilingualism and proportionate speaking time for
different languages of the EU?

Q15: Did the facilitators help Panel members with recommendation drafting? What did this
help consist of?

Q16: What was the degree of autonomy of Panel members during the discussions and the
drafting of recommendations?

Impact Q17: To what extent did Panel members feel that their voice has been heard?

Q18: To what extent did the Panel members have a more positive opinion about the EU as a
result of their participation in the Panels?

Q19: To what extent did the Plenary take into consideration and discuss the
recommendations presented by the panels?

Q20: Did Panel members that were also  Plenary members have enough time and space to
present and explain the Panel recommendations?

Q21: To what extent the final recommendations of the Plenary coincide with those of the
Panels?
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Q22: If they were modified, to what extent and what were the arguments justifying these
changes?

Q23: In the case of recommendations that were rejected as a whole, what were the main
reasons for this decision?

Q24: What immediate results (other than the recommendations) stem from the Citizens'
Panels?

2.2 Methods used

Table 2 below presents an overview of the methods used to address the evaluation themes.
Given the object of anthécyllection df Gfortmationé&omgplmal® soorees s )
was key for this study. It included both direct observation of the Panels and Conference
Plenaries by experts in deliberative processes, and consultation of stakeholders through surveys

and interviews to gather feedback from participants, organisers and the Common Se cretariat
overseeing the whole process. The principle of triangulation was applied in the way stakeholder

opinions were analysed by making sure they were duly weighted and that all stakes and
perspectives we re considered when identifying key findings.

Table 2: Overview of data collection tools used to address the evaluation themes

Phase Inclusiveness Representativeness Quality of the debate Impact
| Desk research o) (o) | 6 | )
Surveys o) 6 ) 0
Direct observation 6 6 )
Interviews (o) 6 0

Source: authors 6elaboration

2.2.1 Deskresearch
The study team reviewed and analysed the following documentation relating to the Panels:
1 Documentation relating to the recruitment of the Panels from Kantar, including the

Technical Report of November 2021, the screening questionnaire used in the recruitment
process, and sociodemographic data on the participants recruited for each Panel.

1 In advance of their attendance to each Session of their Pane |, the participating citizens
received a number of communications by email , including practical information on logistics
as well as briefing information related to the Panel discussions.

1 Relevant Eurostat, Eurobarometer, and other external survey data for comparison with the
recruitment and participants® survey dat a t o
representativeness criteria. This data is referenced where appropriate in the analysis in this
report.

1 Documentation related to  each session of the Ci t i z e rels dhcluirgyist s of experts
intervening and fact -checkers , agendas and detailed rollouts, presentations made by
experts, outputs of working groups activities done by citizens , presentations done by
moderators , guidelines related to the  organisation and procedures of the session s

1 Documentation related to the Conference Plenaries including amendment  papers
developed by the working groups, and detailed rollouts, lists of participation, concept
paper on Plenary organisation, etc.
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1 Keyrepo rts and Conference outcomes  such as the list of recommendations developed by

the Citizens Panels, the Report on the Final Outcome (including the proposals

reports, Platform reports. All are available on the online multimedia platform.

2.2.2 Direct observation

A team of observers specialised in deliberat
capture real -time data on speaking time, idea generation, facilitator practice and participant
behaviour, as well as a range of other quality indicators. Observers were present at each Panel
Table 3 below. Each observer
followed one subgroup throughout each Se ssion weekend to ensure a continuous monitoring

Sessionand randomly allocated a subgroup each, as set out in

of the process of deliberation taking place in each subgroup.

Table 3: List of subgroups observed in Session 1
Session Subgroup Panel 1 Panel 2

Panel 3 Panel 4

3), Activity

[N

Session 1 Subgroup a
Subgroup b
Subgroup ¢
Subgroup d
Session 2 Subgroup a
Subgroup b
Subgroup ¢
Session 3 Subgroup a
Subgroup b

=
O WINOTW NN O o

Subgroup ¢
Source: Democratic Society

13

10

11
10

The observers used a grid to capture real -time timestamps for each speaker/intervention and
generate quantitative data on speaking time, as well as qualitative observations related to

facilitators® and parti cinp@the gudity df éhd debateoRromsthe i n
speaking times recorded, the observers could then measure the balance of speaking time
between participants and the facilitator, as well as monitor the balance of speaking time

across languages for the participants present.

W NW AN wWN O OoN

In addition, 3 observers attended each of the 7 Conference P lenaries, following specific
working groups that covered certain themes, the most observed being: clim ate change and

the environment, European democracy, EU in the world , Health and Digital transformation.

This

choice was made in order to monitor the discussion of the proposals indepthand these themes
were selected in light of the current political context and implications for the EU treaties.

In February 2022, the observation prot ocol was revised to include additional qualitative
indicators for Session 3: the process used in subgroups to reach consensus on the
recommendations; the type of argumentation used in this process and to support the
recommendations; and finally , the extent to which having a hybrid event, including offline and
online participants in the subgroup, affected inclusion in the process.

\Y

e

r el

To integrate the obser v thaobdservaticn tean performedrae additioreall v s i s

the final Conference Plenary
, hotes from all observers across
Plenaries were explore d, compared and later analysed through thematic clustering.

analysis to compare and triangulate the notes taken during
sessions.In two focus group sessions with five observers in each

3 In order to understand the pathway between the recommendations and the proposals that derived from them, a
sample of the proposals was drawn across all themes and analysed in terms of how it
discussions as well as other inputs such as the Digital Platform and the National Citizen Panels.

derived from the panel
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2.2.3 Surveys

This study used two types of surveys:

i pre- and post -event surveys (or a before and after survey)

0 a survey design where results

are measured before being exposed to an intervention and then measured again, after
being exposed to it. This type of survey is particularly relevant for questions relating to

parti ci pperienceodtheePanels process and their opinions of the EU.

1 panel surveys were implemented at the end of each Panel session (three surveys in total) to

gat her

participants?d

feedback

on

t he

di scussi

session. This type of survey was particularly relevant to address the questions on the quality
of debate and to gather information to feed some monitoring indicators.

The surveysdtarget population comprised Panel participants and facilitators

4 below.

Table 4: Overview of stakeholders targeted by the surveys

Stakeholder group

No.

Pre-event survey

Panel survey

, as shown in Table

Post-event survey

Panel participants

Facilitators

Surveys were implemented

satisfactory response rates (summarised in Table 5 below).

800

964

combined Session 3 panel survey and post

satisfactory results (95%).

X

X

X

X

after each Panel Session (see Appendix B for details ), with overall
In particular, the circulation of the
-event survey immediately after Session 3

, show very

The pre -event survey and previous panel surveys for Sessions 1 and 2 had lower response rates

of between 49% and 61%.

rate but it may include some self

Fort he

certain findings but is not conclusive.

epreent 6

Table 5: Surveys implemented in this study, with response rates

Type of survey
I

Overall Population

Number of respondents

Response rate

,$1%risvgengrally a satisfactory response
-selection bias . Accor di ngl vy,

generally

Session 1 Panel survey 707
Session 2 Panel survey 707
Pre-event survey 707
Session 3 Panel survey & | 697
Post-event survey

PostEvent facil it 968

344

381

429

662

32

4 Based on the interview conducted with Missions Publiques conducted in June 2022.

5 The response rate is calculated based on the numb

participants never reacted to

Session activities. However, they did receive the invitatio

VO, 22 did not attend the activities of Session 3.

er of participants who received an invitation to Session 3. S
Session 3 invitations, and they were listed as remote and never showed up
n to answer the surve y. According to the data shared by

6 Based on the interview conducted with Missions Publiques conducted in June 2022.

49%

53%

61%

95%

33%

ome
in the

17

ons

t

hi

a



Source: Technopolis Group

The Team designed survey questionnaires with a view of balancing the need for keeping them
short to reduce the burden on participants and ensure a good response rate, with the need
for collecting information to feed a significant number of evaluation questions. To better
calibrate results from the survey and allow comparisons between the 800 Panel participants
and the general population (for example, concerning their opinions on the EU), some questions
mirror questions from the Eurobarometer or other relevant multi -country surveys.

2.2.4 Interviews

The objective of the interviews  was to collect qualitative feedback and in -depth views from a
range of Panel participants, facilitators , and organisers. The interviews collect ed information on
experiences of the process, especially aiming to gather ideas on what can be improved and
how lessons learnt from the current exercise can be capitalised and used in future.

A comprehensive programme of 68 interviews ensured coverage of a broad range of
participants and stakeholders.  Table 6 below provides an overview of the interview programme

per types of actors with indication of the target number of interviews initially foreseen, the
actual number of interviews conducted , the n umber of participants contacted and the timing.
All the interviews were conducted  online.

Table 6: Structure of the interview programme

Stakeholder group Target number of Actual number of Number of | Timing
interviews interviews stakeholders
contacted
I T T T T
Panel participants 10 per Panel (40 total) 37 78 After the European

Citi zen dnalP
event on 9 May.

Panel  Ambassadors 5 per panel (20 total) 17 After the last

attending the COFE Conference Plenary

plenaries on 29-30 April.

Panel facilitators & 3 per Panel (12 total) 12 (5 from Panel 1, 1 15 After the last

plenary moderators from panel 2, 3 from Citizensd P

Panel 3, 5 from Panel 4) 27 February.

Panel 4 (Kantar, Missions | 2 (Kantar and Missions | 4 After the European

organisers/contractors Publiques, VO | Publiques) Citi zen dnalP
Europe, Teamwork) event on 9 May.

Total 76 68 100

Source: Technopolis Group

Across all groups of actors (panel part icipants, ambassadors, facilitators & moderators, panel
organisers/contractors), a total of 100 people were contacted  (either by email or by phone) by
a team of 13 interviewers (to ensure a broad language coverage).

Regarding the selection of panel partic ipants and panel ambassadors for interviews, s  ampling
was made to reflect: a  broad range of nationalities & an approximately equal mix of North,
West, South and Central and Eastern Europe, and a range of ages that reflects the age profile
of the Panels. Gender balance was ensured in the sample as well as an  equal number of

ambassadors and panel participants from each panel . Further, interviews collected a broad
range of opinion and feedback by specifically inc luding in the sample participants that gave
both high and low grades when asked whether theywere sati sfied by th&ath€i ti zen
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post-event survey. Citizens (panel participants and ambassadors) were contacted and sent
substitute (with a matching profile

two reminders, if they were

unavailable or did not respond, a

and socio -demographic attributes) was identified and contacted.

Eastern EU MS

survey)

The sampling strategy to select ¢ itizens (panel participants and panel ambassadors) for
interviews is presented in Table 7.
Table 7: Sampling strategy - desired socio -demographic profiles of interviewees
15 citizens from | 20 citizens | 50% male | 20 with | 15 citizens | Out of the 60 Equal
Northern EU MS | aged 16-25 citizens primary from Panel 1 citizens number of
- " 0 education " interviewed, participants
15 citizens from | 120 citizens SQA) female _ 15 citizens | 5 were | that gave
Western EU MS | aged 26-54 citizens 20 ] with | from Panel 2 ambassadors both  high
secondar
15 citizens from | 20 of citizens educationy 15 citizens | (5 from each | and low
Southern EUMS | aged 55+ from Panel 3 | Panel) grades for
20 with overall
15 citizens from tertiary 15 citizens satisfaction
Central & education from Panel 4 (post -event

Source: Technopolis Group

Group interview

The objective of the group interview with the Executive Board and Common Secretariat was

to have anin -depth discussion on the overall implementation of the

from the planning and expected impacts.

The interview gathered 9 participants representing the Common Secretariat (4 from the
European Commission, 2 from the European Parliament and 3 from the Council of the European

Union). The participants represent
Board were not available
about

di scuss

i on

2.3 Quality of the data collected

t he

di

ed the Common Secretariat

. The group interview was structured
fferent
as opinions on successes and issues. The interview was held online via Microsoft Teams.

Vi

e wWs

on

With regard to the data resulting from direct observations, two considerations need to be

made in relation to the quality of the d

ata :

i Firstly, time stamps were captured by observers in real time manually while also listening to
the content and paying attention to behaviours related to inclusiveness and quality of the
time -speaking calculations are

debate. This means that the timestamps and resulting

approximate. In particular, it became difficult during Session 3 to timestamp every

contribution from every participant in the subgroup because some conversations were too
unstructured, or happened in parallel within smaller groups, due t
up of the event. In the cases where this happened, observers captured the timestamps for
the start and end of these unstructured sessions,

calculating the time for facilitator

1 Secondly, observations represent only a
qualitative insights on

methods approach and brings together the quantitative da

facilitators a n d

sand participant

S.

Panels, and any deviations

since members of the Executive
as an hour and a half group
t heswelanel

o time pressure or the set -

and this was taken into account in

sub-sample of all the subgroups in the panels

participants?®
the facilitator and participants present in the groups observed, as we

t a

behavi

. The

our s

Il as the observers
interpretative process, rather than a representation of the extent to which these observed
behaviours were present across all subgroups. For this reason, this report takes a mixed

from participant
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with the qualitative data resulting from the direct observations. This allows to combine data

on the extent to which some insights were perceived by participants with data on the
gualitative nuance and reasons behind some beha viours as captured through direct
observation.

With regard to the survey data , the following should be noted

1 Questionnaires were revised ,to comply with data protection requirements , and ensure they
were anonymous. Reflecting a Commission request , sensitive questions (regarding religion,
sexual orientation, ethnic and linguistic minorities) and personal (anonymous) identifiers
were deleted. As it was not possible to track the evolution of perceptions and knowledge,
participants were asked to self -evaluate potential changes in perception and knowledge
resulting from their involvement in the Panels. Ther esponse option oprefer
added to all questions.

1 As the pre -event survey was deployed after the first event , this may have generated
positive b ias. Indeed, as citizens had already participated in one event, they were already
more positive about the Citizens® Panel s.

1 To maximise response rates, and ensure timely data , it was decided to create an integrated

survey combining both the Session 3 panel survey and the post -event survey . This approach
also minimise d the number of surveys shared with participants (to avoid survey fatigue). A
dedicated time  slot was allocated on the agenda of Session 3 to complete the surv ey. By

sharing the post -event survey at the end of Session 3, rather than after the Conference
Plenary where recommendations 7 were discussed, the data collection strategy ~ was revised .
The questions capturing participants feedback on Panel recommendations were
addressed during the interviews with participants and ambassadors inste ad .

7 Initially planned for 22 February 2022.  The last Conference Plenary to discuss recommendations was held on 25 -27
March 2022.

20



3 The Citizens Panels d an overview

3.1 Objectives

The objective of Citizens Panels was to allow, by way ofa  citizens -focused, bottom -up exercise
European citizens to have a say on what they expect from the European Union and an active
role in shaping the future of the European Union

The European Citizen Panels were a highly  innovative experiment in deliberative democracy

in terms of both the sc ale (first experiment done at the scale of the European Union) and the
methodology (the specific deliberative process adopted combined with the large -scale
multilingualism made this a first of its kind experiment).

The aim of this transnational, multiing ual and interinstitutional exercise of deliberative
democracy, was to involve thousands of European citizens, as well as political actors, social
partners civil society representatives and key stakeholders 8,

3.2 The Citizen Panels process

In 2017, European le aders officially advocated for a renewal of representation mechanisms

with a view to re-engaging citizens in the public sphere . In March 2017, leaders of the EU27 and
European Union institutions ratified the Rome Declaration 9 in which they committed to
incor porate <citizens into the debate on. Félowingtieds f ut

momentum, a new participatory approach was proposed by the European Commission in its

2017 White Paper on the Future of Europe. 10 This approach was later stressed by President

Juncker in his address on the State of Union,  highlighting the need for the continuation of the
Citizens® Dialogues with the viewllolh 208hthemewly a o0U
appointed European Com  mission President Von der Leyen, stressed t he need for a oO0ne:

for European Democracydé whil e annyean @anferangeof Burepecr eat i «
to the Members of the EU Parliament. 12 In her opening statement the Candidate for the

Commi ssion Presidency highlighted her political Wi
actived role to European citizens®Boin building the

A central feature of the Conference were the European Cit i.Faumpanglsd200el s
randomly selected citizens, representative of the E
were set up to allow citizens to jointly debate the future of Europe. Participants in these panels

took on board ¢ ontributions gathered on the Multilingual Online Platform  of the Conference
and put forward their recommendations to the Conference plenary.

TheEur opean Ci t iweenosnsdof eafoue bilkars of the Conference on the Future of
Europe, which also include d:

1 The Multilingual Online Platform  where citizens from all EU Member States could express their
ideas in their own language, interact with each other across geographical borders and

8 Conference on the Future of Europe OReport on the Final outcome (2022)

9 European Council (2017). The Rome Declaration. Declaration of the leaders of 27 member states and of the
European Council, the European Parliament and the European Commission

10 European Commission (2017). White paper on the future of Europe. Reflections and scenarios for the EU27 by 2025
11 Juncker, J.C (2017). State of the Union Address 2017 . Brussels.

12 Von der Leyen, U (2019). Opening Statement in the European Parliament Plenary Session by Ursula von der Leyen,
Candidate for President of the European Commission . Brussels

13 Von der Leyen, U (2019). Opening Statement in the European Parliament Ple nary Session by Ursula von der Leyen,
Candidate for President of the European Commission . Brussels
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have the opportunity, if —an idea wa s picked up, to directly influence Conference decisions

The platform also included contributions from the next two pillars,nat i onal citizenod:
and events.
1 TheNati onal Ci t and evelts ordardsedein the  framework of the Conference
- In total, 6 Member States orga nised Nat i onal Ci t i, namely Belgiflra ne | s
Germany, France, Italy, Lithuania, and the Netherlands. The recommendations of those
Nati onal Citizensd® Panels were presented and d:¢

Plenaries, as well as in the Plenary Working  Groups, together with the recommendations
of the European Citizens Future.

- The events organised in the framework of the Conference ,included: 1) National events :
the main objective was to listen to citizens and to involve them in debates in the EU.
Activ ities and events in the Member States were organised by different institutions and
stakeholders, including national, regional, and local authorities, civil society
organisations, social partners, associations, and citizens. 2) European Youth Event (EYE) :
took place on 8 -9 October 2021 and brought together 10 000 young people online and
in the European Parliament in Strasbourg to shape and share their ideas for the future
of Europe. The Youth Ideas report was presented to the Conference Plenary on 23
Octobe r by young participants from the European Ci
part in EYE2021. 3) Other events organised by various institutions and stakeholders that
gathered EU citizens to discuss the future of Europe such as the European Economic and
Social Committee (EESC) or the European Committee of the Regions (CoR).
i1 the Conference Plenaries where a sample of citizens attend  ed, together with Members of
the European Parliament and other institutional representatives , to present and discuss the
recommendations stemming from the European Citizen Panels.
The activities of the Panels were strongly intertwined with the other pillars a  nd activities of the
Conference . Figure 1 below presents the revised flow of activities and agenda of the
Conference on the Future of Europe, based on information shar ed by the client by email on 27
January and 16 February 2022.

Concretely, a sample of 800 citizens (split in four Panels of 200 people each) were recruited to

meet and discuss the future of Europe during three sessions held between September 2021 and
January 2022. These Panels made policy recommendations on the main topics of the
Conference. These recommendations, together with others coming from national Panels, were
presented, and discussed at the Plenaries of the Conference and fed into the final

deliber ations.
The Conference Plenary was composed of

1 108 representatives from the European Parliament, 54 from the Council and 3 from the
European Commission 14, as well as

108 representatives from all national parliaments 15
80 representatives from EuropeanC i ti zensd Panel s,

the President of the European Youth Forum

=A =4 =4 =4

27 representatives 16 of national eventsand/ or Nati onal Citizensd Panel s

14 Other members of the European Commission were invited to the Plenary, notably where matters relevant to their
portfolio were to be  discussed.

15 Conference on the Future of Europe (2022), Report on the Final outcome.

16 One per Member State.
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1 18 representatives from the Committee of the Regions and 18 from the Economic and
Social Committee

i1 6 elected representatives from regional authorities and 6 elected representatives from local
authorities, 12 representatives of the social partners, and 8 from civil society.

1 The High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy was invited when
the international role of the EU was discussed.

1 Representatives of key stakeholders, such as representatives from the Western Balkans
partners, Ukraine, churches, religious associations or communities, philosophical and non -
confessional orga nisations were also invited 17.

Figure 1: Revised agenda of the Conference on the Future for Europe
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Source: Authors, based on information provided by the EC (on 11 January & 15 February 2022)

3.3 Panel recruitment

Panel participants w ere recruited by Kantar starting from August 2021. For each Panel the
process sought to recruit 200 participants 8 thus 800 participants overall & plus a reserve list of
200 citizens with the same overall profile as the Panels (in case of dropouts)

Kantar performed recruitments for all panels o with each panel to meet three times (in three
sessions). Additional recruitments were performed between sessions (from end -August to mid -
October, and end -October to mid -November) to replace dropouts and for countrie s where
recruitment relative to the quotas was particularly low. 18

Participants were randomly selected through random digit dialing (RDD) and computer -aided

telephone interviews (CATI) by a network of national agencies coordinated by Kantar . In some
cases, contacts were made face -to-face through Computer -Assisted Personal Interviews

(CAPI) first and then followed up by phone or emails . Table 8 below summarises the approach

per country.

17 Conference on the Future of Europe (2022), Report on the Final outcome.
18 Kantar Technical Report on recruitment of participants, November 2021.
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Table 8:Recrui t ment of the European Citizens®6 Panel s

Recruitment approach Countries cover ed
I T |
RDD CATI AT, BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, DK, FR, EL, HU, IT, LV, L'
MT, PL, PT, SK, ES, SE
Random CATI via phone register HR
RDD CATI and random online (pre recruited EE
probabilistic/randomly recruited database)
Random online (pre recruited probabilistic/randomly recruited LU
database)
Random CATI via national register FI
Random via CAPI (face -to-face) IE. SI
RDD CATI, switched to CAPI (face -to-face) NL. RO

Source: interview and exchanges with Kantar, analysis by Technopolis

Recruitment interviews were based on a screening questionnaire  structured according to the
following key elements: gender, age, highest level of education, current occupation, region,

rural or urban, contact number, dietary requirements, disability, comfor t with participating in
online meetings and willingness to attend pre  -launch Conference.

Through the screening questionnaire, the randomly contacted citizens were selected for
recruitment to the Panels according to whether they matched six specific criteri a o country,
age, gender, occupation, urbanisation and education d until the quotas for each criteri on were
filled :

1 Country of residence, with country quotas set according to the degressive proportionality
principle applied at the European Parliament

1 Age (three age groups: 16-25, 26-54, 55+), with one -third of the selected citizens to be
between 16 and 25 years old

Gender (ensuring gender parity for each age group)

Employment status (employed, including self -employed, or other, such as student,
pensioner, u nemployed, etc.)

1 Location (urban or rural place of residence)
1 Education (with a degree, secondary education, none or primary).

In addition to the national quotas, agencies were asked to include participants from various
regions of the countries (basedon  information gathered in the screening questionnaire above).
In Denmark, France, Portugal, the Netherlands, and Spain, recruitment aimed to secure at least
one participant from an overseas territory. Figure 2 summarises the recruitment process.
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Figure 2: lllustration of the recruitment and selection process
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Source: interview and exchanges with Kantar, analysis by Technopolis

3.4 Overview of the three Citizens Panel Sessiors

Each of the four Panels met for three Sessions, with each Session having a specific objective

and role in the process : in Session 1, participants identified topics linked to their panels, in
Session 2, they identified issues and produced orientations , and Session 3 prioritised the
orientations and fine -tune d them into final recommendations. As illustrated in Figure 1 above,
Conference Plenar ies were also held in parallel during the Panels process and these are
referred to below when relevant.

3.4.1 Sessionl

Session 1 aimed to set the tone of the whole delibera tive process and smoothly bring
participants into the topics of discussion as summarised below.

In-person event over the course of a weekend at the European Parliament in
Strasbourg. Panel 1 on 17 -19 September, Panel 2 on 24 -26 September, Panel 3 on
1-3 October, and Panel 4 on 15 -17 October 202 . On each of the four weekends,
the event started on Friday early  -afternoon and ended on Sunday at midday

Set the tone, framework and high -level objectives of the whole deliberative
process,

Smoothly accompany participants into the topics covered by the Panels by
starting from triggering their wider views on the EU until the identification of
priority areas where to focus subsequent discussions

Make partici pants aware of the Panel working methods and of the existence of
the Multilingual online Platform as possible source of information and a platform
for continuous interactions.

Identification of five collectively agreed streams of topics resulting from the
participants® di s-deptlsdiscussiors inthe secondeseassion and
formulate recommendations in the third session
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For each Panel, Session 1 was composed of a mix of plenary meetings and breakout discussions

in 15 parallel subgroups with the following key features:

1 Panel Plenary meeting s were opportunities to inform participants about the Conference
and the topics covered (e.g. through expert interventions) or to collectively validate future
lines of action. The plenaries we re livestreamed, with two moderators steering the agenda.
Multilingualism was supported via simultaneous interpretation (for interventions by
moderators and participants and presentations).

1 Most of the deliberative process  took place inthe subgroups where participants were asked
to interact and engage in conversations according to a specific deliberation protocol
steered by the facilitators.

1 The up to 200 Panel participants were therefore divided into 15 subgroups of 8 -12 citizens

each. Each stream was di vided into three to four sub -streams. There were three breakout

rooms (subgroups) per stream, each one focusing on one or two sub -streams. Breakout

rooms were where most of the discussions and the exchanges between participants took
place. Breakout rooms m ade sure to have 4-5 languages represented in each (to allow

simultaneous interpretation ), with English sometimes used as a bridge language . The

composition of each subgroup changed between Session1 and Session 2, however it did

not change between Session 2 and Session 3 as citizens were preparing the final
recommendations

1 In light of their broad scope, the topics of the Panels were divided into topic blocks (see

Table 9 below), with subgroups being allocated different topic blocks. The topic blocks
reflect the building blocks of the Multilingual Digital Platform.

Table 9: Overview of topics and topic blocks of the first session of the Panels

Panel Topics Topic blocks

T T
Panel 1 Stronger economy, social justice, jobs / education, youth,

2 . Social justice, growth and jobs
culture, sport/ digital transformation

Digital transformation
Education, culture, youth and sports

Panel 2 European Democracy/values, rights, rule of law, security Values, rights, rule of law, security
European democracy
Panel 3 Climate change, environment/ health Climate change and  environment
Health
Panel 4 EU in the world / migration EU in the world
Migration
Source: aut hor &dn CédizerstPanelssdocurnentation

T The Panel sd discussions wer e nRolicy Bxpeetd whbo proughh e

into the plenaries their expertise in specific domains and engaged with the citizens in some

subgroups in a series of Q&As.

1 Session 1 also selected (by the drawing of lots to choose from a pool of volunteers)

delegations of 20 ambassadors (of which 1/3 should be younger than 25) from each Panel
to take part in the Conference Plenaries, present the outcome of their discussions and
debate them with other participants.

Platform , available throughout the whole Conference process , with contributions from the
national level and support ing the communication and deliberation of the Panels.

Furthermore, participants received at the start of Session 1 a handout presenting the
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relevant parts and the mind maps contained in the first interim report from the MDP. The
main contributions of the MDP  were also presented in the first plenary of Session 1 and
experts commented on the relevant mind maps 19,

3.4.2 Overview of Session 2

9 An online event over the course of a weekend
@ | mpr ove parundestandiagrofttte topics covered by the streams

identi fied in Session 1, of existing initiatives and outstanding issues

Accompany participants in the identification of specific challenges and possible
solutions in relation to the streams and their sub ~ -topics and in the analysis of
these elements to understand  the drivers of the problems and assess their scale

];{[ Identification of key issues and orientations for each stream identified in Session 1

Session 2 aimed to dig into the topics covered by the Panel and understand the related issues,

their relevance and identify potential orientations
panel participants discussed the streams identified during Ses sion 1 and further organised them

into issues (i.e. main problems to be addressed) and orientations (i.e. key areas for
improvement). The orientations formulated at the end of Session 2 constitute the starting point

for the identification and the drafting of recommendations in Session 3.

Held entirely online , the event ranfrom Friday afternoon to Sunday afternoon and consisted of

a combination of  plenary rooms (plenary sessions including all panel participants), parallel
stream plenaries (plenary sessions taking place simultaneously including panel participants
allocated to the same stream) and breakout rooms (subgroups) :

1 plenary rooms were dedicated to the provision of information relevant to all participants
and to the common validation of key steps of th e deliberative process. The main
contributions of the MDP were also presented.

1 For each Panel there were five parallel stream plenaries focused on specific streams and
provided information to the panel participants in the same stream. In light of their thematic
natur e, these were also the fora for the expertso
plenaries were meant to create a suitable context to discuss topics in  -depth.

1 Each stream was divided into three to four sub -streams . There were three break -out rooms
(subgroups) per stream, each one focusing on one or two sub -streams. Breakout rooms
were the stage of most of the discussions and the exchanges between participants.

1 Breakout rooms made sure to have 4-5 languages represented in each (so as to allow
simultaneous interpretation). The composition of each subgroup did not change during the
session though they were different from Session 1.

1 Furthermore, in Session 2 participants had the opportunity to share their feedback by voting
through a poll -window .

Policy experts were involved in this session. During the stream plenaries, they gave a brief
overview on the sub -streams, highlighted r elevant challenges, presented different positions

19 Conferenc e on the Future of Europe (2021), Report Session 1
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and propositions for solutions 20. After each intervention, Q&A sessions allowed Panel
participants to ask questions and obtain clarifications. Experts could also participate in the
Panels by closely interac ting with participants in the breakout rooms.

Fact checkers had the responsibility to respond to emerging questions during subgroup
discussions. All questions were channelled through fact checkers and brought back to the
subgroups . Experts on the topics (such as academics, industry representatives, staff from EU
institutions) could provide a more comprehensive response. Questions and answers were
shared via a dedicated Slack channel. 21

3.4.3 Overview of Session 3

9 In-person event over the course of a weekend in four different European cities.
3 Close the deliberation work  and complete the reflections of working groups on
all the streams with the identification and validation of recommendations to be

presented to the Conference on the F uture of Europe (CoFe) plenaries

Ef:[ Identification and adoption of agreed recommendations

Session 3 ended the deliberation process and identified common recommendations  for the
future of Europe to be presented at the Conference plenaries. The event started on Friday
afternoon and ended on Sunday midday and consisted of plenary sessions, anopen forum (an
informal time for citizens to read and discuss orientations and pri oritise them) and subgroups .
Session 3 took a hybrid format , participants who could not attend onsite could join online .

As highlighted in the guidance document developed by Missions Publiques 1
recommendations were to be clearly substantiated proposals for change or a demand for
political action. A recommendation was to be derived from an issue identified in Session 1 and
transformed into an orientation in Session 2. A recommendation was to have three parts:

1 A statement : a short paragraph identifying the desired change or political action, possibly
followed by a brief (one or two sentences) suggestion for who should bring about the
change or political action and in what way.

1 A justification : a list of arguments for the pr oposed change or political action. If trade -offs
and potential adverse effects ha  d been discussed these should be described along with
an explanation for why the recommendation was nevertheless given. The justification
should preferably reflect on why citi  zens believe that an EU -wide action is required.

1 Atrack record to understand where it originated: a list of orientations on which it is based.

In Session 3, each subgroup developed one to five recommendations based on the
orientations flagged as prioriti  es by the whole Panel or their own subgroup. The subgroups first

review ed the recommendations under each stream and then were assigned to one stream

(the same a's in Session 2) to integrate participants?d
recommendations.

As Session 3 led to the final recommendations, the Common Secretariat devised a system to
ensure that the expert and fact -checking input maintained high quality standards and

20 Missions Publiques (2021), Concept for the use of fact ~ -checkers
21 |bid
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avoid ed undue influence 22. The Knowledge and Information Corner (KIC) onsite, that existed
forthe 3sessions,was run by a oOocoordination unitdé that
and fact -checking from citizens. Indeed, c itizens could send a question to the KIC via the
facilitators and get a reply . The Common Secretariat checked accuracy, accessibility, and
oOneutralityo of the draft reply b2 Udike&ession 1 and 3,
the intervention of policy experts was on-demand and not through presentation s during
plenary and/or the subgroup sessio  ns.

Plenary rooms were dedicated to providing information relevant to all participants and
validation of key steps of the deliberative process. The last plenary on Sunday was dedicated

to voting on recommendations.  Participants voted by using the online voting form pro vided
(sent by email to remote participants). The recommendations were read, one by one, for each

stream. If a recommendation passed a 70% threshold of votes cast , it was passed on to the
Conference Plenary to be discussed with the other CoFoE stakeholders . Participants could vote
in favour , against or abstain 24,

3.5 Overview of the Conference Plenaries

9 In-person event taking place  over the course of a weekend  before and in
between panels (3 times) and then agai n 4 more times between March and April

® Presentation of recommendations in  a plenary setting through the presence of
citizen ambassadors and other stakeholder groups.

Drafting of recommendations into proposals with editing work undertaken by the
Working Group chairs and the citizens spokespersons , assisted by the Common
Secretariat

Bl Finalisation of the proposals report

The plenaries involved 80 ambassadors from acro ss the 4 panels (20 per panel) randomly
selected from volunteers from each panel during Ses sion 1, along with the other components
of the conference presented above

Topics were distributed across  working groups. Similarly, the topics were distributed across
working groups , allowing ambassadors to present the recommendations of the panel in which
they participated to the other stakeholders participating in this phase of the Conference.

There were a total of 7 plenaries during the cours e of the conference, and European Citizen
panel participants  took part in 6 of them , starting with the one in October. The first served as
an inaugural plenary .Thesecond conf erence plenary involving
pl aydé of piogress bffrecommendations was going, and the third began discussing
recommendations from Panel 2 and 3 (European Democracy /Values and rights, rule of law
and Climate change and environment/health ). The fourth was dedicated to
recommendations from panels 1 and 4 (a stronger economy, social justice and jobs  / Education

22 Missions Publiques (2022), Knowledge and information in Session 3
23 Missions Publiques (2022), Knowledge and information in Session 3
24 To abstain means that the vote was not counted and was not part of the 100% of votes
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culture, youth and sport/ digital transformation

After the sefirstfour Plenaries dedicated to the recommendation formation process

and EU in the world/migration
distinction, the first four plen aries are referred to as Recommendation

Plenaries .

the last three Plenaries served to turn these recommendations into official proposals

distinguish these from the previous

types of plenaries
Recommendation

specific panel

The Proposal Plenaries brought together all the themes
into proposals . Recommendations were discussed with responses from
Summaries of these discussions were then presented
present as well as other stakeholders. Proposals were drafted
Citizen Panel recommendations, national citizen panels and the digital platform

debates in the Plenaries

including institutional members, CSOs and citizens,

also during parallel discussions in component meetings.
same methodology for the
amendments using input from all the stakeholders pr

plenaries, these are referred to as
involved a series of discussions in
Plenaries discussions in the working groups
presenting the views of working group members, hearing
theme , and commenting.

process of going from recommendation

3.6 Changestothe process

esent 26,

The schedule for the Conference on the Future of Europe changed
largely for two reasons: travel restrictions linked to

Sessions and Conference Plenaries
recommendations and proposals.

to be rescheduled, and to
Table 10 below presents the planned and revised schedules.

9 thematic

, and the floor was given to
using input from the European

, as well as the
. Amendments were made along the way by different stakeholders,
formally through wo
All the working groups followed t

were mostly

in order to convert recommendations
the other stakeholders.
citizens to

rking groups but often
he

).?5 For ease of

took place,
. To
Proposal Plenaries . Both
Working Group s. In the
focused on
the state of discussion around each

sto proposal s, drafting the

during its implementation
the Covid -19 context , which caused some

allow more discussion of

Table 10: Revisions in the Citizens Panels agenda and activities planned vs the original planning

Initial Activity & Dates

Revised Activity & Dates

What
discussed

was

Attendees

Conference Plenary June
2021

Conference Plenary June
2021

Inaugural plenary

Institutions and CSOs

Session 1 3 Citizens Panels | Session 1 8 Citizens Panels | Topics Institutions and CSOs
September 2021 September 2021
Conference Plenary Conference Plenary State of play of the Institutions, CSOs and citizens
October 2021 October 2021 conference
Session 2 0 Citizens Panels | Session 2 & Citizens Panels | Orientations Citizens
November 2021 November 2021
Session 308Citizens Panel 1 Session 33Citizens Panel 1 Recommendations Citizens
3-5 December 2021 25-27 February 2022
Session 3 dCitizens Panel 2 Session 348Citizens Panel 2 Recommendations Citizens
10-12 December 2021 10-12 December 2021
Conference  Plenary o | Conference  Plenary 8 | Recommendations Institutions, CSOs and citizens
Panels 1 & 2 present their Panels 2 & 3 present their from Panels 2 and 3
recommendations

25 Conference on the Future of Europe
central -1.amazonaws.com/2p0250fn174z62m8g8c9yadeb62m72response

8 Report on the Final Outcome (May 2022)

https://prod

-cofe -platform.s3.eu -

-content -

disposition=inline%3 B%20filename%3D%22Book CoFE_Final Report EN_full.pdf%22%3B%20filename%2A%3DUTF

8%27%27Book CoFE_Final_Report EN_full.pdf&response -content -type=application%2Fpdf&X

-Amz -Algorithm=AWS4 -

HMAC -SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=AKIA3LJIXGZPDFYVOW5V%2F20220706%2Feu-central -

1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20220706T075047Z&X-Amz -Expires=300&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X -Amz-

Signature=41e491fc05fa6a894e€991970d36a5e98871d4aa34c36e82c21c805f5aledc9a8

26 Two working group sfollowed a slightly different approach (the Democracy WG as
having plenary members who were not citizens already prepare their amendments beforehand to present during
the meeting, with less debate taking place in locus

well as the EU in the World) by
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recommendations 20-2

December 2021

1

21- 22 January 2022

Session 3 dCitizens Panel 3 Session 33Citizens Panel 3 Recommendations Citizens

7-9 January 2022 7-9 January 2022

Session 308Citizens Panel 4 Session 338Citizens Panel 4 Recommendations Citizens

14-16 January 2022 11-13 February 2022

Conference  Plenary 0 | Conference  Plenary & | Recommendations Institutions, CSOs and citizens

Panels 3 & 4 present their Panels 1 & 4 present their | from Panels 1 and 4

recommendations recommendations 11- 12

29-30 January 2022 March 2022

Not foreseen initially Conference  Plenary d | Proposal plenary Institutions, CSOs and citizens
presentation of Proposals
25-26 March 2022

Not foreseen initially Conference  Plenary d | Proposal plenary Institutions, CSOs and citizens
presentation of Proposals
8-9 April 2022

Not foreseen initially Conference  Plenary & | Proposal plenary Institutions, CSOs and citizens
presentation of Proposals
29-30 April 2022

All Panels Final Event All Panels Final Event Validate Institutions, CSOs and citizens

Spring 2022 9 May 2022 (Europe Day) recommendations

Citizens Panel feedback Citizens Panel feedback Citizens

event event

To be determined

After summer 2022

Source: Authors, based on information provided by the EC (on 27 January & 16 February 202

2))
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4 Evaluation results : findings

The sections below report on  the main findings related to the evaluation criteria and questions
on the Inclusiveness, Representativeness, Quality of Debate and Impacts regarding the Cit izens
Panels held as part of the Conference on the Future of Europe

Representativeness is analysed in Section 4.1 below and Inclusiveness in Section 4.2; The Quality
of Debate is covered in Section 4.3 and Section 4.4 looks at Impacts.

Each subsection is organised with reference to the specific questions raised in the tender
specifications.

Conclusions are drawn and recommendations provided in Chapter 5.

4.1 Representativeness

This section presents the studyds findings in
Panels. The section addresses the following questions defined in the Tender Specifications,

1. Are Panel members randomly selecte d? If yes, which methods have been used to
contact potential Panel members?

2. lIs it a two -steps random selection? If yes, how many people have been registered in
the pool prior to stratification?

3. Is the final group of Panel members stratified to match the d emocratic profile of the
EU?

4. Are there any criteria (such as, e.g., disability or ethnic origin) that have not been used
and for which the final Panel members may not be representative of the European
population?

5. Are people with a stronger preference for a more integrated European Union more
represented than those who prefer greater independence for the states?

6. Does the voting intentions of the members of the Panels match the proportion
represented in the European Parliament elections?

The subsections below address the following:

Subsection 4.1.1. considers the randomness of the recruitment process  (Q1 and 2). Subsection
4.1.2. looks at the demographic profile of the Panel participants (Q 3and 4). Finally, Subsection
4.2.3. focuses on the socio -economic profile and attitudes of the Panels.

4.1.1 Q1: Are Panel members randomly selected? If yes, which methods have been used to
contact potential Panel members?
And Q2: Is it a two -steps random selection? If yes, how many people have b een
registered in the pool prior to stratification?

The objective for the Citizens Panels was  to recruit 200 participants  per Panel & thus 800
participants overall representative of the European population o plus areserve list of 200 citizens
with the sam e overall profile as the Panels.

The method used to approach prospective participants was random digit dialing (RDD) and
computer -aided telephone interviews (CATI) , complemented by face -to-face Computer -
Assisted Personal Interviews (CAPI) where necessary .
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Recruitment was based o n a screening questionnaire used to map prospective participants.
Six specific criteria were used: country of residence, age, gender, occupation, urbanisation,
and education 9 until the quotas for each criterion were filled

The process largely succeeded in achieving the targets set for the recruitment quotas and
numbers. There was, however, an overall shortfall of around 10% and larger shortfalls for some
specific categories (participants from Poland, participants with less than secondary -level
education).

The quotas were defined in order to ensure a wide representation of the European population,

though not specifically the exact composition of the EU population. No quotas were set on

attitudes and no attitudinal questions w ere asked in recruitment. These factors are taken into

account in this studyds answers to the specific eva

This sampling process, by design, therefore involved quota sampling, meaning that panel
members were not entirely  random ly selected, even if they were randomly contacted via RDD,
CATI and CAPI .

The process was 1 -step, in that panellists were recruited directly if their profile matched criteria

where the quotas had not yet been filled. This is in contrast to a 2-step proces s, where a much

|l arger oOpool 6 of willing participants is fictedt recrtr
according to the stratification criteria. For the E
(although there was a backup of 200 poten tial panel members recruited according to the

same criteira as the panels).
Sampling design and recruitment process

The objective for the Citizens Panels was  to recruit 200 participants  per Panel & thus 800
participants overall representative of the European population 0 plus areserve list of 200 citizens
with the same overall profile as the Panels.

The contacting of citizens was largely implemented through random digit dialling (RDD) by a
netwo rk of national agencies, with some variations according to country.
Recruitment/selection then took place through computer -aided telephone interviews (CATI).

In some cases, contacts were made face -to-face through Computer -Assisted Personal
Interviews (CAPI ) first and then followed up through exchanges by phone or emails

The sampling approach was that of quota sampling. Recruitment interviews were based on a
screening questionnaire,  through which randomly contacted citizens were recruited to the
Panels acco rding to whether they matched specific criteria 0 age, gender, occupation,
urbanisation, and education o until the quotas for those criteria were filled . The six criteria and
specific quotas (where relevant) were:

1 Country of residence 27, according tothe d egressive proportionality principle applied at the
European Parliament (i.e., an intentional overrepresentation of smaller Member States)

1 Age and gender (Male 16 -25, Female 16 -25, Male 26 -54, Female 26 -54, Male 55+, Female
55+), with one -third of the selec ted citizens to be between 16 and 25 years old (i.e., an
intentional overrepresentation of younger people)

1 Employment status (employed, including self -employed, or other, such as student,
pensioner, unemployed, etc.)

Location (urban or rural place of residence)

Education (with a degree, secondary education, none or primary).

27 Kantar, Conference on the future of Europe d recruitment of par ticipants 9 Technical Report, November 2021
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The fact that the sampling  process, by design involved quota sampling, means that panels
were selected using a mix of random selection (RDD, CATI and CAP [) and a non -probabilistic
version of stratified sampling. Put differently, members were selected against quotas even if
RDD, CATI and CAPI were used as basis to contact prospective participants.

The fact that quota are used as basis for sampling, also me ans that the process was not two -
step, in the sense that there was not a  first step of recruiting a pool of randomly contacted
citizens and a second step of draw ing the final selection from this pool according to the set
criteria for Panel composition.  Rather citizens were recruited directly when contacted and
agreeing to participate , based on whether they matched the profiles defined for Panel
composition and whether there were vacancies for their specific profile in the Panels.

Recruitment achievements  ag ainst quotas

Overall, the recruitment process succeeded in establishing Panels approximately matching the
targets aimed for, although they were mostly around 10% smaller than the target number of
participants per Panel . The number of participants in each S ession is summarised in Table 11
below. Shortfalls are mostly explained by  difficulties in recruiting (especially in certain countries)
and attrition (recruited citizens who then had to dropout ordid not participate) anddo happen
in such exercises .

Table 11: Targets and actual numbers of participants per Panel and per Session

Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3 Panel 4 Total
| Target | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 800
Session 1 173 176 168 187 704
Session 2 179 167 173 183 702
Session 3 177 159 165 174 675

Source: VO (2022), Conference on the Future of Europe 0Citizensd Panels organisation

Looking at the number of participants from each country , in Figure 3 below, while for the most
part countries were represented proportionally to the target sample set for each , there was
some variation between the panels, and some countries 8 p ar t iveefe phalowt the target
sample size despite efforts to recruit there

i Participation from P oland and the Czech Republic were below target across all panels , with
this issue being most significant in Panels 1 to 3. The number of Polish participants was below
2/3 of the target and fell as low as 1/3 in Panel 3. Czech participants varied between 1/3
and ¥ of the target for the first three Panels but achieved 80% of the quota in Panel 4.

1 Panel 4 was the least imbalanced in terms of having recruited more Czech and Polis h
panellists (although the Polish contingent is still short of the target).

i Participation from Bulgaria was below target in Panel 3 and from Portugal in Panel 1, while
France was also somewhat below target in Panel 1. Of the larger Member States,
recruitm ent was the most consistently successful in Italy and Spain. Quotas for the smaller
Member States (between 2 and 6) were met for the most part, with the exceptions for
Bulgaria, Portugal and the Czech Republic given above.
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Figure 3: Analysis by country of the participating citizens in Session 1 of the 4 panels
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Source: Kantar recruitment data for Session 1, comparison to target, analysis by Technopolis

Kantar reported some difficulties for recruiters to secure the required number of participants,

due to the strict quotas regarding socio -demographic profile to be applied and because of

low levels of trust when first randomly contacted 28, |n particular, Ka ntar reported that their

national agencies flagged the difficulty of recruiting people with low educational level
(especially none/ pri mary c aincegsmg levelsof scHoa enrolment r eas on
education across all EU countries and the fact t hat lower educated people were also the

oldest ones, less interested in joining (or able to join) this kind of EU -related events 6 .

As illustrated in Figure 4 below, th e acceptance rate  varied significantly across countries (from
less than 1% to 10%). 14 countries had acceptance rates of 5% or below. 6 countries 1% or
below. As exceptions, Malta and Ireland had much higher acceptance r ates . For comparison,
a ci ti memblpia Caaala recruiting its initial sample pool by letter found acceptance

rates of between 10% and 38% depending on gender and age cohort.

28 Panels 1 and 2 having more female participants, and Panels 3 and 4 having more males
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Figure 4: Analysis of acceptance rate per country for recruitment to Panels
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Source: Kantar, Conference on the future of Europe 0 recruitment of participants & Technical Report

November 2021 , analysis by Technopolis

In several countries, especially Poland and Czech Republic, Kantar reported the challenges of
recruiting sufficient particip ants, mainly due to low levels of trust. After Session 1, for five
countries (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Poland, and Portugal) where fewer than

two -thirds of the target number had attended, Kantar did additional recruitment. And where

partic ipants dropped out from the process, Kantar carried out additional recruitment.

The size and composition of the Panels evolved somewhat over the course of the three Sessions
due to dropouts, no -shows and replacements. By Session 3, some countries were stil
underrepresented compared to the target sample size:

1 As in Sessions 1 and 2, participation from Poland was significantly below target, with fewer
than 10 participants in each of the 4 Panels (compared to a target of 15 in each Panel)

1 Of the larger countr ies, France and Germany were slightly underrepresented, and more
significantly in Panel 1 and in Panel 2 (respectively)

1 Of the smaller countries, Ireland was underrepresented in Panel 2, Belgium in Panel 3, Czech
Republic in Panel 1, and Croatia in Panels 1 and 2.

The demographic profiles of the Panels, in terms of age and gender, were approximately in line
with the target sample  (see Figure 5 below). Gender balance was achieved, each of the Panels
having a 51% to 49% split 2°. The age profiles of the panellists also match the target sample,

varying between 32% and 36% being 25 or under, 32 -34% being aged 26 -54, and 32 -34% being

55 or older. Overall, Pa nels 1 and 2 had the youngest age profile, with 36% being under 26 and
32% over 54, while Panel 4 had the oldest profile, with 32% under 26 and 34% over 54.

29 Kantar Technical Report on recruitment of participants, November 2021.
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Figure 5: Analysis of the demographics of the participating citizens in the 4 panels
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Source: Kantar recruitment data for Session 1, comparison to target, analysis by Technopolis

Recruitment to match the targeted socio -economic characteristic s was also largely su cce ssful
although there was some variance from the desired targets:

1 Fewer participants than targeted had less than secondary education level. Kantar reported
the challenge of reaching the target for primary -only education while also meeting the
guota for one -third of participants to be aged 25 or younger, since few members of this
younger generation have lower than secondary education. The share of participants in
each Panel having a tertiary education degree also tended to be slightly higher than the
target proportion set. For Panel 4, the majority (57%) of the participants held a degree. This
compares to 28% in the general EU population (Eurostat).

1 Most panellists had a status other than employed, although fewer than targeted . In
particular, more than  55% of Panel 4 participants were in employment.

1 The majority (between 64% and 72%) of the panellists live in urban communities, although
the share of urban participants  was slightly below th e target set for this characteristic
Panel 1 was the most urban (72%) while Panel 4 was the most rural (36%).

Figure 6: Analysis of the socio -economic characteristics of the participating citizens in the 4 panels
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0% u

Employed Other Urban Rural (small Degree+ Secondary None or
(self- (city/large  town/village) (tertiary) primary
employed) town)

B TARGET ®Panel 1 Panel 2 Panel 3 Panel 4
Source: Kantar recruitment data for Session 1, comparison to target, analysis b y Technopolis

The differences between the numbers of actual participants  per characteristic and the targets
set for those characteristics can be  attributed to significant numbers of dropouts and reported
difficulties in recruiting some specific profiles 30 (e.g., participants with lower educational

30 OECD (2020) Innovative Citizen Participation and New Demoaocratic Institutions catching the deliberative wave,
Chapter 2 Good practice principles for deliberative processes for public decision making
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background). Logistical aspects were challenging especially for participants who lived in less

well -connected areas (access to an airport). Furthermore, some citizens had never left their
country to travel before . Thisrequired a close follow -up and support to citizens. Finally, as the
event was not heavily publicised in the media, it was harder to gain the trust of the citizens
recruited by phone.

4.1.2 Q3 Is the final group of Panel members stratified to match the demographic profile of

the EU?

Q4 Are there any criteria (such as, e.g., disability or ethnic orig in) that have not been
used and for which the final Panel members may not be representative of the European
population?

The Citizen Panels did not set out to have a  demographic profile  that exactly matched  the EU
population. By design the quotas which were  set for participants were not stratified to match
the democratic profile of the EU population.

Instead, to ensure broad participation and a diverse range of voices in the Citizen Panel s,
deliberate choices were made with regards to nationality and age 0 intended to ensure
representation of the young and of the citizens of smaller Member States . Specifically:

1 Nationality/Residence  Representation of nationals from all Member States were to be
ensured in all panels, with country quotas set according to  the degressive proportionality
principle applied at the European Parliament

1 Age one-third of the selected citizens were to be between 16 and 25 years old

Additionally, gender equality was to be ensured. Diversity with regards to employment status
Location (urban or rural place of residence) and education was also to be ensured , with the
following quotas set:

1 40% employed (including self -employed), 60% have another status.
1 Urban/rural: quotais setas 72% urban (cities and towns), 28% rural (small towns and villages).

1 Education: 40% have a tertiary education level and 60% have a primary or secondary
education level or no education.

Beginning with analysis based on  age groups, this confirms that & as intended in the panel
design dthe age group with highest chance of being recruited was the young (16-25). Citizens
from this age group had three times more chance to be selected than older citizens (3.7 times

more chance than 26  854-year -old s, and 3.2 times more chance than the 55+ age group) 31,

Interms of nationalities, nationals stemming from small countries were more likely to be included
(reflecting the composition of the European Parliament). Overall, Malta citizens ha d 16
chances out of 1 million to be selected, whereas citizens from larger countries (e.g., Germany,
France Spain and Italy) ha d less than 1.5 chance out of 1 million.

While not stricto sensu representative (in statistical terms),  this approach (and the quota
choices) ens ured that the voices of citizens of all Member States were well represented in the
Panels, especially the commitment to give one -third of places to young people. The need to
over -sample certain demographics during the sampling stage of recruitment to help achieve
representativeness is recognised as part of good practice principles for deliberative processes

for public decision making 32

31 Eurostat (2021), Overview & EU Population and Demography
32 Gender, age, employment status, education level and degree of urbani  sation
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Ascenario where the Panels were recruited strictly proportionate to national populations would
have resulted in a compos ition where France, Germany and Italy alone accounted for half the
panellists while Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta had less than one participant per Panel.

From a purely probability point of view, however, the selection model had the effect of
differencesin ci t i zens & c hsalectedfe patticpatiore

Figure 7: Chance of being selected to the Panel according to age groups & nationality (out of 1 million)
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Source: Kantar recruitment targets and Eurostat data, analysis by Technopolis

As for other demographic variable s, the panel composition (  based on the recruitment data
available 33), score well on gender distribution (with an even 50/50 spit in the panel compaosition)

and somewhat more mixed with regards to other quota crit eria (if assessed against their
distribution in the EU population) .34

Each demographic variable used for the Panel recruitment  was tested by running the  Pearson
chi-square test. According to this analysis:

1 For employment status, the Panels included a higher share of non -employed citizens than
the general population 0 reflecting the targets set . The choice of including a large group
of young people, many of which are likely to be in education, is likely to be a contributing
factor.

i1 For education level, there  was a higher share of participants  with tertiary education level
but a similar share having secondary education level to the EU population. Again, the
strong representation of young people is likely to contribute, as well as th e quota being set
above the level in the general population

1 Regarding the degree of urbanisation, overall, there was an over -representation of urban
citizens, but for Panels 3 and 4, the test showed a match with the general population

As seen above, the quota for employed citizens was exceeded (over -representation of
employed), while the Pearson tests show a lower share of employed citizens than the EU
population

33 Expected frequencies are calculated as follows: the share of citizens in the EU population with the characteristic in
focus, multiplied by the number of citizens in the panel.

34 More precisely, if the p -value associated to the Pearson statistic is smalle  r than 0.05, it means that there is a 95%
probability that the observed frequencies are not representative of the frequencies in EU population. Otherwise, the
sample is likely to be representative of the population (or at least not unrepresentative).
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This divergence is due to the quota for employment being lower than the employme nt rate of
the EU population 35 allowing for strong representation of students, unemployed, pensioners,

and other people outside the labour market . Similarly, in regard to urbanisation, the quota of
rural citizens was exceeded, while there appears to be a h igher share of urban citizens in the
Panels than in the EU population . This is possibly due to different questions used for
urbanisation 36 in the recruitment questionnaire and in the Eurobarometer survey

Use of other socio -demographic criteria

Beyond th e criteria listed above, th e recruitment process did not target specific groups. As
such, data on other socio -demographic criteria  (e.g., ethnic origin , sexual orientation , marital
status, linguistic minority , income, religion) has not been collected as part of the selection
process. The only exception is related to disabilities, where selected questions were raised
during recruitment as regards to access and accessibility. Such data, however, was not used
for recruitment purpos es.

In line with the agreement made with DG COMM, this study has not collected data on socio -
demographic criteria  (ethnic origin , sexual orientation , marital status, linguistic minority , religion ,
and disability) It is therefore not possible to say if pane | members were representative of the

European population with respect to such criteria. The only criterion where data was collected

in the framework of this study related to income/personal finances, but response rates to this
specific question were low. | t is therefore not possible to assess if panel members were
representative of the European population with respect to their financial situation.

4.1.3 Q5 Are people with a stronger preference for a more integrated European Union more
represented than those who p  refer greater independence for the states? And Q6 Does
the voting intentions of the members of the Panels match the proportion represented
in the European Parliament elections?

Criteria for recruitment/quota criteria have, as outlined above, exclusively be en based on
demographics. Psychographic/attitudinal/opinion -related questions have not been
considered as part of recruitment. The OECD Deliberative Democracy Toolbox suggests that
attitudinal criteria can be a useful component of recruitment, depending on the context 37. In
addition, if the recruitment process was based on a two -stage approach (random sampling of

a pool of willing participants, then selection of the final sample according to stratification

criteria) then in some instances, it may be desirab le to over -sample certain demographics
during the random sampling stage of recruitment to help achieve representativeness. In
addition, studies have suggested that the first -stage sample tends to be at least 100 times larger

than the desired number of actu  al participants 38, and t hat o0Oversampli-ng tr e
represented groups is a way of correcting theddisto
20 Scottish Citizens® Assembly took account of t he
questions about Scottish independence, t he UK®G s me mber
preferences in Scottish Parliament elections. 6

35, The quota is set as 40% employed, 60% other. The EU workforce is composed of 67% employed, 33% other (Eurostat
[Ifsa_egaps] , 2020).

36 The quota is set as 72% urban (cities and towns), 28% rural (small towns and villages). The EU population is
composed of 38% cities, 34% towns and suburbs, 28% rural (Eurostat [ilc_lvho01] , 2019).

37 OECD Deliberative Democracy Toolbox https://www.oecd.org/governance/innovative -citizen -participatio n/
38 DELIBERATIVE MINPUBLICS3 Core Design Features, N CURATO et al., p42 -45.
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Based on data collected from the pre -event survey 39 (undertaken after Session 1), this section
aims to assess the Panelsd composition in terms of
of the EU, and their trust in national and EU institutions.

Survey results suggest that p articipants in the Citize n s 8 Praay badvesbeen more positive
towards politics in general and the EU compared to the general EU population. There is among
survey respondents a relative strong  support for d and trustin & direct democratic participation

(in favour of voting and  the active involvement citizens in politics). Judging by the survey results
also panel participants are also more likely to be in favour of more integrated EU (higher level
support of the EU taking decisions), are more likely to have positive image of the EU and appear
more interested/active in EU politics (77% of those surveyed voted in the 2019 European
Parliament election).

These results are perhaps not very surprising in view of the relatively significant personal
investment, which is required to parti  cipate (and associated the relatively low participation

rate in a number of countries) and the higher share of graduate -level education 40. In addition,
participation in the first Session of the panels may have impacted on these differences,
accepting that  the pre -survey only took place once the panel participants had participated

in the first panel Session in Strasbourg.

Views on the European Union vs EU population

The following analysis aims to understand if a variety of views on the European Union are

rep resented in the Citizen Panel, and if citizens supporting EU integration are over -represented.
Declining participation could be more frequent among those having a preference for national
sovereignty than among citizens supporting EU integration. To tackle this question, the
evaluation team relied mainly on the pre -event survey , where the response rate was  61%, and
desk research.

| n t heeevedtps ur v ey Particigamtsewere asked about the image the European Union
conjures up to them. The results suggest that around two -thirds (67%) of the respondents
appear to have a positive image of the EU (17% very positive, 50% fairly positive), against only
10% of respondents having a negative image of the EU (of whom 2% are very negative ).

The figures remain similar across respondents from four panels but are slightly different from the

EU population as a whole (assessed through the Eurobarometer 41), In particular, the share of
citizens with a oOvery positi vanéutral onfaigyepositive imagebfo 7 %. C
the EU represent 38% of the population each, and the EU conjures up a negative image to 16%.

39 The pre -survey response rate was 61%. See Section 2.2.3 on response rates for the surveys.

40 Eurobarometer 95 shows 60% of those who finished studies at 20+ support greater EU -level decision making vs 55%
of those who finished education at 15. Sim ilarly, it shows 60% of those under 25 support greater EU  -level decision
making vs 55% of those over 55
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Figure 8: Image of EU: surveyed panellists vs Eurobarometer
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Total panel 17% 50% 21% 8% 27
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Source: pre -event survey and Eurobarometer, analysis by Technopolis Group

The analysis of the participantsd views on EU
institutions, and how it compares with their trust in other national and international institutions.

The pre -event survey also suggests a lower level of trust in institutions among the EU population
compared to the panellists . This is particularly pronounced for EU institutions, which are
mistrusted by only 15 -18% of the panel, but 35% of the population. Similarly, there is a 20 -point
gap between surveyed panellists and population in terms of trust in different EU institutions.

Regarding national institutions, the difference also occurs, with a majority of the panels trusting
their own government/parliament, agai nst 35-37% in the EU population . Again, a part of this
difference is likely to be due to the panel composition, and the comparatively higher level of
education of panellists.

Additionally, the support for European integration is assessed through agreeme nt with the
statement, OMore decisions should be taken at
and in the pre -event survey. The survey suggests support towards the EU is stronger among the
panellists than in the European population , as illustrate d by the share of respondents totally
agreeing that more decisions should be taken at the EU level 0 44% in the Citizen Panel vs one
citizen out of five in the EU population. Similarly, the disagreement to the statement is more
pronounced in the EU populat  ion (34%) than in the panel (12%).

These results suggest that there are some differences between the general population and

those participating to the survey.-séheparbondhi bs.

trusting the EU institutions d and those having a more positive image of the EU - are more likely
to volunteer to participate.

However, the panel quotas and the composition (especially the 50% of participants with a
tertiary degree) also are likely to have contributed, in so far that the group is younger and

better educated than the general EU population. Indeed t rust in the European Union and its
institutions considerably m ore widespread among the youngest population in general (+10%
percent points in the 15 -24 age group compared to the age group of +55) and more
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widespread among those who having finalised education at age +20 (+20% point difference

with those having finalis ed at age 15) 42. Likewise, agreement with the idea that more decisions
should be taken at EU level is considerably more widespread among those aged 15 -24 than
older groups (+40 and especially +55), those still studying, and in general those having
complete d education at +20).

Finally, conducting the survey after the first Session in Strasbourg may also have shifted
responses to be more positive  and trustful than before participation.

Figure 9: Trust in institutions: surveyed panell ists vs Eurobarometer
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Voting intention vs EU population

The representativeness of the Citizen Panels regarding their political attitude has also been
assessed, in particular, the voting behaviour of the panel participants (i.e. their participation in

the last European Parliament election) . The pre -event survey 43 suggests three -quarters of survey
respondents voted in the 2019 European Parliament election, while on av erage only half of the
European electorate participated

Looking at the socio -economic data from the Eurobarometer, 54% of EU citizens over 55 voted,
whereas only 42% of those under 25 did. On the other hand, the Eurobarometer data show 59%
of EU citizens who finished their studies at 20+ voted, whereas only 46% of those who finished at
15 did. This suggests that the socio -demographics of the panels may have produced the
difference in voting intention, and those who agreed to participate were somewhat more
politically interested, than the general population 0 but this is perhaps not so surprising.

43 The pre -survey response rate was 61%. See Section 2.2.3 on response rates for the surveys.
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4.2 Inclusiveness

This section presents the studyds findings in relat

Overall, the recruitment process for the Panels succeeded in including a broad range of
participants aligned with the criteria set out in the section above on Representativeness. The
process did not set out to target specific minorities or groups that could be considered
underrepresented.

Facilitators did receive specific trainings to ensure that all participants  could express themselves
in the process . Overall observation showed an  inclusive decision -making process within the
subgroups . However, more than half of the cit izens and ambassadors did not feel sufficiently
informed on the challenges faced by underrepresented groups . Two -thirds considered that
benefitting from additional resources would have made a difference. Of the 3
recommendations  generated from the panels relating to minorities none passed the 70%
threshold.

The section addresses the one question defined in the Tender Specifications, as follows

4.2.1 Q7 Did underrepresented groups have an opportunity to express themselves in the

process?
Under this criterion, the study was also asked to as
Panels have managed to include citizens from underrepresented groups (defined for the

purpose of this study as: people with disabilities, linguistic and ethnic minorities, and especially
women within those groups) 44, or who do not have previous experience in democratic
participation. Theyalsorelated t o t he 0 qual The finding$ drad erbvariopus data
sources including the post -event survey and interviews (facilitators, citizens, and ambassadors)
as well as desk research.

Another level of inclusion is about the discussions: underlying mot ivation for recruitment, you

get diversity through information you give and the capacity of participants to take other
opinions. Peopl e werpoxyntiusen b o( bage #whpardicipant t al
cousin & most people know someone who i s part of an underrepresented group without

necessarily belonging to it themselves).

Ensuring inclusion as part of the selection process

The selection processes to recruit citizens did not specifically target underrepresented groups ,
and ensuring that specific underrepresented groups were present was not a set objective.

The recruitment interviews based on a screening questionnaire  did include some questions

related to access for underrepresented groups such as disabilities. However, this data was not

used to set quotas for representation of these groups 45. Likewise, citizens were not asked

whether they belonged to linguistic minorities, ethnic minorities, sexual/ gender minorities
women at high risk or people | ivi ngtoincludgparticipantsy. The
from different regions within Member States (including overseas territories) may have

contributed to the inclusion of speakers of minority languages but this data was not collected.

44 Unfortunately, due to restrictions on asking personally sensitive questions, the analysis cannot cover the inclusion of
disabled, ethnic, linguistic, ors exual minorities . It was agreed as part of the study not to collect participant data on
personally sensitive issues (religion, sexual orientation, ethnic and linguistic minorities) . Participants can therefore only
be profiled on sex, age groups and education (based on Kantar data) and level of income based on survey data

45 GDPR and restrictions on asking sensitive questions mean that there is no possibility to link the observation findings
to URGs and no possibility to isolate survey responses of UR Gs and assess their perceptions and overall level of
satisfaction .
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Inclusion in the deliberation process

For peop le from underrepresented groups to have opportunities to express themselves, have

a voice and affect its outcomes it is not enough that they could participate but also that the
way the discussions were organised  allowed them to have a voice and to have the ir interests
represented in the final recommendations.

Overall, observers largely noted an inclusive decision -making process within the subgroups.
There were no clear patterns of people with a specific background or underrepresented
groups being less likel y to speak.

Two factors , moreover, influenced inclusion during the sessions  46:

1 Multi-tasking ( moderating and note taking ) had an impact in the extent to which facilitators
could make sure everyone had a chance to speak beyond the introductions at the start of
the session. For example, an observer in Panel 4 noted that the facilitator mentioned more
than once that they wanted to hear from everyone, but, in practice, it was not possible to
take notes, keep up the  conversation and notice who had not spoken, especially online in
Session 2.

i1 Participants mentioned challenges in accessing the online platform in which Session 2 took
place. Other participants in Panel 3 mentioned internet access issues, particularly in rural
areas, although support was provided by the organisers for those with issues

Facilitators reported they ha d received trainings before the Citizens Panels, focusing on the
importance of giving all participants the opportunity to speak in an inclusive and respectful
environment. To the extent that simultaneous translation was provided for all official EU
languages , belonging to a language minority group was not an obstacle as long as that
minority language was the official language of another Member St ate, but language minorities
not officially recognised in such a way were not supported . This was a reasonable decision
given budget and time constraints.

Concerning participants with a disability , one facilitator highlighted the fact that the venue
was de signed to accommodate the needs of participants in a wheelchair. Finally, one
facilitator mentioned that in his subgroup, some participants expressed openly that they
belonged to the LGBTQ+ community . Even if the subgroup included some more conservative
pa rticipants, the moderation ensured that discussions we re respectful and inclusive.

While survey results suggested many participants would like to receive more information on
challenges and needs of underrepresented groups , both quantitative and qualitat ive
feedback from interviews suggest itis likely not to make a big difference .

The citizens were divided when asked whether the interests of people from under -represented
groups were reflected in  the proposals . Almost half of the respondents  said they did not have
the knowledge needed to assess that , but several ambassadors highlighted  inclusive aspects
of the proposals . Furthermore, the proposals linked to the digital transformation stressed on the
importance of digital inclusiveness to leave no one behind. An ambassador mentioned that

despite efforts, it is difficult to capture and fully understand the situations of all
underrepresented groups.  Stuations differ from one country to the other, especially as the 27

MS have different health care and social security systems.

Two citizens mentioned that  focusing too much on underrepresented groups would not be
beneficial a s fawuring these groups and creating distinctions will have the opposite effect

o

46 Technopolis Final survey analysis
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While one citizen considered that all recommendations contributed to common good without
di stinctions, two citizens stated that the EU O0cann

Prior participat ive experience

On how much prior participative experience participants had, according to the pre -survey
responses, it appears that for a major part of the group (37%), participating in the Citizen Panel

is the first civic or associative activity . Citizens who are regularly involved in civic or associative
initiatives represent between 12% and 16% of the Panels.

Figure 10: Distribution of respondents according to their associative and civic experience by panel
(Question: How frequen tly have you participated in associative or civic initiatives)
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Source: pre -survey responses, analysis by Technopolis

All the ambassadors interviewed mentioned that they would be happy to take part in other
democratic participative processes if invited. One ambassador would like to contribute as a
facilitator or as part of the organisation team. Similarly, most citizens wanted to take part in
other participative processes . They mentioned that the experience triggered an understanding
and an awareness of the role of participative democracy and the responsibility of citizens to
contribut e to decision -making at the local, reg ional and EU levels. While some citizens would
like to be involved at the EU level, others  had preferences for more local or national initiatives

4.3 Quality of debate

This section presents the studyds findnhthgGti nemsed at
Panels.

Thiscriterion has been evaluated through a combination of qualitative and quantitative data,
including participant surveys 47, direct observations of the evaluators and interviews with the
facilitators as well as the participants.

The following evaluation questions are addressed in the subsections below:

47 Panel satisfaction surveys after each of the 3 Sessions (Session 1 and 2, response rate 50 -60%; Session 3, response
rate 90+%)
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1 Q8: Was there enough opportunity for participants to get the necessary fac tual knowledge
through information material and policy experts input?

1 Q9. How useful was it for the quality of deliberations and recommendations that the Panel
members were confronted with the ideas and insights from the online platform?

Q10: Throughout the process, were debates conducted in an impartial manner?

Q11: Did Panel members have enough time to learns and weigh the evidence, discuss the
issues in adequate depth, find common ground and draft recommendations?

1 Q12: How has the process ensured mul tilingualism and proportionate speaking time for
different languages of the EU?

1 Q13: Did the facilitators help Panel members with recommendation drafting? What did this
help consist of?

1 Q14: What was the degree of autonomy of Panel members during the disc ussions and the
drafting of recommendations?

4.3.1 Q8 Was there enough opportunity for participants to get the necessary factual
knowledge through information material and policy experts input?
Q9 How useful was it for the quality of deliberations and recommen dations that the
Panel members were confronted with the ideas and insights from the online platform?

In answering these questions, the study team has drawn on the information shared that was

provided to the participants by the organisers, the role of exper ts and fact -checkers,
monitoring of the online platform, and participants
could access and the role of the online platform.

Information provided to Panel participants

In general, the panel organisation provided diff erent opportunities to obtain information
Participants received a range of information before the meetings, mostly practical or
preparatory material relating to the process . However, besides links that were available on the
Digital Platform, this preparatory material did not cover the European Union, its current powers,
institutions, role and responsibilities, and the principal policies currently in force or under
development. Also, there were no materials on future challenges such as the impact of climate
change. The quality and depth of information stemming from prior information, the Digital
Platform and the experts varied in quality, depth, and clarity of delivery may have had an

impact on the time taken to properly assess all the elements that citizens had at hand for their
discussions. While much of this information could have been found online (including though

links provided on the platform), this did result in several confusions around the role and power

of the Commission. While the aim was to keep O0an open approachoé to
suggested, this sometimes meant that participants recommended actions that were already

being taken, or European action that would have, according to some experts, required
ambitious levels of change in European competencies.

Participants largely agree d that they received enough background information before each
session started (Figure 11). However, a large majority of the 37  citizens interviewed also
mentioned that the distribution of this information could have been better paced throughout

and in -between sessions to better grasp the overall Conference process trajectory, and not
simply right before a session.
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Figure 11:Par ti ci pant s perception of information availabl e
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Source: Panel (satisfaction) survey responses, analysis by Technopolis

The role of experts

Policy experts intervened i n t hexp&tsairspetiicdamaissc us si on:
They directly engaged with the citizens in the subgroups in a series of Q&As in Session 1, as well

as in the sub -streams 0 made up of several subgroups 9 in Session 2, where their input was a

seen as most valuable (according to the participant survey results).  Their role in Session 3 was

effectively and on purpose limited to fact -checking.

In general, experts' role prominence differed across all the sessions, with mixed impacts on

guidance that they provided for informed discu ssions. Overall, however, participants felt that

their inputs were mostly useful across all the sessions ( Figure 12) , dr awi ng from citi ze
what they considered to be useful from a high to a very high extent. Impartiality of experts also

received very different perceptions from participants.

In Sessions 1 and 2, experts with a mostly academic background were there to shed light on
specific themes in ter ms of what were the main issues to be solved and what was needed to
solve them . They were briefed to provide an impartial perspective on the debate rather than
presenting their viewpoints. In general, this brief was followed , with some exceptions: choosing
to address the benefits of a more EU  -integrated policy, or approaches to information that

reflected their own views regarding a certain polic
is...0, Othe problem is... &6 while gheEUipaneagyda@ngent i ng
in those areas.

Participants® opinion on expert i-gtrgamplesnaryshowS&das si on 2
overall satisfaction rate of more than 70% (see Figure 12 below) , indicating that they were

perceived as mostly useful and neutral . As an example of exceptions, a participant interview

mentioned that some experts concl upkmsahal prdh€urapeap r e s e n't
message which influenced discussions in the sub -g r o u pTéedsub-group interventions were

perceived as less useful than the plenary discussions (58%). Direct observations confirm that the

Question -and -Answer sessions were often used by experts to continue their inputs prepared for

the plenary sessions, which had been cut short by moderators.

In Session 3, e x p e r tes @ererdesigned to be less prominent in the agenda, and more
consultative . In this format, citizens could ask specific questions and clarify any doubts with fact
checkers , who would then sometimes consult with experts separately for more complex
queries. By being able to fact -check specific pieces of information, the evidence was then
deliberated upon in the subgroups, whereas expert presentations in plenaries during Session 1

and subgroups in Session 2 were not always discussed.
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The direct use of expert inputs in deliberation sseems to have been

of 12 obs

argumentations than reference to experts prevailed (e.g. based on personal experienc
participants did seek to back up their recommendations with factual
information. Fact -checking occurred at least once in all groups observed

However, in 8 subg

erved subgroups referr

roups,

using fact -checking more regularly.

Looking at satisfaction with

the inputs from the experts during the

limited. Participants in 3 out
ed to expertsd
es).

, with 4 sub -groups

subgroup discussions , most

participants considered these inputs to be useful to a high extent, with fewer to a very high or
medium extent ( Figure 12)48. Session 1 registered the lowest satisfaction rate overall, while
Session 3 registered a higher satisfaction rate together with Session 2. On average, participants

were slightly more satis f i e d

discussions.

with expertsdo i

nput during the

Figure 12: Usefulness of experts' inputs in subgroups and in plenary sessions
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Across sessions, most participants said they did not find the information they received hard to

understand (Figure 13). Sometimes, however,

knowledge to confidently speak up during subgroup discussions.

participants felt they did not have enough
Observers noted there were

remarks by participants about not kn

owing enough to fully contribute to the discussion, in which

case facilitators sometimes had to encourage participants to speak up

48 Panel survey data

. To illustrate, in one
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subgroup in Session 3, a facilitator and the group of participants made extra effort to include
an eld erly person into a discussion around data protection by asking her to share viewpoints
from her personal perspective which led to a refined and more inclusive recommendation.

Figure 13:Par ti ci pant s6 per cept i sglaccessibility lofehe mfprmatianpeceivedt e n e

| found the information we received on the topics to be discussed hard to understand
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Source: Panel (satisfaction) survey responses, analysis by Technopolis

Nonetheless, citizens felt they had the possibility to ask for additional information when they
needed it across all panels, with 70% and above agreeing or strongly agreeing with this
statement. Between 16% and 24% were undecided on whether they had this p  ossibility, which
may reflect a hesitation in knowing what the full range of options for information was for them 49,

Figure 14 shows the overall perceived usefulness  of different panel elements across sessions
was generally positive . As the vision exercises were only present in subgroup 1, the usefulness
of such an exercise in Sessions 2 and 3 is not applicable. Because session 2 was held online,
there was also notime to have conversations during breaks as the citizen interaction was much
lower and therefore reflected the perceived usefulness of such moments.

Figure 14: Panel survey on perception of different elements of the Panel Sessions

Thinking about the overall design of the session, to what extent do you
consider the following elements useful?
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Source: Panel (satisfaction) survey responses, analysis by Technopolis

Information, ideas, and insights from the online platform
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In advance of the Panel Sessions, the  Multilingual Digital Platform had been active since April
with contributions published from members of the public and other stakeholders, including:

1 Ideas 6 contributed by stakeholders and the public;
1 Events 8 contributed by national and European stakeholders; and

1 Comments d posted on the ideas.

The insights from the Multilingual platform were presented at the Plenaries of Session 1 in time
slots of 10 minutes each per theme. During the subgroup work, the number of times that these

insights were presented varied between 2 to 4 per session. However, as with th e expert input,

the citizen recommendations cover several topics, so it is difficult to gauge precisely how much

the online platforms made a difference to specific topics

The documents resulting from the Panel Sessions were published on the Multilingual Digital
Platform, which was available throughout the whole Conference to collect contributions from

the national level and support the communication and deliberation of the Panels. The platform
was constantly updated with recommendation documents and repor ts as the Conference

progressed while ideas continue to be contributed throughout the process. In the time since
the first Sessions of the Panel took place, between 20 and 200 Ideas were published per topic
block on the public spaces on the Platform.

On th e other hand, there was very little activity observed in the private Panel spaces of the

Pl atform between Sessions. Each Panel private spac
(meaning they receive notification alerts regarding posts on the page). The only activity

observed was related to the vote organised to follow up on the topic clustering in Session 1,

Panel 2, where a decision on whether t-d0i smerigmi &teina
could not be taken in the Plenary (because the voting by show o f hands did not show a clear

majority). The options were posted to the platform so that participants could indicate which
one they supported, with approximately 45 votes each.

Of the 37 citizens interviewed, only 11 citizens mentioned that they were regul arly checking it
to stream plenaries online or reading the final report. An additional 3 interviewees mentioned

that the digital platform was complex to use, a viewpoint which was shared by those indicating

that they consulted the platform.

Observers noted t hat del i berations in subgroups stemmed ct
rather than the online platform: Across 16 subgroups in Session 1, only 4 had mentions of the
digital platform. Across 12 subgroups in Session 2, only 2 mentioned the digital platfor m. Across

12 subgroups observed in Session 3, only 1 instance mentioned the digital platform. The digital
platform may, however, have had a more subtle impact on the discussion without it being
mentioned explicitly.

4.3.2 Q11. Did Panel members have enough time to learn and weigh the evidence, discuss
the issues in adequate depth, find common ground and draft recommendations?

Deliberation can only thrive if participants are given enough time, background content, and
structured facilitation. Each of these  factors varied across sessions, depending on the structure
of that session. The analysis therefore considers the following: speaking time between
facilitators and participants; ability to weigh evidence; impact of multilingualism; and ability to

reach cons ensus.

Balance in the design of the process

Overall, participants had ample time to weigh the evidence presented . However, the quality,
balance and range of the information received may have impacted the depth and
consideration with which this evidence wa S treated.
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In general, the Panel plenaries and subgroups ran ontime . The balance of time  of deliberation
between participants and facilitators varied across the three Sessions, but major instances of
imbalances in time between participants were few.

Theexpertsd speaking ti me Thiawas éud to differing stractureso$ emacho n s .
session, and the role that was given to experts in each.

Discussion time and the balance between facilitators and participants

Citizens acknowledged that as the recommendations were built on finding a consensus, their
contributions were sometimes modified and changed to incorporate the opinions of all citizens
involved. Citizens would have appreciated having more time for the deliberating part in order

to be fully in agreement . Consensus may sometimes also have been hindered by issues with
interpretation and  multilingualism , especially when making use of the automatically translated
spreadsheet grid during the subgroup s in Sessions 2 and 3. This sometimes led to different
understandings of certain concepts and words, which may have had slightly different
meanings in different languages, sparking additional debates between Panel members in

order to establish the correct interpretation , which took time that would id  eally be spent on
more in -depth deliberations

As recorded by observers in the subgroups they attended 59, the balance of time  of deliberation
between participants and facilitators varied across the three Sessions (see Figure 15 below):

1 Session 1 had a higher rate of deliberation between participants and facilitators than
Session 2, butless than Session 3. The first Session included introductory discussions and vision
exercises to get participants to warm up and open their deliberations in anin -person setting.
Here, participants contributed very open ideas, at first hesitating to share, and then later
beco ming more relaxed and amicable with each other and with the facilitator. Observers
measured a greater percentage of silence (periods in which neither the facilitators or the
participants spoke) probably due to initial hesitations to speak in an unknown env ironment
and the time it took to get accustomed to the interpretation mechanisms.

1 During Session 2, the deliberation rate was lowest, attributable to the role of experts being
more central (61% of speaking time for the whole session in the streams), and th e session
taking place online, which did not necessarily encourage as much dialogue as in -person
sessions. In addition, the subgroups were different from Session 1 meaning they had to re -
establish comfortable relationships but in an online context. Whereas the
participant/facilitator speaking -time ratio averaged 50% -50% for Session 2 overall, observers
noted wide variations across the observed subgroups: a facilitator in one subgroup spoke
59% of the time whereas another spoke only 29% of the time.

1 Session 3 was the most interactive as it was largely in -person, included two sessions
designed as Open For a, and allowed participants to rotate across working groups in order
to share their ideas and obtain feedback. The role of experts was more marginal and
predo minantly used for consultation and fact -checking purposes only.

50 The balance of speaking time was measured in order to understand whether Panel members were given equal
opportunities to speak in relation to the facilitator. This was done by time stamping each spoken intervention
instance and then calculating the percenta ge of the times over the entire session.
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Figure 15: Average speaking time in subgroups
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Between participants, major ins tances of imbalances were few, but some participants were
more active or confident than others and some were naturally less likely to speak, for example:

1 In Session 1, in 6 out of 16 observed subgroups at least one participant never spoke. This
may also ha ve been due to the facilitators having to take notes at the same time as
ensuring that all group members had equal speaking time.

1 Concentration on notetaking was also observed in Session 2, in addition to attending to
issues raised in relation to automati ¢ spreadsheet translation. But the main difference in
Session 2 was, being held online, the set up was ¢
in Panel 4, so it was easier to balance facilita
taking, and mai ntaining the automatically translated spreadsheet file. There were 9
subgroups out of 12 observed in which one or more participants did not participate at all.

1 In Session 3, in 6 out of 12 subgroups, recommendations were largely driven by specific
outspoken individuals rather than all the participants involved, according to observations.
Some were less active due to technical issues and possibly because they participated
remotely & despite active encouragement to speak up from facilitators; others w ere quieter
and needed more encouragement to speak. Notetakers being present in Session 3 helped
facilitators to focus on guiding the finalisation of the recommendations.

The expertsd speaking ti me(Figura 16).eTteir apeakingstsne Bae s si ons
accounted for mainly in the streams and the plenaries as opposed to the subgroups, as they

never intervened in the deliberation moments of the panels. In session 1, experts intervened

predominantly during plenary moments, which were less frequent than st ream moments in

Session 2. In the latter, experts gave more presentations and made more frequent interventions

than in Session 1, hence the greater speaking time devoted to experts. Observers noted

improvements in Session 2 (compared to Session 1) on the extent to which experts respected

the speaking time as well as on the content of their presentations. For instance, in Session 2,

observers in different Panels noted the different approaches by experts, for example: using

oOvery practical e deacniptivle enfodnationuasd atsg framed questions and

trade-of fs between different possibilities, situations
used good slides that were informative, well sourced, and attempted to make it relevant to

citizens,and spoke slowly and clearly, suggested solutio
expert did not use slides and was omore difficuldt
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Facilitators also said that the input from experts improved from Session 1 (this was raised, for
example, in a debrief during Panel 4) and that it helped with the dialogue and developing
orientations. In Session 3, experts did not make specific interventions, but were available for

fact -checking by the facilitators.

Figure 16: Average speaking time for experts, compared across Sessions
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Participants were respectful towards each other and in their interaction with the facilitator S
across all the sessions. In the case of disagreements between facilitators and participants,

these were dealt with in a professional and swift manner, and conflict seldom arose if not for

the purpose of discussion. Almost all participants across sessions felt respected during the
discussion (61% of post-survey respondents strongly agreed and 34% agreed with this
statement). This perception was shared by participants from all panels, though at a slightly

lower rate in Panel 3. Instances of disrespect that may have been felt included discussions on
personal experience clashing due to a diversity of backgrounds. For example, in Session 1 Panel

3, on Climate and Health, a woman brought up the issue of prioritising sexual and reproductive

health, assertingthat womends hygienic products are sold at
men. A male participant responded that it would
priced higher. This sparked a discussion that highlighted the difference of opinions on the

impact of gender on healthcare policy.

In general, the plenaries within the panels and subgroups ran on time . When there were major
technical issues (at the start of Panel 1 Session 1, or Panel 1 Session 3) it was noted in the
facilitators debrief and by  the observers that participants used the time to review ideas, get to
know each other, or for Session 3, review and learn about draft recommendations and discuss

in smaller groups, to some extent also across language barriers. As the process unfolded,
part icipants became more comfortable with the overall event procedure and atmosphere.

Time to weigh evidence

The question of whether citizens had enough time to weigh the evidence provided is linked to

the type and amount of evidence given. When looking at sim ply how much time was given, a
majority of participants agree that they had enough time to weigh the evidence during the

event, (se e Figure 17 below). Weighing arguments, such as pros and cons of suggested draft
recommendations occurred in most subgroups observed. This was observed more with certain
topics & such as establishing a European Army, or Social Security 0 to which participants could
apparently relate more easily than other topics, such as Digitalisation.

54

hi
be



Figure 17:Panel | i st s6 perception of time given to weigh eviden
| was given enough time to weigh the evidence during the event
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At the same time, in post -event interviews, several facilitators and participants pointed out that

more time could have been allocated to learning , which would have had an impact on the
approach taken to weigh the evidence, i.e., with a more all -encompassi ng knowledge range

In addition, from the participant interviews it was evident that while most citizens considered

that the three event phases worked well (learning, discussing and deliberating), they
considered that further improvements could be made esp ecially on the learning phase . Some
citizens mentioned that the presentations of the experts could have been and be given more

time in in general. As the topics were very broad (especially at the beginning of the process),

more time could have been allocat ed to sharing information with citizens, notably through
experts. The broadness of the topics also had an impact on which evidence to weigh, whether

it was expertsd input (di scussed bel ow), or the c¢ch
discuss. Furthermore, one facilitator mentioned that citizens would have appreciated knowing

beforehand what topics they would be allocated, as they started Session 1 with warm -up

exercises to vision and suggest ideas for their personal priorities before being assigned t oa

specific topic (not one they had prioritised) for the rest of the Conference process. The only
examples of participants being presented with evidence was when experts took the floor
during the plenaries and sub  -groups of Sessions 1 and 2.

All in all, participants had ample time to weigh the evidence presented, though the quality,
balance and range of the information received may have impacted the depth and
consideration with which this evidence was treated. The quality of the information is discussed
further in Section 4.3.3 below.

Ability to reach consensus

Citizens acknowledged that as the recommendations were built on finding a consensus, their
contributions were sometimes slightly modified and changed to inc orporate the opinions of all
citizens involved. In post -event interviews, citizens found that the discussion and deliberation
parts were the most interesting  and enriching as they offered the opportunity to debate and
learn from each other to reach consens us. Citizens would have appreciated having more time
especially for the deliberating part in order to be fully in agreement. When reaching agreement

on an orientation or a recommendation, the facilitators would often check with the rest of the
citizens whe ther that suggestion was agreed upon by everyone else, even though sometimes
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that consensus was reached in haste because of lack of time, usually due to participants
wanting to add more details at the end of the time limit.

Consensus may sometimes also h ave been hindered by issues with interpretation and
multilingualism, which caused some of the recommendations to be lost in translation, especially
when making use of the automatically translated spreadsheet grid. Often, citizens questioned

the reliability of a fact and wanted to back it up with evidence before reaching a general
agreement. Facilitators also had to ensure that the recommendation was well translated across
languages. This could come down to the formulation using a word that made sense across
languages. For example, in Session 3 Panel 3 a participant had an issue with the word

ocurriculumé being translated to oqualificationdé. O

t hat the otranslation in Finnish was finaised, intwHick 6
case the facilitator invited the citizens to focus mainly on the English version before agreeing
that there was consensus on the recommendation.

In general, consensus was further reached with additional encouragement to a) agree within

the given time frame, b) to overlook the issues in translation and ¢) when some of the more

vocal participants were the first to announce that they agreed on the recommendation or
orientation. When after a few instances of further encouragement, the facil itator did not
receive a response, including hand gestures or nodding, the consensus was considered final.

4.3.3 Q12. How has the process ensured multilingualism and proportionate speaking time for
different languages of the EU?

Multilingualism

Throughout the process, multilingualism entailed the simultaneous translation during the
plenaries and discussions, the multilingual platform used to draft topics and recommendations
in the discussion groups, and the multilingual online digital platform used to communicate and
exchange with citizens.

Multilingualism was present throughout the three sessions for all the Panels.  All 24 EU languages
were spoken at the Conference. Based on language, the time used by participants was
equitable (the most spoken languages were those which had a larger number of participants
speaking them ).

In all Panel Sessions, interpretation supported exchanges between par ticipants with different
mother tongues. A technical consequence of this is that subgroups had to be made up of a

limited number of languages, which could have had consequences for which participants

(and which Member States) had their views represented du ring the working group sessions.
However, the Evaluation Team did not notice any topics where this constraint posed significant
problems.

Across sessions, those who spoke the same language as the facilitator were observed to
interact in a more fluid way b etween themselves and the facilitator, but this did not appear to
be a major factor that affected inclusive discussion and did not prevent other participants
getting involved in the discussion.

Once participants got acquainted with the interpretation , they were comfortable with speaking

in their own language. Participant feedback confirms what observers noted during sessions da
strong majority of participants said that it was easy to use their preferred language (Figure 18).
There was little to no variation across sessions. The evaluators did note that interpretation to

some extent reduced the back  -and -forth that would be expected in most deliberative settings,
because the short pauses to allow interpretation to be completed slightly slowed the
conversation.
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Figure 18:Par ti ci pant s6 perception of multilinguali sm
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Soreadsheets with automatic translation were wused to capture notes and draft
recommendations. Given the constraints of time, and the need for instant feedback on ideas

this was a reasonable solution. However, the quality of automatic translation in t  hese
spread sheets was reported as an issue . Participants brought up problems with the quality of
the automated translation numerous times according to observers. Those understanding the
language in which the facilitator took notes had an advantage and coul d follow more easily,
as they did not have to only rely on the audio interpretation but could follow the written
statements on the screens. The issues with automatic translation may have had an impact on

the ability to reach consensus, as explained earlier . The field of machine translation is
advancing rapidly, but there may be a case in similar events in the future for structuring
deliberation to allow for human translation of key points in between sessions, or even during

them. Some facilitators made atte  mpts at improving the quality of interpretation in the
automatically translated sheet by re  -reading automatically all the contributions in their mother
tongue and checking whether the English interpretation input was correct.

In post-event interviews, fac ilitators said that the interpretation and other multilingualism

el ements were overall of good quality. They felt, I
tongue to speak did not incur any barriers, although participants needed to speak slowly f or

the interpreters. At times, however, both participants and facilitators felt it was easier to express

themselves in English, especially when attempting to fix technical issues, or to discuss among

themselves. Some technical words were sometimes lost in translation, especially when it came

to writing the orientations and recommendations, and some of the discussions revolved around

finding the right terms to explain a concept.

4.3.4 Q10 Throughout the process, were debates conducted in an impartial manner?
Q13 Did the facilitators help Panel members with recommendation drafting? What did
this help consist of?

A facilitator is responsible for the running of a group process, as well as for the smooth running
of the deliberative session. In this context, the secti on consider to what extent facilitation

ensured i mpartiality and ability to express oneds Vi ews
the debates conducted were not biased, influenced, or steered in a certain direction that
prevented views from being expressed or included. Impartiality as a facilitato r also remains a
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delicate balance between steering the conversation towards a general viewpoint and
steering it away from irrelevant discussions.

Debates were conducted impartially throughout the Panel process . This perception was shared
equally by partic ipants from all panels.. Observers did not note any significant instance where
facilitators exerted undue influence over the content of the debate.

Facilitators guided the process of recommendation formation from broad conversations to the

final document. Their role consisted in encouraging citizens to speak, balancing their
interventions, making notes of the topics and recommendations suggested and e nsuring
multilingualism in the process. While interviews sometimes noted that the quality of facilitator

could vary, the survey results show that  citizens perceived the facilitators as not influencing with

their own ideas while drafting recommendations

Role of the facilitators

Facilitators guided citizens from brainstorming their visions for their priorities on the Future of
Europe in Session 1, to turning these visions into streams, and then converting them to
orientations in Session 2, to then finally ¢ onverting these orientations into recommendations in
Session 3. This process incurred a great deal of multitasking between facilitating and note
taking in parallel with simultaneous interpretation. Each facilitator was responsible only for one
sub-group pe r panel, though a handful of facilitators were also present for multiple panels.

In general, facilitators were observed to highlight to participants that the subgroups were

spaces for every participant to share their views freely and respectfully but ther e were cases of
participants who rarely spoke. Observers noted, and facilitators themselves mentioned in all
debriefs, that it was difficult for facilitators to manage the spreadsheet, take notes, manage

the conversation flow, and pay attention to who was speaking & as well as those who were not
speaking. The online context added an additional layer of complication for some as it was

difficult to see in the screen who had their hands up. There was however another contrasting

view shared by a facilitator dur ing a Panel 4 debrief that multi -tasking online was easier
because everything was on the same place (on screen). In Session 3, this part of the design

was improved as facilitators had notetakers who could help support the drafting efforts. They

could input information in the automatically translated spreadsheet as citizens continued
speaking while the facilitator was free to focus on the deliberation. The notetakers could also

check that what the citizens were saying was accurate in terms of the meaning tha t they
wanted to convey.

Overall, most citizens considered that facilitators did a good job by responding to the opinions

of each part i coudged the groupl hteoy foi nd sol utions themsel ves
citizen. However, their job was challengin g especially as they had to both take minutes as well

as moderate. One citizen mentioned that the quality of the facilitation improved when a note

taker was supporting facilitators.

Facilitators strove to strike a balance between keeping citizens on topic when drafting and not
influencing viewpoints offered. When they had to make use of the automatically translated
spreadsheet, facilitators aimed to convert <citizens

easily be interpreted across at least 5 differen  t languages, depending on the amount of

multilingualism present in the sub -group. Often, facilitators would encourage participants to

speak and take decisions by asking probing question
you all happy with thissuggestt on? 6 and i n some cases, Owho disagr et
Sometimes they would implement tools to generate consensus more efficiently, such as

encouraging participants to wave their hands in agreement after a change was made to the

document. When it w ould be difficult to derive constructive proposals from citizens, or if they
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felt stuck, facilitators would encourage them to justify their reasoning, or think more deeply
about an issue.

Out of the citizens interviewed, only 7 felt that they were not alw ays in control during the
discussions. Most of these more sceptical citizens highlighted the fact that the quality of the
moderation varied  from one facilitator to the other. Some citizens felt that the facilitator did not
intervene enough. One citizen who mentioned facing language issues confirmed that the

facilitatorsd i nt er themitimunmequveds o | | @Whé edotilod Ohave app
a more oinvolved and warmer approacho. Further more,
was keptto a mini mum, a citizen would have  appreciated a more guided intervention to avoid

that some citizens would intervene in a more dominant manner. In her/his working group, the
facilitator gave O0too much room to a few active par

While both citizens and fa cilitators alike would have preferred having more deliberation time
across all sessions, they recognise that days were very intense to come up with so much output

in so little time. In post -event interviews, facilitators suggest making days shorter for cit izens and
adding two extra weekends.

Figure 19:Par ti ci pant sé6 perception of the facilitatorsdé role
The facilitators influenced the outcome of the discussion with their own ideas
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Source: Panel (satisfaction) survey responses, analysis by Technopolis

Facilitation and impartiality

The Evaluation team did not note any significant instance where facilitators exerted undue
influence over the content of the debate . Evaluators in session 2 and 3 noted single incidents
where facilitators were faced with time pressure and formulated draft recommendations to
summarise participant discussions that were perceived to leave out the views of certain
participants. One of the citizens wh 0 was interviewed after the event claims that sometimes
the opinion of some citizens was not reflected in the outputs. For instance, he/she stated that

the idea of including the citizens in all political decisions and from local territories was discussed

but never reflected anywhere. Another more sceptical citizen mentioned that some sensitive

i ssues such as o0ill egal i mmi grationd were difficult
At the same time, observers noted that the approach to keeping the c onversations on topic
varied from facilitator to facilitator. Some did not attempt to bring the conversation back on

track to the theme in question while others tried to notify the citizens that their considerations

were off topic. For example, in Session 2 Panel 2, in the drafting or orientations, the facilitator
had to remind the group that they were not there to discuss economic issues when the
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conversation touched upon economic policies, but rather that it was about European
democracy.

In general, citiz ens from across all the panels considered the choice of deliberative methods
used to find agreements to be impartial 4 with 76% overall agreeing or strongly agreeing with
this statement ( Figure 20). Between 15% to 18% remained undecided, however, even though
almost 50% across all panels felt that they had received enough information about deliberative

and dialogue -based processes, according to post  -event survey results .

Figure 20: Panellists perception of impartiality of deliberative methods, by Session
The choices of deliberative methods used to find
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Source: Panel (satisfaction) survey. Analysis by Technopolis

4.3.5 Q14 What was the degree of autonomy of Panel members during the discussions and
the drafting of recommendations?

When discussing the role of opanel member s autonom
of control that citizens had over the ideas being discussed and the overall process of
recommendation formation.

Citizens largely fel t in control of the process despite its evolving nature . Across all sessions,
citizens agreed, they felt in control of the process. Direct observation also confirms this finding.
The evaluation team noted that citizens were asked to come up with issues and the facilitators

did not exercise strong influence over the content of the recommendations. In that sense,
citizens had strong ownership over the content of the sessions and could exercise freedom on
the agenda of the discussion across all themes.

While most citizens felt in control, however, interviews indicated they believe that process
between forming recommendations and proposals remained unclear to them. Some had

hope for them being presented during the State of the Union speech in September 2022 bu t
had a limited understanding of what happened during the Plenary phase and how the
recommendations were turned to proposals.

Degree of autonomy of Panel participants

Based on p a rpanelcsatigfaction s 8urveys (Figure 21), Session 3 shows a greater
inclination by the participants to strongly agree that they felt in control compared to Sessions

1 and 2, potentially due to arriving at a concrete result from the discussions through the draft
recommendations before those being discussed in the Plenary Conference. Qualitative
interviews further confirm this, as citizens understood the process much better by then and the
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drafting and voting made them see more concre tely the results of their efforts. Earlier in the
process, however, only 50% of citizens agree for  Sessions 1 and 2 that they were in control of
the process.

Citizens felt that they exercised varying degrees of control in the overall methodological design

of the panels. The approach to the programme design was devised by the organisers in a top -
down manner that developed as the process went along, and as such, participants were not
asked to provide formal feedback on the overall process design. Their degree of control in that

sense was minimal. At the beginning of each panel, organisers explained how the process

would run for that weekend, which created some cla rity. Organisers used several ways to
explain the programme, including visual aids that were integrated from Panel 2 onwards, and

as such, process clarity and perceived control increased with the progression of the sessions.

Figure 21:Par ti ci pant sd perception of their autonomy and contr
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4.4 Impact

This section presents the stimgatdsft hen&€i hggeiimtbedr Phat
Conference in the Future of Europe and its outputs .

Thecriterion 0 | mpact ¢ theektenttewhiclo c i t i zoice anl inputs were transmitted
and used from the beginning of the recommendation formation up until the final proposal
report. Specifically, a high impact would imply that the citizen recommendations were very
influential in shaping the final proposals, and that citizens believed they were having impact.

Thisindicator, for the purposes of this report, isbased onthe parti ci pantsd own perc
impact, considerations of the recommendations in the plenaries, their own balance of

speaking time compared to the rest of the stakeholders, and the uptake of citizen

recommendations into the final proposals.

Other impacts that go beyond the outcome of the recommendation process also include
citizensd own the&U, and powv the nprooeks of the conference had an impact on

their opinion.

Longer -term, beyond the scope of this study, are wider considerations o f impact such as how
often the Conference is discussed in policy formation, the number of proposals that specifically

reference the Conference as a source, and measures related to culture change and citizen s o
trust in EU democracy.

The subsections below ad dress the following evaluation questions
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Q15: To what extent did Panel members feel that their voice has been heard?

Q16: To what extent did the Panel members have a more positive opinion about the EU as
a result of their participation in the Panels?

1 Q17: To what extent did the Plenary take into consideration and discuss the
recommendations presented by the panels?

1 Q18: Did Panel members that were also Plenary members have enough time and space to
present and explain the Panel recommendations?

1 Q19: To what extent the final recommendations of the Plenary coincide with those of the
Panels?

1 Q20: If they were modified, to what extent and what were the arguments justifying these
changes?

1 Q21:Inthe case of recommendations that were rejected as a whole, what wer e the main
reasons for this decision?

1 Q22: What immediate results (other than the recommendations) stem from the Citizens'
Panels?

4.4.1 Q15 To what extent did Panel members feel that their voice has been heard?

In answering this question, the study team referred to the surveys conducted after each Panel
Session, as well as 17 interviews with ambassadors regarding the Plenary process.

Panel members felt that their voices were heard more during the panels . From post -Panel
surveys, l arge majorities of participants thought
considered that everyone had the opportunity to express their views, fel t respected during the
discussion, and felt that their views were not ignored. These perceptions became more positive

from Session to Session as the Panel process progressed.

The panel members, which also operated as ambassadors, provided more mixed feedba ck
on the extent to which they were heard in the plenaries. However, the perception of being
heard improved over the span of the plenaries.

Panel participants® perception of voice

Participants felt, across panels that their voice was heard. This perceptio n became more
positive from Session to Session as the Panel process progressed.

InSessionla | arge majority of participants thought that
(31% strongly agreed and 42% agreed), meaning that they thought the contribut ions were
incorporated in a balanced manner. Almost all participants considered that everyone had the

opportunity to express their views  (Figure 22), as 67% strongly a greed and 30% agreed with this

statement 5. This perception was shared equally by participants from all panels. Likewise, a

vast majority of participants also felt that their views were not ignored ( Figure 23) (39%
disagreed and 45% strongly disagree d with this statement ) 52. This perception was also shared

equally by participants from all panels.

51 When looking at responses in each panel, participants have replied to the question on whether everyone had the
opportunity to express their views, in Session 1: 67%=Strongly Agree, 30%= Agree (N=344), in Session 2: 54%=Strongly
Agree, 38%-= Agree (N=381), in Session 3: 65%=Strongly Agree, 30%= Agree (N=662).

52 \WWhen looking at responses in each panel, participants have replied to the question on whether they felt that their
views were ignored, in Session 1. 45%=Str ongly Disagree, 39%= Disagree (N=344), in Session 2: 42%=Strongly Disagree,
43%-= Disagree (N=381), in Session 3: 54%=Strongly Disagree, 34%= Disagree (N=662).
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Similarly, in Session 2, a large majorityof part i ci pant s t hought that peopl efs

used fairly (22% strongly agreed and 49% agreed). Panel 4 registered the highest rate, but
similar rates can be observed in the other Panels. A very large majority of participants also
considered that every one had the opportunity to express their views (54% strongly agreed and
38% agreed with this statement) (  Figure 22). This perception was shared equally by participant S

from all panels. Likewise, a similar large majority of participants did not feel that their views were
ignored (43% disagreed and 42% strongly disagree d with this statement ). Finally, most
participants did not feel that there was a bad atmosphere during the Session (26% disagreed
and 54% strongly disagree with this statement ).

In session 3 almost all participants felt respected during the discussion (61% strongly agreed and
34% agreed with this statement). This perception was shared equally by participan ts from all

panels, though a slightly lower rate of participants in Panel 3. Likewise, a similarly large majority

of participants did not feel that their views were ignored (34% disagreed and 54% strongly
disagreed with this statement). Panel 4 registered the highest rates of participants considering
that their views were not ignored, and no significant variation were observed in the others three
Panels.

Figure 22: Panel Participants' perception of their opportunity to express their view
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Source: Panel (satisfaction) survey responses, analysis by Technopolis
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Figure 23: Panel participants' perception of their views being ignored
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442 Q17. To what extent did the Plenary take into consideration and discuss the
recommendations presented by the Panels?
Q18. Did Panel members that were also Plenary members have enough time and space
to present and explain the Panel recommendations?

Plenaries were observed and evaluated differently from the panels, given the different debate

structure and involvement of stakeholders. To obtai
perceptions of the process, data triangulation was performed usin g survey data, interviews

from ambassadors and qualitative observations (integrated by running focus groups with the

evaluation team).

The core of final proposals of the Conference largely st ems from the citizensd r
fromthe Eur opean @angld &Zaadissséen as such by the participating ambassadors Al

proposals were also developed with reference to other sources, suchasthenational ci ti zens?d
panels , the Digital Platf orm, and the debates in the Working Groups of the Plenary

Ambassadors expressed mixed views with regards to the time and space to present and
explain the Panel recommendations, though this improved significantly during the timespan of
the plenaries.

Penari es participants® perception of voice

I

Whi | e citizens i ncreasingly felt t hat their Vvoice

Representatives in the Plenary expressed more mixed views. Frustration over a lack of
willingness from some other Plenary members to engage was regularly mentioned.

During the plenaries, the power of the citizens was thus present, and they made their voice
heard. The confidence gained as part of the process enabled them to raise their voice to

disagree with other stakeholders, even though according to interviewed amba ssadors this was
sometimes challengingas ci ti zens fel't t hat it was 0l ess easy
opinionsao. They were also confronted to the posit
enthusiastic about the conference and the level of involvem ent of citizens. While citizens were
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not too involved in the technicalities of the drafting, their insistence on being at the centre of
the conversation ensured that the proposals stemmed from the core of the work of the citizens.

However, it was noted by  the evaluators that some of the ambassadors expressed concern o}

especially during the first Plenaries - that different actors taking part in the plenary only came

to engage with the other members of the same component, rather than to listen to citizens.

This was underlined by the fact that there did not seem to be adequate preparation for both

the citizens and the Institutions to interact with each other on an equal footing, to address each

otherds interventions, and t o arthan makiriggtatdmerdstthatn t o o n
only pertained to their own agenda points. Drawing from ambassador interviews, one

ambassador mentioned that this unequal approach to interventions is partly due to the

divergence of interests of actors in the working groups ( such as representatives of trade unions).

Another ambassador mentioned the fact that the Chairs of the working groups brought

forward their own political agendas. Not all the recommendations received the same level of

attention, the focus was sometimes on the ones that served politiciansdd
discussions on transnational lists.

To counter the diverging expectations in following plenaries, efforts were made by the

organisers to ensure the deliberative setting better accommodated citizen sd intervention
that they were more prepared to have discussions in the hemicycle setting. Changes included

providing increased deliberation time to introduce recommendations and briefing the

ambassadors before they interacted with the rest of the Ple nary members as to the most

effective communication approaches. Reflecting this change in approach, ambassadors

noted dialogue in the plenaries improved as they became accustomed to the format and felt

more at ease with expressing their views in front of p olitical institutions . As plenaries continued,

citizens thus tended to intervene more and became more vocal about their expectations,

often challenging other Pl enary members6 statement
stance.

The Pl enary Coonsifleeation of the Rasel recommendations

The Working Groups within the hybrid phase involving all the Plenary member components ran
differently to the plenary sessions in the hemicycle involving the same groups. The plenary
followed the classical settin g of a European Parliament plenary session and its rules of
procedure, which evolved with modifications for time slot allocations and use of blue cards to
accommodate for citizen interventions. Plenary sessions included sequences of speeches that
addressed the state of play of the process rather than going into detailed discussions on the
panel recommendations , with the recommendations being addressed in a limited manner. The
Working Groups became the place in which the deliberations on the recommendations took
place and the actual shaping of the proposals happened. Ultimately, the plenaries took into
consideration and discussed the recommendations drawn in the panels, with the working
group being the main locus for the deliberation with stakeholders to happ en.

In post-event interviews, ambassadors considered that the recommendations were at the

centre of the proposals during the drafting process. Several spokespersons mentioned how they

personally ensured that the recommendations would be respected. The reco mmendations

were transformed into OoOmore advWhledsahjreemerd quoureedi se v e
with politicians , these were globally seen, ex -post, as making discussions richer.

However, d uring plenary sessions, ambassadors shared concerns about not feeling heard , the
limited scope of discussions held in the Panels, and the initial lack of preparation to be able to
confidently speak in the Conference Plenary prevented them engag ing at the same level as
seasoned Parliamentarians and other officials. In the Panel 3 Plenary Session, an ambassador
made a strong statement on this matter on behalf of the ECP component, with all 80 ECP
ambassadors standing up in protest. A few MEPs and other offici als also stood in solidarity with
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them. The more the plenaries took place, however, the more confident the ambassadors felt
about speaking in a highly political setting. Some plenary rules were also amended, such as by
giving citizens more blue cards to ad  dress other speakers, and more time to speak in general.
That was also due to several preparatory meetings that the organisers held with the
ambassadors in subsequent plenaries in order to prepare them better to interact in this setting.

From the study tea m& s gualitative observations, t he pl en
recommendati ons was | i rpéwmerddynanocs tOh e nrme st hoef Wor ki ng Gr
pl e n ar yqutcambseof thie plenary/Working Group , 0, amkavsadobdsasowell F

t h econtentofdi s c us sama 6t pnoeessodesign 0 .

Power dynamics largely had to do with the expectations that citizens had of their own role in
the plenary as well as what the other stakeholders such as MEPs perceived was their expected

role and topics of discussion, which largely impacted the political uptake of the
recommendations in the plenary.

Ambassadors bore the perception that they were supposed to be more at the centre of the
exercise than they ultimately were. Judging by the behavi our of other plenary members
(walking out of the Hemicycle halfway throughout the Plenary, intervening with an unrelated
statement, or holding the floor for a longer time than allocated) this perception was not fully
shared by the rest of the plenary membe rs. On the other hand, Spokespersons, who were
appointed from the Ambassadors group to contribute editing the final proposals, were usually

more vocal and central to the plenary exercise and liaised more often with the Working Group

Chair as opposed to oth er ambassadors.

This role ambiguity and unclarity of ambassadorsdé o
the plenary took into consideration the content of discussion , namely the recommendations.

On the other hand , the process was designed such that the citizens® recommend
constituted a starting point for discussion and that the amendments made in the formation of

the proposals were largely brought forward by other members of the Plenary . The
Ambassadorsd role was t hus mathemdcommeéndatiaheriskedbdingt hem i n
altered too much.  Therefore, although the foundation of the proposals remains the panel

recommendations, the input from the other members of the Plenary was meant to guide the
discussions.

These factors and expectations ar e linked to process design , in that the structure of the
plenaries and the way that the content of discussion were organised were not made clear in

the overall process from the beginning, as well as communicated to the different components

earlier on. Rega rdless, the recommendations proposed by citizens remained the focus
throughout the discussions and the drafting process.

Ambassadorsdé ability to present and explain the Pan

Debate in plenary The process design had an impact on the  time to present, as the plenary
structure only allowed for limited time for every component member to make an intervention.

The evaluation team noted that the stakeholders did not always abide to their speaking times,

often going over. Ambassadors also did S0, although less often. The deliberation was therefore
less interactive throughout these sessions, as having more members in both the plenaries and

the working groups meant that there was less opportunity to interact and have a dialogue that

was hot just composed of statements.

By design, the Plenaries ensured that Ambassadors would have more speaking time than other
components. However, in practice the picture was somewhat more mixed. Other panel
members did not always abide to their speaking times, ofte n going over. Ambassadors largely
maintained their speeches to their time.

66



The extent to which Ambassadors intervened also varied, with citizens initially ma king little use
of blue cards in order torespondtoa  nother Plenary member. However, as the plenar  ies rolled
out, Ambassadors gained more confidence and ma de more systematic and recurrent use of
the blue cards. As such most ambassadors managed to use the time properly and address

what they wanted to highlight.

In the post -event interviews, one ambassad or mentioned that the system using the blue cards

did not always work well. Providing 30 seconds to citizens to intervene was not enough and

they felt it was too restrictive. Another mentioned the oO0lack of willingne
discuss the recomm endati ons that involved treaty changed an
share their opinions 6. In the plenary session with rigid speaking times, more (speaking) time

might have resulted in more interaction/references to other recommendations/interventions

Working Groups: In general, the evaluation team noted that there was sufficient time for citizens
to present panel recommendations to other plenary members in the working groups. However,

the limited timeframe allocated to the Working Groups resulted in rushed debates whe re not
all recommendations could be addressed in -depth. Moreover, some of the non  -citizen
stakeholders seemed to be diverting away from the panel recommendations to use the time

to make differing points about topics of interest to them. As a result, the sp ace for the ECP
ambassadors to make their voice heard was limited and led to disappointment and frustration

that their contributions were not addressed in the plenaries by other stakeholders. In post -event
interviews, two ambassadors have outlined the fact that citizens had different levels of

understanding of the topics addressed, which made the contributions when drafting
recommendations (and proposals to a lesser extent) uneven.

443 Q19 To what extent do the final proposals of the Plenary coincide with the Panel
recommendations?
Q20 If they were modified, to what extent and what were the arguments justifying these
changes?
Q21 In the case of recommendations that were rejected as a whole, what were the
main reasons for this decision?

Based on the ir observatio ns in Panels, Working Groups, and P lenaries, the study team gathered
a sample of measures across diverse topics of panel recommendations and plenary proposals
that were subject to lengthy deliberations and interest of diverse stakeholders in the process.

The basis of all the final proposals were the recommendations coming out of the panels . While
modified and enriched by the discussions in the Plenaries there is a clear link between the panel
recommendations and those of the recommendations of the Plenary.

All recommendations that passed the 70% threshold in the panels were represented in the final
proposals issued by the Working Groups ; hone was wholly rejected.

Relation of the final proposals to the recommendations of the Panels

The Conference final report clarifies the origin of the content of the proposals by providing a
di verse set of references for each proposal, whi c
recommendations as well as other sources . The following type of references ca  n be identified:

1T European citizensd panel recommendations (ECP)
1 Working Group deliberation

1 Plenary discussion

1 Multilingual digital platform (MDP)

1 National citizen panels (NCP)
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1 Input from specific Stakeholders.

While modified, the basis of all the final pro  posals were the recommendations coming out of

the panels . The methodology followed in proposal drafting, however, varied in some Working
Group s. Some included discussions and drafting outside of the planned sessions. Thus, this
report is limited in forming  conclusions on which particular voices were heard in the drafting of
proposals for their inclusion in the final report. However, as discussed in more detail below, the
extensive referencing from the final pr opos aallys
show that the citizensd voice was heard in the

The most frequent references are recommendations from the European Citi zkRameksd
Recommendations from the multilingual digital platform and Member Sate recommendations

are referenced to a similar extent. However, whereas Member Sate recommendations
reference specific proposals 0 similar to references to the ECP recommendations o the
references to the multilingual digital platform are based on aggregated output, just like

working group deliberations and discussions. This reduces the clarity of the pathway between

who the input stems from and to what extent it has been included in the final proposal. Table
12 below illustrates the references incorporated in the final report of the Confere nce to the
measures . References have been extracted from in -text citations and footnotes of the final

document (source: CoFoE final report).
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Table 12: Comparison of Panel Recommendations to

amended Final Proposals

Recommendation Measure References to  measure | ECP NCP
(source: Final report) counts on | countson
measures | measures
ECP1.13 We recommend having the same fiscal rules in 16.1 Harmonizing and coordinating tax policies ECP1 recc 13 & 31, IT 4b3, 2 2
Europe and harmonising fiscal policy across all the EU . Tax | within the Member States of the EU in order to NL2.3
harmonisation should allow leeway for individual Member revent tax evasion and avoidance,
States to set their own tax rules but still  prevent tax evasion . It
will end harmful fiscal practices and tax competition. Taxes , including by ensuring that
should concern commercial transactions in the location decisions on tax matters can be taken by
where they occur. When a company sells in a country th ey | qualified majority in the Council of the EU. On the
should pay taxes in this particular country. These new rules other hand, th ere are recommendations from
would aim to prevent delocalisation and ensure that the citizens' panels that state that taxation is a matter
transactions and production take place between European for individual countries, which have their own
countries. objectives and circumstances
ECP1.31 We recommend tax harmonisation in the Member
States within t he EU
), and a tax incentive to
discourage offshoring of jobs outside of Europe.
ECP 4.1 We recommend that strategic products from 17.5 support to keep such products available ECP4 Recc 1, Recc 2 From | 1 2
European fabrication (such as agricultural products, and affordable to European consumers and NCP Ger many Pan
semiconductors, medical products, innovative digital and reduce dependencies  from outside, for example t he Wor |l do, ani
environmental technologies ) should be better promoted and W Cluster 2, Recl, further
financially supported  to keep them available and affordable infrastructure and developed in WG
to European consumers and reduce dependencies from | research investments,
outside Europe to the largest possible extent. This support
could includ. R ANETAREEENFETEEENN <. ppor o kee
industries and supply chains within the EU, that are relevant to secure basic Amendments by EESC, CoR,
, an active SME policy as well as needs DE & NL Parliament, Social
. However, Partners
active industrial policy should be selective and focused on
innovative products or those that are relevant to secure basic
needs and services.
ECP2.36 We recommend that politicians are more responsible 38.4 European citizens should have a greater ECP, recc 36, FR National 1 1
in representing the citizens that they are elected to represent. say on who is elected as President of the Panel (o0el ecting
Young people in particular are specially alienated from . . . . of the European Commission
politcs and are not taken seriously whenever they are Commission. This could be achieved either by universal su
included. But alienation is  a universal issue and people of all by the direct election of the Com mission (Final Kantar Report: Group of
ages should be engaged more than what they currently are President or a lead candidate system contributions  discusses the
direct election of the

69



ECP2.5 In the actual context of many fake news, we
recommend to promote more ind ependent, objective and
balanced media coverage by: 1. Developing at EU level a
minimum standards directive for media independence. 2.
Promoting at EU level the development of media
competences for every citizen

ECP2.28 We recommend that the EU createsan  d implements
programmes for schools about what is being done in the EU in
terms of the existing mechanisms of participation. These
programmes should be included in the school curricula about
European citizenship and ethics with content adequate to the

age. There should also be programmes for adults. There
should be lifelong learning programmes available to citizens

to further their knowledge about the possibilities of EU citizen
participation

ECP2.11. OWe recommend that anhual
conferences on the rule of law following the publication of the
annual Rule of Law Report (t he Commi ssi onds
monitoring compliance with the rule of law by the Member
States). Member States should be obligated to send socially
diverse national delegations  to the conference that  include
both citizens and civil servants

Commission  President by
citizens)

Eval uator6s
Amendments: NL Parliament,
MEPs, DK NCP, Council. This
led to the redrafting of the
proposal, but the final text
does not incorporate any of
the proposed amendments
(source : non -paper )

274 Promoting citizenséo 1 ECP2 recommendation 5 and
awareness about disi nformation and 28 . Belgian NCP
unintentional dissemination of fake news, recomm endation2.3.2,2.3.3
including through mandatory school trainings.

Member States should also be encouraged to

provide adequate human and financial

resources to this end .

25.3 The EU Charter of Fundamental Rights should ECP2 recc 11. WG debate.
be made universally applicable and Plenary debate .
enforceable. In addition,  annual conferences on

theruleoflaw ( f ol l owi ng the Col

law Report) with delegations from all Member

States involving randomly selected and di  verse

citizens, civil servants, parliamentarians, local

authorities, social partners and civil society

should be organised. Organisations, including

civil society, which promote the rule of law on the

ground should also be further supported

Source: Citizens Panels proposal pathway from recommendations, analysis by Democratic Society
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From the final report, references were placed on the proposal objective as well as on the
proposal measures that followed. Table 12 above zooms in on the references that have been
placed on the measures. As can be seen from the sample, most measures refer to both
European citizen panel recommendations as well as National Panel recommendations . The
number of ECP recommendations cited for every measure mostly varies between 1 -2, though
sometimes they also add up to 4 -6 per measure. From the national citizen panels they were
less, but sometimes those would also be cited inte  rms of aggregate output.  This suggests that
one measure mostly drew from 2 recommendations at most, in rarer case even up to 6, and
was further synthesi sed with 1-2 NCP recomm endations. Sometimes, one measure only
included recommendations from the NCPs without drawing from the ECPs and vice versa. In
other instances, only working group discussions were cited. One can imply therefore that the
extent to which the recommendations were merged to form proposals varied from measure to
measure. All of the recommendations were cited at least once, sometimes multiple times

across different measures , therefore one cannot discern a clear rejection of some, nor the
arguments that justify these changes. Nonetheless, they were all incorporated.

As an example, Measure 38.4 from the final report stems not only from recommendations by
European and National Ci t i zPanels, ®dut the proposal was also finetuned by deliberations
inthe Working Group through amendments submitted by several stakeholders. This displays the
several aspects of the drafting process ;there is a clear path that the recommendations take

to become proposals with references to specific recommendations and panels. However , the
amendments and discussions from the Working Group are not as clearly referenced but also
heavily contributed to the finalisation of the proposals.

The rules of procedure were established by the Co -Chairs. Although every group had to follow

the same appr oach to incorporate amendments, differences were brought in by the Chairs.
Through the use of a grid -like structure, the spokesperson together with the chair and assisted

by the joint secretariat clustered parts of the ECP recommendations together with the
recommendations of the national panels, the digital platform and discussions from the Working

Groups 53. As an example, t he Working Group on European Democracy provid ed a clear
overview of proposed amendments in the form of a list that can be consulted in  Appendix C ,
showing in a very concise manner the input different stakeholders had in draft ing the proposals.
Two examples offering insight in this are Comments °9 and °29, where amendments were

proposed by MEP&s and representatives odocidpaterCounci |

and national parliaments.  The role of the chair of the Working Group and the rule of procedure
laid by them influenced how the deliberation flowed.

While modified, the basis of all the final proposals were the recommendations coming out of
the panels . Citizens used all available means to ensure they remain at the heart of the proposal.
From using all the allocated speaking time avai
the plenary sessions, to vetoing content that they disagreed with (in the European Democracy
Working Group), ECP ambassadors remained at the core of the proposals. Following that logic,

the proposals structured around what citizens wanted from the process. At times, as was noted
by the ev aluator following the European Democracy Working group, the ECP spokesperson

had a strong role in the proceedings. This Working Group had a large quantity of amendments

that were debated, and hence, held longer, and special sessions to ensure proper
delibe ration. The spokesperson would sometimes veto certain changes on behalf of the ECP
ambassadors due to either disagreement or the group not having enough information on the

topic . However, E uropean Parliament representatives looked well prepared for what th ey
wanted out of the process as well . Using their knowledge on the rules of procedure of plenary

53 See the non -paper on the proposed process for proposal formation.
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and Parliamentary committee sessions, the Parliamentarians had a heavy say in which
recommendations feature prominently in the final proposals, and which ones were amended
further.

As an example, the panel recommendations involving abolishing the unanimity rule in the
European Council and those revolving around giving more power to the European Parliament,

such as right to initiative , remained largely the same.  In the weeks following the conclusion of
the Conference, the European Parliament followed up on these proposals by passing a
resolution calling for a Convention to revise the treaties to review some of these points, and
justified their arguments by referri  ng to the proposals resulting from the Conference.

All recommendations that passed the 70% threshold in the panels were represented in the final
proposals ; none was wholly rejected . As discussed above, some recommendations that were
a matter of contention were amended to lose a part or a large component of what the original
recommendation conveyed. Salient themes of discussion stemming from the evaluation focus

groups to answer this queautcome of plenary anth Watkingi@roup téh e

andAmbassadoroés codOnfamelngenoting how ambassador s

making sure that their recommendations remained present in the final report and maintained
their visibility in the plenary outcome.

As an example, the evaluator  followi ng the European Democracy Working Group noted that

a recommendation discussing lowering the voting age to 16 across all Member States that
resulted a rather contentious debate. After much deliberation and disagreement, the lowering

of voting age to 16 did  not make it to the proposals. While most points not making it to the final
document were largely not brought up again, the debate on lowering the voting age to 16

made repeated comebacks both in the Working Group s and outside of it. In the final plenary
session, a heated debate erupted in the Citizens Component between ECP ambassadors from
the Democracy Working Group, other ECP ambassadors, and the NCP representatives, on this

to pic .

In a different setting, namely the working group on Climate, the citizens had a clearer oversight

of the recommendation drafting process, proposing changes during the working group session

itself, rather than relying on previously amended proposals from ot her members of the plenary
on separate instances.

4.4.4 Q22 What immediate results (other than the recommendations) stem from the Citizens'
Panels?

The Citizen Panels allowed the participants to gain knowledge on various societal and EU
related topics. In a ve ry large majority, panel members reported increased knowledge on the
specific topics on which they were working. Additionally, citizens reported increased
knowledge on other topics on which they were not directly working 0 especially European
democracy . For all topics, the share of respondents who state that their knowledge has
decreased is very low (<3%).
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Impact of Citizen Panel participation on knowledge of Panel topics

The Citizen Panel s allowed the participants to gain knowledge on various societal
54 and, in all cases, participants reported
respective Panel than overall
reported increased

panel discussed a specific topic
the relevant topic sincreased more in the
Furthermore, for some topics,

most participants

topics . Each
that knowledge of

knowledge even if they

were not in the relevant Panel : European democracy (64%), Values and rights, rule of law,
security (57%), Climate change and environment (53%), and A stronger economy, social

justice , and jobs (53%).

On the other hand, significant numbers of participants

various topics had not changed

preferred notto say islow, about 7%.

(15-34%) said their knowledge o f the

, and even more so when the topics were outside their own
Panel discussions (majorities for migration and education/culture/sport)
the share of respondents who state that their knowledge has decreased is

highest being 3% in Panels2 and 4 . Similarly, the share of respondents who d

. However, f or all topics,
very low 0 the
id not know or who

Figure 24: Changes in knowledge of the Panel topics reported by participants after the event

After the event, would you say that your knowledge of the following panel topics
has?

100%

Education,  Education,
culture, youth, culture, youth,
and sport and sport
(Panel 1) (Overall)

Digital Digital
transformationtransformation
(Panel 1) (Overall)

Astronger A stronger
economy,  economy,

social justice  social justice
and jobs and jobs
(Panel 1) (Overall)

mincreased  mRemained unchanged

Decreased  mPrefernottosay = Don't know

(see Figure 24 below) .

100%

After the event, would you say that your knowledge of the following
panel topics has?

73% a7
57% 64%

Values and rights,  Values and rights,
rule of law, security rule of law, security
(Panel 2) (Overall)

European
democracy
(Panel 2)

European
democracy
(Overall)

mincreased mRemained unchanged Decreased  mPrefer not to say Don't know

After the event, would you say that your knowledge of the following
panel topics has?2

90% i -
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
72% 78%
30%
53%

20% 42%
10%

0%

Health Health Climate change Climate change

(Panel 3) (Overall) and environment - and environment
(Panel 3) (Overall)
mincreased mRemained unchanged ~ Decreased  mPrefer not tosay = Don't know

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

After the event, would you say that your knowledge of the following
panel topics has?

29% 46%

Migrations Migrations Global leadership Global leadership
(Panel 4) (Overall) (Panel 4) (Overall)
mincreased mRemained unchanged Decreased mPrefer not to say Don't know

Source: Post-event survey of participants, analysis by Technopolis Group

From the interviews with participating ¢
topicc addressed as
common belonging

we l |

the challenges and difficulties faced by other citizens

them to witness that despite cultural differences, some challenges remained the same.

itizens, some highlighted anincreased awareness of the
as
was created through participating to such a diverse and multinational
event. In addition, s everal citizens appreciated the fact of gaining a better

the feeld. of bei

ng
understa nding of

in other EU countries. It was beneficial for

Other

54 Panel 1 - Stronger economy , social justice, jobs / education, youth, culture, sport/ digital transformation ; Panel 2 -
European Democracy/values, rights, rule of law, security ; Panel 3

EU in the world / migration
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results mentioned were understanding the importance of democratic participative processes

l' i ke the Citizensd Panel s, rolehnd regpansibiligy d of eashecitizemie s s

contributing to EU decision making and the respect of diverging opinions. Interviews also noted
that the discussion and de liberation parts of the process offered the opportunity to debate
and learn from each other to reach consensus.

Almost half of the participants interviewed said they stayed in touch with other citizens that
took part in the Citizens Panels during the Plenary process . Several WhatsApp groups were
created, gathering citizens who speak a common language  or organised by Panel or Working
Group . Citizens stayed in touch also with  other participants who shared similar interests on
specific topics (one mentioned that he kept in touch within other participants to discuss topics

related to ecology). Those who did not stay in touch with other participants mentioned either

the fact of not having enough time  or that participants did not systematically share contact
details with each other.

4.45 Q16 To what extent did the Panel members have a more positive opinion about the EU
as a result of their participation in the Panels?

Impact of the experience of the Citizen Panel sonp ar t i c ipgreeptions 6f the EU

For a large majority of respondents,  their participation in the Citizen Panel has made theirimage

of EU and its direction more positive.  In addition, the level of understanding of how the EU works
and the perception that decisions should be taken at the EU level have increased . Citizen
Panel also had a positive impact on the level of trust in EU institutions

Overall, most participants expressed their satisfaction with the event, wishin g to take part again
in such deliberative process at the EU level or national/local. Some also said they would like the
European Citizens Panel sd deliberative process

A large majority of respondents  reported that their parti cipation in the Citizen Panel has made
their image of EU and its direction more positive. In the post -event survey, 75% state that the
image the EU conjures up to them is more positive than before the event , and 73% have a
more positive perception of the d irection the EU is taking than before. In both cases, the opinion

of around a fifth of the population (19%) remained unchanged, while 2% to 4% have a less
positive EU image/perception of the direction EU is taking.

In addition, the level of understanding of how the EU works and the perception that decisions
should be taken at the EU level have increased for respectively 72% and 71% of participants.
Only 1% and 2% of participants state that it decreased.

From interviews, most participants mentioned an increased understanding of how the EU
functions . Citizens said that thanks to the conference, they gained more knowledge of the

t

deci sion making of EU institutions and their rol

i mpose deci si ons Outthathishperseptorochamged y sbnce t he Citi

The results for the perception that their voice counts in the EU are also positive, although slightly

of

(0]

e .

b

zenso

|l ower, in particular due to a higher s8wmTheshavefof r espo

participants whose perception that their voice counts increased in 67% while those for who it
decreased is 3%.
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Figure 25: Changes in perception of the EU reported by participants after the event

Evolution of EU image after the event: Evolution of EU perception and understanding after the event:
100%
F0%
80%

80%
70%
70%
60% :
50% 0%
40% 50%
30% 40%
20% 0%
10%
20%
0%
The image that the EU Your perception of the 10%
conjure up for you is: direction that the EU is
taking is: 0%
Your level of understanding Your perception that Your perception that your
mMore positive mRemained unchanged of how the EU works decisions should be taken at voice counts in the EU
Less positive mPrefer not to say EU level
Don't know mincreased mRemained unchanged © Decreased mPrefer not tosay = Don't know

Source: Post-event surv ey of partic ipants, analysis by Technopolis Group

The Citizen Panel also had a positive impact on the level of trust in EU institutions , with about
half of the participants saying that their level of trust after the event increased in the European
Parliame nt (55%), the European Commission (48%) and the European Council (42%). Only 3%

of respondents say that their level of trust in the EU institutions decreased.

In contrast , for most participants  (62-71%) the Citizen Panel did not impact their trust in the
European Central Bank, nor did it change their trust in non -EU institutions (e.g. the media, the

United Nations, the governmentand parliament of their country ). However, significant numbers

(9-11%) said that their trustin the media, g overnment and parliament of their own country had
decreased after participation in the Citizen Panel s. These results suggest that there was an
overall positive impact from participation in citi

Figure 26: Changes in trust in a range of institutions reported by participants after the event

Evolution of the level of trust in institutions after the event:
100%
A 6 8% % 1% - B
90% s Z 9% 1% 9%
80%
70%
40%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10% 21
” e 13% 13%
0%
The The The The media The United The The The
European European European Nations European Government Pariament in
Pariament Commission  Council Cenfral Bank  inyour  your country
country
mincreased mRemained unchanged Decreased  mPrefer not to say Don't know

Source: Post-event survey of participants, analysis by Technopolis Group

While some citizens mentioned in interviews that they already had a positive perception
several participants mentioned that understanding better what the EU does and how
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contributed to having a more positive image of the EU . Others stated gaining an interest in the
EU and some mentioned having more  trust in politics and politicians

While it appears to be a minority view, from the surveys and interviews, there are citizens who
have ended up with a negative opinion of the event, in particular that the result of
participationwas " f rustration and. di sappointmento

Overall, most participants expressed their satisfaction with the event, wishing to take part again

in such deliberative process at the EU level or national/local. In spontaneous answers to the
post-event survey (open -ende d questions) some participants said they would like the European
Citizens Panels 6 deliberative process to become a permanent practice , and some would like
to continue being involved in an extended version of the deliberative process, sharing their

own dail y life experiences, concerns, and expectations as European citizens
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5 Conclusions and recommendations

Thisstudy isto draw conclusions and provide recommendations about how to enhance the

added value of deliberative practices in the future EU policy mak ing process . This chapter

draw s conclusions and formulate srecommendations.

This process was a first -of-its-kind transnational and interinstitutional deliberative exercise.

The

Citizen Panels were largely successful in recruiting, from citizens contacted at random, a

stratified sample of panel participants to make recommendations for the Conference on the

Future of Europe. The recruitment was successful in selecting four Pane  |Is of almost 200 randomly

contacted citizens, stratified to ensure representative diversity according to the set target

criteria: country, age, gender, education, employment status and urban/rural.

This ambitious first exercise fulfilled its objectives aga inst a background of severe challenges ,
such as Covid restrictions in place during much of the process. Despite the disruption caused

by the pandemic, the process delivered citizen recommendations across a wide range of

European policy to the Conference Pl enary in a timely manner, following three weekends of

deliberation per Panel.

The recommendations in this report have been created based on the experience of the

evaluation of this specific process, but also in the light of international best practice exam

ples

and guidance. @ The recommendations take note that the President of the European
Commission has said that there will be future citizen panels on important strategic issues, and

the recommendations are intended to be useful for such events.

There are sev eral successes to take away from the Conference, and some lessons to be learnt.

Preparation and scoping

This process emerged from negotiation between the different European institutions, which
meant that the commissioning agreement set out some details ea rly on about the topics to be

considered and the timing of the deliberations. It is important that citizen participation

processes are well framed.

The overall scope for this process, rel ated to
objective of this exercise , since it needed to feed into the CoFoE, but it was a challenge to

move from broad thematic areas to specific topics for discussion to recommendations in the

time allowed for deliberation.

It was a reasonable decision forthe  designers to break the topic down into smaller sub

-groups,

and to allocate participants to them . However, this meant that much of the time, participants
were in groups that they had not chosen, and discussing topics that had been devised by

others.

Recommendation 1. For future processes, more in-depth deliberation would be
enabled by choosing a narrower scope for the panel. Other successful exercises in

deliberative democracy have given citizen assemblies a specific mandate to propose

solutions or options for speci fic problems. This could be an approach to consider for
future processes . A more manageable topic would also allow some collective learning

and deliberation before sub  -topics and working groups are identified.

More time could be allowed for participants t o choose how themes and working groups

are broken down, and how topics are prioritised. Reducing the scope of the topic

would also make the discussion more manageable and oriented at addressing all of

the topicbs priorities, faleatnihgeand daliberatow befoig

sub-topics and working groups are identified.
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With more time available, it would be desirable to include some co -design and
feedback loops in the overall process design. The design team were responsive when
citizens expr essed concerns about elements of the process, and in particular supported
citizens to ask for change in the plenary process. This was good, but early involvement

of participants in the design work could ensure that the process work s better from the
start. In addition, more time could be allocated not just to prepare ambassadors for
interacting with political  institutions in the plenaries, but also to train politicians in the
plenaries and working groups to interact with the ambassadors. Political actors did not
expect citizens to be at the centre of the plenary exercise while citizens expected their
contributions to be central to the deliberation exercise. Preparing both sides to
understand the other would ensure a more level ground for discussion as well as
expectation management on both sides.

Recruitment

The recruitment process was undertaken in a professional way to fulfil the recruitment criteria
For future processes, similar randomised selection should be undertaken.

Recommendation 2: Consideration could be given to sending letters via post, as has
been used in other processes, which prevents skewing towards those who do not have

mobile or landline contracts. Printed materials can also give more credibility to the
request to participate , which could lead to higher acceptance rates. A strong
communication campaign around the deliberative exercise can also raise awareness

so that people contacted at random have a higher probability of being aware of the

exercise, which could help boost acc eptance to participate.

Future processes should consider different approaches to diversity and inclusion.
Participation in the panels required a significant time commitment and could appear
unwelcoming or difficult for those with caring responsibilities, o r those less willing to
travel. The provision of high -quality logistics support, which participants appreciated,
supported inclusion during the process, and future processes should ensure that (for
physical processes) similar support is available and clear ly communicated during the
first interaction with potential ~ participants.

There are multiple approaches to securing representativeness among the participants

selected for an exercise. Different stratification criteria can be selected, and (where

numerical representativeness is impossible due to small numbers) participants can be

selected to see that as many demographic groups
the roomé.

Given the European nature of this exercise, it was reasonable that nationali ty and
gender were prioritised, along with age, but the result was a skew of probability of
selection between those from smaller Member Sates and those from larger ones , and
a relative lack of focus on other potential stratifications, such as by attitudin al questions
on European integration, or other demographic characteristics.

For future exercises, consideration should be given to alternative approaches to secure
good representation , perhaps looking at broad region of residency rather than
nationality. In addition, greater focus should be given to selecting participants by
criteria related to attitude s towards relevant themes for the exercise. This implies a
selection process that encompass es selection by both demographic characteristics
and attitudinal questions.

Process timings

One of the fundamental challenges of the process as a whole was the tension between the
time available and the breadth of topic sto be considered. This was out of the control of the
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designers and facilitators, and they worked har d to maximise the deliberative quality and
opportunity for participants to speak, within these constraints.

The issue of time isnot only one of the length of time available for deliberation. It also impose S
a very fast rhythm on the process, meaning litt le time for reflection and revision of session design
based on experience, and no real opportunity for participants to take control of, for example,

selecting a second round of expert witnesses, as happened in the Irish citizen assembly that
considered the constitutional position on abortion 5.

Finally, the shortage of time  relative to the breadth of discussion meant that the path from initial

idea to recommendation was quite short, without much opportunity to introduce further
learning, turn back, conside r new evidence, and reflect. Often this process is described as a
0doubl e diamondd where an initial consideration of

that are narrowed down and tested against reality, before being broadened out again to

move to wards final conclusions. Even in the smaller group sessions, this reflection was not
always possible, though the implementation of fact -checking later in the process helped to
some extent. While the purpose of the process was to give complete carte blanche to the
citizens in terms of the recommendations they could make, this resulted in a discrepancy
between what citizens expected EU competences could address, and what they actually
address.

Recommendation  3: For future processes, more time should be alloca ted to
deliberation and forming recommendations , relative to the number and breadth of
topics being considered . A more focussed deliberation with reduced scope could be
implemented in the same time, or additional time should be dedicated for a broader
deliberation (taking into account that this means extra attention in the recruitment

stage to ensure broad participation, as in the second recommendation above).

Meetings should be spaced more widely to ensure that there is recovery time for staff
and particip ants, and that the process learning can be taken on and plans changed

in good time for future sessions. There should be time allowed after early meetings for a
second round of experts to be invited, based on the requests of participants. This
recommendatio n is based on metrics such as time used to weigh the evidence and the
quality of information provided to citizens. While the time used to weigh the evidence
was considered to be plenty, giving more time for learning about the various topics and

theimplica t i ons of citizens® suggestions on European
enable a more thorough deliberation on recommendations.

Organisation of panels

The panels were organised at a fast rhythm, although the process adapted with flexibility and
lessons learnt along the way, there was  relatively little time to revise the processes in the light
of experience and significant disrupt  ion by the Covid -19 pandemic . The work of the designers
and facilitators under such circumstances should be saluted.

In particular, the facilitation team worked hard to adapt running orders and processes
throughout the panel process . Facilitation skills observed in the sessions were uniformly of high
quality , and facilitators dealt with participants (and handled difficult ies in communication) with
good humour. The strong facilitation team was confirmed in the views of participants. The
strength of the facilitation team was often shown on occasions when the shortage of time or
constraints of process required rapid improvisa tion.

55 https://oecd -op si.org/innovations/the -irish-citizens -assembly/
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Recommendation 4: The most significant recommendation on the organisation of
panels is once again to allow enough time. Three weekends per subgroup did not allow

the deep deliberation that the topics deserved, or allow participants to settle into th e
process, develop an esprit de corps and start to take control of process. As above,
more focussed deliberation with reduced scope could be implemented in the same
time, or additional time should be dedicated for a broader deliberation (taking into
accoun t that this means extra attention in the recruitment stage to ensure broad
participation).
The setting of the first events , being held in the European Parliament and addressed by
European figures , was a reasonable decision, given the topic and sponsors, and to
reduce costs, but for future processes consideration should be given to hosting in a
neutral venue rather than one tha t could have priming effects for European
recommendations.
The absence of initial information on the operation and policies of the European Union allowed
citizens to choose theirtopicsand begin their deliberations @iditaom a
significant extra weight on the experts, who were often the only significant source of evidence
for participants. The roster of experts  was heavily weighted towards those who were academic
or practice experts on European policy areas, and the voices of those affected by European
policies (businesses, international workers, farmers, etc), were merely referenced, not heard.
The experts often appeared to find it hard to tailor their messaging to a generalist audience, in
a very short time allowed for presentatio ns. The more responsive sessions where experts visited
discussion groups worked better but were dependent on the presence of the expert (which
could not always be assured) and their ability to handle questions live and answer in ways that

participants coul d understand.

The fact checking service worked well throughout but deliberations ¢ ould benefit from better

informat

ion provision and greater awareness  earlier on.

Recommendation 5: For future processes, experts should be selected with a good mix

of acade mic, professional, and personal experience (as was the case) . Participants

should then be able to identify other voices that they want to hear in further rounds of
evidence .

While it was introduced and mentioned, t he multilingual digital platform was not well
integrated into the citizen deliberation. Most of the deliberations that stemmed from the
European Citizens Panels did not incorporate suggestions taken from the digital platform,
although it was referenced in the final proposals.

The platform was co nstantly updated with recommendation documents and reports as the

Confere
contrast

nce progressed while ideas were continuously added throughout the process. In
, there was very little activity observed in the private Panel spaces of the Platform

between Ses sions. Across all 3 Sessions, the evaluation team noted that nearly all of the

del i
platform

Study

berations taking place in subgroups stemmed
. Facilitators rarely brought up the Multilingual Digital Platform during the discussions.

Recommendation  6: Future process es should be designed either to include digital
deliberation as a core part of the exercise, or to use the platform merely for reporting

the offline events as they go on (with the possibility of feedback after the final event).
The experience of the Conferen  ce suggests that a hybrid process needs to be at the
heart of the design of the offline events if it is to work d and if it is not at the heart of the
event, thenitis unlikelyto haveimpact. For future processes, digital tools should be used
to identify themes and key topics before the first session, to give some starting ideas
and indications for discussion.
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Multilingualism

Multilingualism was a significant support to inclusion, and the work of the interpreters was
excellent. The technology used to brin g interpretation into the rooms was good . One
consequence of the use of interpretation, though, was a slowing down of discussion. This meant

that points made during discussions were more declarative, and participants responded less

directly or quickly to e ach other. Evaluators noticed this at times when several participants in a
group used the same language in a series of comments 0 they often did not pause for
translation until reminded.

Recommendation 7: The multilingual and international elements of these processes are
important, but future processes may want to consider some early monolingual sessions
that can help participants feel at ease in discussion and allow for more conversational
interactions. This could take the form of monolingual working groups or breaking into
monolingual tables within the working group 0 before re -integrating into multilingual
working groups for deliberation.  These sessions could be particularly useful for learning
sessions,and perhaps for working up detail on key emerging recommendations.

The inclusion of participants at the event was supported by interpretation and by good logistical

support . The strong facilitation team was a major advantage here, with individual facilita tors in
observed sessions supporting wider inclusion of voices . Facilitators also had to focus on the
notes they were taking (which were projected for participants to read), however, and were

less able to pay attention to those who were uncomfortable contributing in this way to have

their voices heard.

Recommendation  8: Future processes should consider how they  can make space for
non -verbal participation and build the confidence of participants before the process.

The design could include more non -verbal ways of interacting . Having note -takers
sitting with the facilitators worked well and should be repeated.

Communication with participants
Participants were pleased with the logisti  cal and other support provided

Recommendation 9: As note d above, future exercises should provide more information
by way of background, using varied methods including video and audio as well as text.

The process itself involved a large amount of text, in recommendation drafts and other
contributions, that need ed to be processed and considered between sessions. This processing,
including the grouping and clustering of similar ideas , and cross -referencing, often took place
late at night, without the involvement of participants. This was a reasonable response to t he
shortage of time and the need to manage a very broad set of topics . However , while the
clustering process was explained in the Session, it was less transparent than it could have been,
and there were occasions where evaluators saw ideas that had been expressed in one context
misunderstood at the time of clustering. The multilingual nature of content made this more

difficult still, as automated translations were often the only reference point available.

Recommendation 10: In future exercises, human translation and the group facilitators
should be used to clarify the meaning of contributions. When possible, t he process of
grouping, clustering , and editing should be conducted in public . Where this is not
possible the way in which ¢ lustering takes place, and its detailed results, should be
made available to participants.

Sharing materials with participants

The issue of not being able to equip participants with the content they were working on was
raised by some participants and faci litators. Participants received a range of information
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before the meetings, mostly practical or preparatory material relating to the process. However,
this preparatory material did not cover the European Union, its current powers, institutions, role
and re sponsibilities, and the principal policies currently in force or under development.

Recommendation 11: Sharing materials so that participants can reflect on the content
between sessions is a consideration to be made.

Depending on the scale of the topics  to be considered, and the time limitation, a better
introduction to the institutional mandates could prevent the discussions from being
repetitive in some policy areas, and sometimes not leading to constructive
recommendations  (as well as reducing the burd en on expert witnesses ). A more
balanced and digestible package of information split into EU competencies,
knowledge, suggested direction for deliberation, and a wider diversity of views,
combined with more time to learn the information provided, may help the intake of
complex knowledge. It may also equip certain citizens to express themselves more
freely, as well as more clearly laying the ground for the direction of deliberations

Use of the recommendations

The recommendations from the  Citizen Panels were taken into the  Conference plenary.  All the

recommendations from the citizens were used in some form in the final proposals . The
finalisation procedures that led to those decisions, while defined for all , were not always strictly
followed in each working group  (where the bulk of the drafting was done). This made it more

difficult for the ambassadors to prepare.

Recommendation 12: In future exercises, the pathway and process from
recommendations to proposals s  hould be written down  more in advance and be the
same for each working group, rather than depending on the chair.

The balancing of the different institutional pillars and the citizens was clearly explained , but
citizens seemed not always to be clear that they were only one element of the plenary. On
occasion, this led to frustration, which could be avoided if the process is more clearly
understood at the start. It is also important to tailor messaging to citizen participants (and more
generally) to ensure it reflects the reality of decision -making power , which in this case lay with
the plenary , with each pillar ha ving a right to object.

Recommendation 13:  Citizens were accompanied and coached in the plenary, but f or
future processes that use Parliamentary premises and procedure, support and
coaching should be  further developed, both for citizen participants and institutional
participants. With further coaching and better mutual understanding of roles and
processes th at are different from parliamentary sessions, discrepanc ies in expectations
could be avoided in future processes.

While there was a conscious effort over the plenary process to move away from parliamentary
proceedings , the Plenary elements of the Conferen  ce were complex and difficult to parse for
citizens. In part, this was because of their political nature, and the fact that institutional actors

often had strong preferences and were able to argue their cases expertly and eloquently

Recommendation  14: For future exercises, such plenary processes could designed as
much as possible with different codes than the parliamentary ones . Citizens should
either be more deeply embedded in a plenary process (which would need additional

training and support, and  desig n changes), or the plenary should  focus on the public
consideration of citizen recommendations by institutional and civil society actors. The
Conference plenary tried for a mid -way position , and this was the cause of some
frustrations expressed by citizens
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At times the Plenary Conference discussions turned extremely technical. For example, the

feasibility of recommendations within the framework of the treaties, or what is possible within

t he EUG s mandat e wer e of t en d discussions aliénated Shec h tec
ambassadors, causing their involvement to waver at times. Despite this, they were grateful to

be hearing from the other institutions how their recommendations could be taken on and how

they could be implemented.

Recommendation  15: For future processes the study recommends increasing the
transparency of the drafting process to avoid confusion on whether citizens, who are
supposed to be at the heart of the process, are granted their rightful place in the
drafting process. The comple xity behind such an elaborate inter -component
engagement involving representative with different levels of procedural expertise
needs to be carefully reflected in design

This report does not consider the ultimate impact of the proposals, which is not yet known.

Recommendation 16: For future exercises , it will be important that the decision -making
around the final proposals is transparent, and that the loop is closed with at least a
detailed joint communication , and preferably a review event, with all citizens.

This event is already planned in the follow -up of the Conference, involving all the 800
citizens, but the expertise of participants should also be used in the desig n of future
models for similar events. Moreover, especially because this Conference concerned

highly complex mechanisms for decision -making and the involvement of multiple
institutions, citizens should be kept up to date about the political uptake of the r esults
after the termination of the process. A clear and timely follow -up of how proposals will
be taken up by policy -makers is crucial to give legitimacy and credibility to deliberation
processes.
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Appendix A  List of relevant sources of information

5.1.1.1.1.1 Studies and reports on socio -demographic and political trends

Blockmans, S. and Russack, S. (2018), Direct Democracy in the EU: The Myth of a Citizens' Union
EPC.

Blockmans, S. and Russack, S. (2020), Deliberative Democracy in the EU: Countering Populism
with Participation and Debate . EPC.

Boucher, S. (2009), If citizens have a voice, who's listening? Lessons from recent citizen
consultation experiments for the European Union . CEPS EPIN Working Paper

Curato, N, et al. (2020), Democracy without Shortcuts: Introduction to the Special Issue. Journal
of Deliberative Democracy , 16(2), pp. 1 d9.

European Commission (2016), Standard Eurobarometer 86. European Commission, November
European Commission (2021 ), Standard Eurobarometer 85. European C ~ ommission, April

Fung, A. and Wright, E. O. (2003), Deepening Democracy: Institutional Innovations in
Empowered Participatory Governance. London: Verso.

Gastil, J. Richards Jr, R. C., Ryan, M. and Smith, G. (2017), Testing Assumptions in Deliberative
Democ ratic Design: A Preliminary Assessment of the Efficacy of the Participedia Data Archive
as an Analytic Tool . in Journal of Public Deliberation.

Gerwin, M. (2018), Citizens Assemblies. Guide to democracy that works . Otwarty Plan

Hosking, G. (2019), The Decline of Trust in Government . In Sasaki, M. Trust in Contemporary
Society . Brill

Involve (2005), People and Participation. How to put citizens at the heart of the decision -
making

Johnson, C. and Gastil, J. (2015), Variations of In stitutional Design for Empowered
Deliberation , in Journal of Public Deliberation.

Lafont, C. (2019), Democracy without shortcuts: A participatory conception of deliberative
democracy . Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Landemore, H. (2012), Democratic Reaso n: Politics, Collective Intelligence, and the Rule of
the Many. Princeton Universtiy Press

Mann, C, et al. (2014), Challenging futures of citizen panels. Critical issues for robust forms of
public participation . Technische Universitat (TU) Berlin.

New York St at e Attorney Ge n e rFake Gosnmedts: HowcUeS. Cofnffafie & ) ,
Partisans Hack Democracy to Undermine Your Voice
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Nuamabh, S. (2020), The Cost of Participating while Poor and Black: Toward a Theory of
Collective Participatory Debt , in Perspectives on Politics .

5.1.1.1.1.2 Academic literature and studies on previous participatory democracy exercises

Alemanno, A. and Organ J. (eds by) Citizens Participation in Democratic Europe: what next
for the EU, Rowman and Littlefield.

Bertelsmann Stiftung (20 18), Eur opean Citi zensd Panel.Evanationhe f ut ur €
Report

Bertelsmann Stiftung (2018), Mor e I ni ti ative for Europeds Citizens

Bertelsmann Stiftung (2019), Evaluation onthe Cross -Bor der EU Ci ti zensd Di al og

Bertelsmann Stiftung (2020), Next level EU citizen participation. Transnational digital dialogue
with citizens from Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Italy and Lithuania

Bertelsmann Stiftung. (2018), Ci t i zens &6 Consul tations on Europe: Fro
October 25 to 27, 2018, Paris

Bialozyt, W. Le Quiniou, R. (2020), Eur ope & Del i berative instruments:
chapter from Russack, S., Blockmans, S. Deliberative democracy  in the EU. CEPS

Butcher, P and Stratulat, C. (2018), The European Citi z &Bwldatio€Beport.l t at i
European Policy Centre and The Democratic Society.

Butcher, P and Stratulat, C. (2019), Ci ti zens expect: Lessons from
Consultations . EPC.

Caluwaerts D., and Reuchamps M. (2018), The Legitimacy of Citizen -led Deliberative
Democracy, Revised version

Costello, A. (2021), Meani ngf ul , but ef fective? A critical e
dialogues on the future of Europe . Politics

Courant, D. (2021), Ci t i z e n s bes farKReferandums and Constitutional Reforms: Is There
an O0lrish Model 6 f or D elhFHrdntenrs m Pdlitca Scibreenocr acy ?

European Parliament Research Service (2020), Citizel
the EU decision -makin g.

Fondation Roi Baudoin (2016), Et si supprimait le redoublement: Journ ée de dialogues
citoyens

Fondation Roi Baudoin (2016), L i excellence de| i enseignementen d ®bat citoyen : Avis du
panel de citoyens

Gubalova, V. & Brudzinska , K. (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe: a National Model
for Central Europe . GLOBSEC

Karpowitz, C. F., Mendelberg, T., & Shaker, L. (2012), Gender Inequality in Deliberative
Participation . In American Political Science Review
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Mass LPB. (2017),How to run a Civic Lottery: Designing fair selection mechanisms for
deliberative public processes

Nabatchi, T. (2011), A°. Manager 6s Gui de to Eval ualBMQegterfithei zen Pe
Business of Government.

OECD. (2020), Innovative Citizen Parti cipation and New Democratic Institutions: Catching the
Deliberative Wave

OIDP. (2018), The Ostbelgien Model: along -term Citizens' Council combined with short ~ -term
Citizens' Assemblies, retrieved from the internet

Pateman, C. (2012), Participatory democracy revisited , in Perspectives on Politics .

Russack, etal. (2021). Managed Expectations: EU Member stateso
the Future of Europe

Russack, S. (2018), Pathways for Citizens to engage in EU policymaking . CEPS

Sellke, P., Renn, O., & Cornelisse, C. (2007). European citizens' panels: final report of the external
evaluation

Smith (2009), Work in the Innovation in Democratic Practice programme for the UK government;

The experience of the Citizen Assembly in Ireland, specifically ar ound Article 8 of the
constitution
Smith, G, and Setéla, M. (2018), Mini-publics and deliberative democracy . In Béachtiger, A.,

Dryzek, J. S., Mansbridge, J. and Warren, M. The Oxford Handbook of Deliberative Democracy.
UNDEF (2018), Enabling National Init iatives to Take Democracy Beyond Elections

Vandamme, P. (2017), Un Sénat tiré au sort?. In Politique . Revue Bel ge d&dAnal yse

Vandamme, P. & Verret -Hamelin A, (2017). A Randomly Selected Chamber: Promises and
Challenges . Journal of Public Deliberation 13(1).

Youngs, R. (2019), Can Citizen Participation Really Revive European Democracy . Carnegie
Europe.

5.1.1.1.1.3 Conference documents

Consortium composed of Teamwork, Missions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden

Teknol ogiradet, Conference on the Future of Europe,
7 Deliverable, Evaluation

Council (Feb 2021), Conference on the Future of Europe 8 Council revised position.

Council (July 2021), Update - Practical modalites of t he Eur opean Citizens® F
Conference on the Future of Europe

European Commission (2017), White paper on the future of Europe. Reflections and scenarios
for the EU27 by 2025.

European Commission (2019). Ci t i z eatien00 Kdyicentlusigne.e s and
Brussels.
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European Commission (2021), Agenda: Conference on the Future of Europe 0 European
Citizens®d Pan-#€d9Septdnben2021, Strasbolrd, France

European Commission (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe, Basic i nformation: Stronger
economy, social justice and jobs / Education, culture, youth and sport / Digital transformation

European Commission (2021), Conference on the Futur
Panel s Gui de

European Commission (2021), Confe rence on the Future of Europe: overview recruiting
companies and suppliers

European Commission (2021), Privacy statement: Protection of your personal data, record
reference: DPR -EC-01011

European Commission (2021), Rules of Procedure of the Conference on the Future of Europe

European Commission (2021). Specific contracts 1&2 for services related to the selection of
participants in European Citizensd® Panels in the c¢
Europe

European Commission (Jan 2020), Shaping the ~ Conference on the Future of Europe

European Commission, European Parliament, Council. (2021), Joint Declaration on the
Conference on the Future of Europe

European Council (2017), The Rome Declaration. Declaration of the leaders of 27 member
states and of the European Council, the European Parliament and the European Commission.

European Parliament (2020), Citizensd dialogues and
making. Report

European Parliament (Apr 2020). European Parliament resolution of 17 A pril 2020 on EU
coordinated action to combat the COVID -19 pandemic and its consequences

European Parliament (Jan 2020), European Parliament's position on the Conference on the
Future of Europe

European Parliament (Jan 2020). European Parliament resolution of 15 January 2013 with
recommendations to the Commission on a Law of Administrative Procedure of the European
Union

European Parliament Research Service (2020). Citizel
the EU decision -making.

Executive Board (20 2 1) . Gui dance for Nati onal Citizens?d P s
Conference on the Future of Europe. Available on https://futureu.europa.eu/

Executive Board (2021). Practical modal ities of t hi

https://futureu.europa.eu/

Kantar (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Recruitment of participants (monthly
report & July 2021)

Kantar (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe: Criteria and Method for the Random
Selection for the EU Citizens

Kantar (2021), Offer Eurobarometer Desk Research - Request for offer « Other services o
recruitment of the participants f or the Conference on the Future of Europe (COFE) »,
Eurobarometer Studies 8COMM/2020/0OP/0017 Lot 2, Revised version
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Kantar (2021), Offer Eurobarometer Desk Research - Request for offer « Other services 0
recruitment of the participants for the Conference on the Future of Europe (COFE) », Standars
Eurobarometer Surveys 06P0O/2017-11/A2, Final version

Kantar (2021), Official invitation letter to attend to the Conference on the Future of Europe
(sent August 2021)

Kantar (2021), Panel overview quota

Kantar ( 2021), Recruitment of Citizens Panels

Kantar (2021), Recruitment Screener for Public Consultation on The Future of Europe, version 4
Kantar (2021), Recruitment Screener for Public Consultation on The Future of Europe, version 4

Kantar (2021), Recruitment Screener for Public Consultation on The Future of Europe, version 5
0 Reserve List

Kantar (2021), Recruitment Screener for Public Consultation on The Future of Europe, Edited
version

Missions Publiques (2021), Master Roll -out for Sessions 1, 2 and 3 adap ted

Missions Publiques (2021), Master Roll -out for Sessions 1, 2 and 3 adapted (with stream Plenaries)
Missions Publiques (2022), Conference on the Future of Europe, Report on the Final outcome
Missions Publiques (2022), Final Report Platform

Missions Publiques (2022), Report on contributions per Member State

5.1.1.1.1.4 Panels documents

Panel 1:

Consortium composed of Teamwork, Missions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden
Teknologiradet (2021), Event Schedule: Panel 1, Session 1 - Links for facilitators

Consortium composed of Teamwork, Missions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden

Teknologiradet (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe -Citizen Panel 1: 0Stro
economy, social justice, jobs / Education, culture, youth, sport / Digital transformation 0, Event
Schedule (Working document)

European Commission (2021), Interactio - guidelines for remote participants

Kantar (2021), Actual Panel List - Panel 1: participants anonymized demographic data
Kantar (2021), P a nSedio -démogrédphia data, eersipraln t ané 2
Missions Publiques (2021), Concept for the use of fact checkers in Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), All recommendations Panel 1, Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), COFE Citizens Panels_Session 2 - Invitation o f experts
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Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe -Citizen Panel 1:

economy, social justice, jobs [/ Education, cul
Session outputs

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Fu ture of Europe -Ci t i zen Panel 1:

economy, social justice, jobs |/ Education, cul
Session outputs d Report template

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe -Citizen P amerl 1:

economy, social justice, jobs [/ Education, cul
Streams in other languages

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe -Citizen Panel 1:

economy, social justice, jobs / Educatio n, culture, youth, sport [/
Schedule (Working document)

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe -Citizen Panel 1:
economy, social justice, jobs / Education, culture, youth, sport / Digital tran sformationé

Streams with numbers and letters

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe -Citizen Panel 1:

economy, social justice, jobs [/ Education, cul
Streams in 24 languages

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe -Citizen Panel 1:

economy, social justice, jobs [/ Education, cul
Proposed work streams

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future o fEurope -Ci t i zen Panel 1:

economy, social justice, jobs [/ Education, cul
Session 1, Panel 1, Subtopics original language

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Session 1, RPanel 1, Subtopics
Vision trees Room 1 -15

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Session 1, Panel 1, Subtopics
Visions & Challenges

Missions Publiques (2021), Debriefing of Facilitators, Panel 1, Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Event Schedule: Panel 1, Session 1 - Links for facilitators

Missions Publiques (2021), Experts: Observers in Subgroups Panel 1 Session 2
Missions Publiques (2021), Facilitator Briefing_Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Feedback 1 and 2 Panel 1 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Issues Orientation Panel 1 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Knowledge and information in Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Languages and Note Sheet
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Missions Publiques (2021), List with assigned topic blocks

Missions Publiques (2021), Master Spreadsheet, Panel 1  § Session 1: Economy
Missions Publiques (2021), Mindmaps Platform Report

Missions Publiques (2021), Notes on Spreadsheet, Panel 1  d Session 1: Economy

Missions Publiques (2021), Panel 1 Session 2 Experts

Missions Publiques (2021), Panels Guide

Missions Publiques (2021), Power Point Display Presentation Panel 1, Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Panel 1, Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Spreadsheet, Panel 1 & Session 1: Economy, version 1
Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Spreadsheet, Panel 1 & Session 1: Economy, version 2
Missions Publiques (2021), Topics Panel 1 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Topics Spreadsheet, Panel 1 d Session 1: Economy, version 1 and 2
Missions Publiques (2021), Visions Spreadsheet, Panel 1 & Session 1: Economy, version 1 and 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Voting Process Guide, Panel 1, Session 3

Panel 2:

Consortium composed of Teamwork, Miss  ions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden
Teknologiradet (2021),

Consortium composed of Teamwork, Missions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden

Teknologiradet (2021), Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen
Panel2,Sesson 1: OEuropean democracy / Valwues and rights
Schedule

Consortium composed of Teamwork, Missions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden

Teknologiradet (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1:
OEur opean democracy [/ Values and rights, rule of | aw
document)

European Commission (2021), Interactio - guidelines for remote participants

Kantar (2021), Multilingual Digital Platform of the Conference on the Future of Europe o First
Interim Report

Kantar (2021), Panel -dgmogréphicdatda ci pant s Soci o

Missions Publiques (2021), All recommendations Panel 2, Session 3
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Missions Publiques (2021), Challenges Spreadsheet, Panel 2 3 Session 1: Democracy

Missions Publiques (2021), COFE Citizens Panels_Session 2 - Invitation of experts

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1:
OEuropean dgmécwval ues and rights, rule of |l aw, s
Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1:
OEuropean democracy / Values and rights, rule of
Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1:
OEuropean democracy [/ Values and rights, rule of
Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1:
OEuropean democracy [/ Values and rights, rule of
Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,

Topic selection Process

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Briefing for facilitators, Friday, Saturday and Sunday versions

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Room map
Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,

Proposed work stream

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Stream schedule plan

Missbns Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Subgroup distribution for Facilitators

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Streams spreadsheet

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Notes on topic selection process

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Streams amendments

Missions Publiques (2021), Conferen ce on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Topic Selection Process diagrams, version1 -4

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Vision trees, Rooms 1 -15

Missions Publiques (2021), Conferenc e on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Streams translation in 24 languages
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Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Subgroup distribution for Observers and Experts

Missions Publiques (202 1), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 2, Session 1,
Power Point Presentation Slide

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe 0 Facilitation support and
rooms

Missions Publiques (2021), Experts: Observers in Subgroups Pa nel 2 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Experts Short Bios Panel 2 - Session 2

Mi ssions Publiques (2021), FacilitationdSesswrulpport a
Democracy

Missions Publiques (2021), Feedback 1 and 2 Panel 2 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Issues Orientation Panel 2 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Knowledge and information in Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Mindmaps Platform Report
Missions Publiques (2021), Panel 2 - Streams topics experts - consolidat ed list

Missions Publiques (2021), Panel 2 Session 2 Experts

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Panel 2, Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Spreadsheet, Panel 2 & Session 1: Democracy

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Subtopics Cards Panel 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Topics and points Spreadsheet, Panel 2  § Session 1: Democracy
Missions Publiques (2021), Topics Panel 2 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Visions Spreadsheet, Panel 2 & Session 1: Democracy

Missions Publiques (2021), Voting Process Guide, Panel 2, Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), What the EU means, Panel 2 & Session 1: Democracy

Panel 3:

Consortium composed of Teamwork, Missions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden

Teknologiradet Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel
3, Session 1: oClimate Change, Environment and Heal
document)
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Consortium composed of Teamwork, Missions Publiques, Ifok, Deliberativa, Fonden

Teknologiradet (2021), Mis sions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen
Panel 3, Session 1: oClimate Change, Environment
Kantar (2021), Panel -d8mogréphiacdata ci pant s Soci o

Missions Publiques (2021), All re commendations Panel 3, Session 3
Missions Publiques (2021), Challenges and questions streams, Panel 3 ~ d Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Challenges Spreadsheet, Panel 3 0 Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 3, Session 1:
0Climate Change, Environment and Healtho6, Plenar
Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Citizen Panel 3, Session 1:
0Climate Change, Environment and Healtho, Det ai |

Missions Publiques (2021), Conflict resolution guide

Missions Publiques (2021), Experts Short Bios Panel 3 - Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Experts: Observers in Subgroups Panel 2 Session 2
Missions Publiques (2021), Facilitation guide

Missions Publiques (2021), Faci litator Briefing, Panel 3 & Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Feedback 1 and 2 Panel 3 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Feedback Climate & Environment Spreadsheet, Panel 3 0 Session 1
Missions Publiques (2021), Health Spreadsheet, Panel 3 0 Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Information for each subgroup, Panel 3 d Session 1
Missions Publiques (2021), Information for Facilitator, Panel 3 & Session 1
Missions Publiques (2021), Interactive links, Panel 3 0 Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Issues Orientation Panel 3 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Knowledge and information in Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Note on stream generation, Panel 3 0 Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Panel 3 - Streams topics experts - consolidated list

Missions Publiques (2021), Panel 3 Session 2 Experts

Missions Publiques (2021), Power Point Plenary Presentation, Panel 3  d Session 1
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Missions Publiques (2021), Streams in English, Panel 3 & Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Panel 3 , Session3

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Spreadsheet, Panel 3 & Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Subtopics Cards Panel 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Topic framing & Environment, Panel 3 9 Session 1
Missions Publiques (2021), Topics and points Spreadsheet, Panel 3 8 Session 1
Missions Publiques (2021), Topics Panel 3 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Visions Spreadsheet, Panel 3 & Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Voting Process Guide, Panel 3, Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), What does the EU mean to you, Panel 3 8 Session 1

Panel 4:
Interactio (2021), links
Kantar (2021), Panel -dédmogréphiacdata ci pant sé& Soci o

Missions Mupliques (2021), Agenda - Conference on the Future of Europe OEuropean Citize
Panels Panel 4 O0EU i n t1h@ctoben2021 dStragbogg, Branceon 6, 15

Missions Mupliques (2021), Elaboration

Missions Mupliques (2021), Event Schedule CoFoe_Panel 4_Session_for facilitators 1
Missions Mupliques (2021), Facilitators_ free note

Missions Mupliques (2021), Framing document Panel 4 EU in the world Migration_final
Missions Mupliques (2021), Language and room distribution

Missions Mupliques (2021), Language codes

Missions Mupliques (2021), Missing topics

Missions Mupliques (2021), Note on stream generation

Missions Mupliques (2021), Panel 4 map

Missions Mupliques (2021), Pr ioritizing methodology

Missions Mupliques (2021), Streaming process
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Missions Mupliques (2021), Streams

Missions Mupliques (2021), Subtopic criteria

Missions Mupliques (2021), Topics and points

Missions Mupliques (2021), Visions

Missions Mupliques (2021), W hat the EU means to you (updated)

Missions Publiques (2021), All recommendations Panel 4, Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Panel 4 Stream Allocation
Missions Publiques (2021), Conference on the Future of Europe - Report Panel 4 Session 1

Missions Publiques (2021), Experts Short Bios Panel 4 - Session 2
Missions Publiques (2021), Experts: Observers in Subgroups Panel 4 Session 2
Missions Publiques (2021), Feedback 1land 2 Panel 4 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Issues Orientation Panel 4 Session 2

Missions Publigues (2021), Knowledge and information in Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Panel 4 - Streams topics experts - consolidated list
Missions Publiques (2021), Panel 4 Session 2 Experts

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Panel 4, Session 3

Missions Publiques (2021), Streams Subtopics Cards Panel 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Topics Panel 4 Session 2

Missions Publiques (2021), Voting Process Guide, Panel 4, Session 3

5.1.1.1.1.5 Plenary documents:

Missions Publiques (2021), Annex to the concept paper on Plenary organisation - Terms of
reference: working groups

Missions Publiques (2021), Second Plenary of the Conference on the Future of Europe,
Strasbourg 22 -23 October 2021, Proposed meetings  @structure

Kantar (2021), Multilingual Digital Platform of the Conference on the Future of Europe, Second
Interim Report, September 2021

Kantar (20 21), Contributions per Member State on the Multilingual Digital Platform of the
Conference on the Future of Europe, September 2021

European Committee of the Regions (2021), Regional and local delegates to the Conference
on the Future of Europe
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Mi ssions Publiques (2021),-préantatop bydhe CcC i-Chairz eand thé Panel
representatives from the European Citizens® Panel s

Common Secretariat (2021), Report from the European Youth Event

Common Secretariat (2021) , Multilingual Digital Platform - presentation by the Co -Chairs of the
interim reports Agenda and state of play followed by discussion

Mi ssions Publiques (2021),-présantatiop byahe CaCi-Chairz and th® Panel
representatives fromthe Eur opean Citi zensd Panel s 0Agendh owed by di s

Missions Publiques (2021), Multilingual Digital Platform - presentation by the Co -Chairs of the
interim reports Agenda and state of play followed by discussion - Agenda

5.1.1.1.1.6 Others

Committee of Regions (20 19). From local to European: Putting citizens at the center of the EU
agenda.
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Appendix B Analysis of post -event survey

B.1 Survey design and implementation

Questionnaires were revised based on discussions with DG COMM in November 2021. At their
request, to comply with  data protection requirements , surveys are to be conducted in an
anonymous way, i.e., it must be impossible to identify the person providing answers to the
different surveys. Furthermore, all the sensitive questions (regarding religion, sexual orientation,
ethnic and linguistic minorities) were  deleted. As it was not be possible to track the evolution of
perceptions and knowledge at the level of participants, instead of asking similar questions
during the pre and post survey, participants were asked to self -evaluate potential changes in
perception and knowledge resulting from their involvement in the Panels. All surveys included

a disclaimer at the beginning to clarify that they are anonymous. Moreover, the response
option oprefer not t o quaspiahs. Wtassworth chati@nd thdt, givea thé
anonymous format of all questionnaires, it was not possible to know if a respondent replied to

the different types of surveys or if he replied several times to the same survey.

Furthermore, since the submiss ion of the revised inception report, additional changes  were
implemented:

1 It was initially planned to  deploy separately a Session 3 panel survey and subsequently a
post-event survey . While the panel survey was supposed to be shared with participants
after Session 3, the post-event event was to be released after the Conference Plenary
where recommendations was to be discussed (foreseen for 22 February 2022).

However, to maximise response rates, and given that the Conference Plenary initially
planned on 17 -18 December 2021 was postponed while working group sessions take place
online, it was decided to create an integrated version combining both the Session 3 panel
survey and the post -event survey. This approach will also minimise the number of surveys
shared with participants (to avoid survey fatigue).

1 Todate,inPanels2 and 3,a dedicatedtime slot was allocated on the agenda of Session 3
to complete the survey. Participants receive the link to the survey via a QR  code (on their
screens or printed on paper during the event for participants physically attending and via
email for participants attending Session 3 remotely) 56, Participants complete the survey
during the event or later at home  57. This integrated survey uses the EU Survey Platform.

i1 Itis important to highlight that sharing the post -event survey at the end of Session 3, rather

than after the Conference Plenary where recommendations 58 were discussed, affects the
data collection strategy . The questions capturing participants feedback on Panel
recommendations were not be asked using the post -event survey but instead were

addressed during the interviews planned with participants.

1 Based on discussion with the Commission and the contractors responsible for the
organis ation of the Panels, the Team has deployed all the different surveys as illustrated in
Table 13 below.

56 Discussed during a Microsoft Teams call on 6 D ecember 2021 between the study team and the client.

57 The change in deployment strategy has resulted in higher response rates for Session 3 Panel 2 (85%) and Panel 3
(77% - ti date and based on a Panel of 200 participants).

58 |nitially planned for 22 February 2022.  The last Conference Plenary where recommend ations will be discussed will
be held on 25 -27 March 2022.
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Table 13: Survey deployment arrangements

(panel participants)

Type of survey Overall Number  of | Respon Deployment Modalities of deployment
Population respondents se rate Timing

Session 1

Panel 1: Panel | 174 81 47% 03/11/2021 to | The Commission uploaded the panel

Survey 28/11/2021 survey>® on the private Panel space in
the Multilingual online platform . Panel

Panel 2: Panel | 176 92 52% 09/11/2021 to | participants received by VO an email

Survey 28/11/2021 with the link. The Commission
provided support for translation and

Panel 3: Panel | 170 73 43% 16/11/2021to | survey.

Survey 28/11/2021 One reminder was sent to

Panel 4: Panel | 187 98 52% 23/11/2021 to mr\}':r']’isgﬁszﬂgm Panel 1,2 and 3 on

Survey 28/11/2021 ’

Total 707 344 49%

Session 2

Panel 1: Panel | 180 96 53% 30/11/2021 to | The panel survey for Session 2 and the

Survey 12/12/2021 pre -event survey 60 were uploaded at
the same time on the private Panel

Panel 2: Panel | 166 89 54% space in the Multilingual online

Survey platform. It is important to highlight
that the two types of survey were

Panel 3: Panel | 172 90 52% uploaded on different locations on

Survey the online planform which explains
the fact that the response rates are

Panel 4: Panel | 196 104 54% differen t. Panel participants received

Survey by VO an email with the link. The
Commission provided support for

Total 707 381 53% translation and survey upload.

panel 1: Pre- | 174 101 58% Reminders were sent 3 days a fter the
launch of the survey (December 3rd)

event survey ;
and 3 days before closing the survey

Panel 2. Pre- | 176 109 62% (December 9th).

event survey

Panel 3: Pre- | 170 110 65%

event survey

Panel 4: Pre- | 187 109 58%

event survey

Total 707 429 61%

Session 3

Panel 2: Post- | 166 176 10691 12/12/2021 to Panel participants were invited to

event + post -
event survey

59 On the online multilingual pla
60 On the online multilingual pla

61 The response rate was higher than 100% for Panel 2 and Panel 3. We
been mistaken selecting their Panel when answering the survey or might have answered more than one time. G
the anonymous format of  the questio nnaire, it was not possible to know

Panel, or whether a respondent

07/01/2022

tform, the panel survey wasr ef err ed

tform, the pre -eventsurvey wasr ef er r ed

complete an integrated version

to as oO0Satisfaction

to as oOPersonal

have assumed that participants might have

if a respondent accurately selected her/his

replied several times to the survey. Furthermore, as participants who did mention

before the event that they could not attend Session 3 still rec

they did not attend.
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Panel 3: Post- | 170 175 103% Launched comprised of both the  post-event

event + post - 09/01/2022 to | @nd panel survey .
event survey 30/01/2022 During Session 3, a specified time slot
(30min) was allocated to ¢ ompleting
Panel 462: post- | 181 148 82% 13/02/2022 to | the survey during the last day of the
event + post - 01/03/2022 event. A QR code was shared on the
event survey screen. Participants could scan the
code and complete the survey
Panel 183: post- | 180 159 88% 27/02/2022 to during the allocated 30min but also
event survey + 21/03/2022 later at home. The study team
post -event uploaded the survey using the EU
survey survey to ol.

Reminders were sent in the week
following the Panels.

Total 697 662 95%064
Facilitatorsd survey
Post-Event 9665 32 33% 09/03/2022to | The survey was initially available
facilital 09/04/2022 starting from March 9 t until March
survey 21st, This initial deadline was extended
a first time to March 21 stthen on April
4t to increase the response rate. The
facilitators6 coord
asked to send two reminders to
facilitators (on the 21st and the 28  t of
March). The facilitator:
the EU Survey Platform
Source: Authorso®6 elaboration

The results of the various surveys have been reported in the following reports during the
monitoring phase of this s tudy:

1 Theresults of the first Panel survey were reported i n the first monitoring report

1 The results of the second Panel survey were reported in the second monitoring report
1 The results of the pre -event survey were reported in the Interim Report

1 The results of the third Panel survey were reported in the third moni  toring report.

The following section presents the results of the post  -event survey.

62 Session 3 Panel 1, initially planned in Dublin on 5 -6 December 2021 took place on 25  -27 February 2022 due to travel
restrictions linked to the Covid -19 sanitary crisis.

63 Session 3 Panel 4, initially planned in Maastrichton 5 -6 January 2021 took place on 11  -13 February 2022 due to
travel restrictions linked to the Covid  -19 sanitary crisis.

64 The response rate is calculated based on the number of participants who received an invitation to Session 3. S ome
participants never reacted to Session 3 invitations, and they were listed as remote and never showed up in the
Session activities. However, they did receive the invitatio n to answer the survey. According to the data shared by
VO, 180 participants from Panel 1, 166 from Panel 2, 170 from Panel 3 and 181 from Panel 4 were invited to the
Session 3. Among them, 22 did not attend the activities of Session 3.

65 Based on the interview conducted with Missions Publiques conducted in June 2022.
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B.2 Post-event survey results and analysis (citizens and ambassadors)
Profile of respondents

All age groups are well -represented in the final survey respondents, although the division in
three groups of same size forthe 16 -24, 25-54 and 55+ years old is not respected. The 25 -54 and
the 55+ age groups slightly exceed the 33% benchmark, while the 1 6-24 are underrepresented
(24% of respondents).

Figure 27: Distribution of final survey respondents in terms of age

/

25-54 years old
39%

<18 =19-24 - 25-29 =30-34 =35-39 w40-44 = 45-49 w50-54 w55-59 =60-64 =65-69 «70-74 75+

55+ years old
37%

16-24 years old
24%

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

In terms of gender, the parity is respected with 50% of female, 49% of males and 1% of non -
binary or who do not recogni  se in the other categories. One person prefers not to say their
gender and their age (0.2%).

Figure 28: Distribution of final survey respondents in terms of gender

Non-binary
1%

Female

Male 50%

49%

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

The final survey panel of respondents is composed of participants from all EU 27 nationalities,

with at least one respondent from each Member State, both in terms of country of living and

of country of birth. Overall, the share of respondents from each country is very similar whether

we observe the country of living or the country of birth, but we observe a few notable
differences. Logically, the share of participants born in a non -EU country is bigg er than the
share that currently lives abroad (as a citizen not living in EU has low chances to be selected in
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the panel), and several countries have more respondents living than born there (Belgium,

Austria, France).

Figure 29: Distribution of final survey respondents in terms of country
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
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In terms of education, the overwhelming majority of respondents has completed university or

has an equivalent level of education (56%).

In comparison, only 2% of respondents have

primary education and 1 respondent (0,1%) has no formal education. The respondents with
secondary education represent a quarter of final survey panel (26%), while 14% have post -
secondary education other than a uni

versity degree.

Figure 30: Distribution of final survey respondents in terms of education level
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Half of the final survey panel is composed of employees (32%) and students (22%). Retirees
come right after and represent 17% of respondents. The two latter are of course related to the

age groups distribution & as there is an important share of 16 -25 and 55+ years old citizens in
the panel (24% and 37% respectively), it makes sense that there are also many respondents
studying or retired. Other occupations that are common among the final survey respondents

are self -employed (9%) and managers (7%).

Figure 31: Distribution of final survey respondents in terms of occupation

Employee I 327
Student NN 227
Refired I 177
Self-employed I 9%
Manager N 7%
Unemployed I 4%
Manual worker 1l 3%
Other not working I 2%
Notin paid work I 2%
Long termillness (not working) B 1%
Don'tknow | 0,3%
Prefer not to say 2%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Finally, the respondent population is quite evenly spread between the four different panels,

with a slight over -representation of panel 3 and under  -representation of panel 4 (167 versus 143
respondents). This difference in the number of respondents is mostly due to an initial difference

in the size of the panels. In total, 623 panellists took part in the sur vey, and 4 of them did not
provide their panel.

Figure 32: Distribution of respondents among the panels

0.64% 700
623

600

200 155 154 167 143
100
s Panel 1 (n=155) = Panel 2 (n=154) 0 4
Panel 3 [n=167) = Panel 4 (n=143) Panel1 Panel2 Panel3 Panel4 Prefernot Grand
Prefer not to say (n=4) to say Total

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Profile of ambassadors

Study on the Citizensd Panels as part of the Conference 1(n

t

he

F



Among the final survey respondents, there are 74 ambassadors, which corresponds to 12% of

the total. This share is quite stable across panels & between 10% (panel 2) and 13% (panels 1
and 3), while the number of ambassadors per panel differs slightly accor ding to the size of the
panel.

Figure 33: Distribution of ambassadors among final survey respondents
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

In terms of age, the 25 -55 years old are the most represented group with 42% of ambassador
belonging to this age group. They are followed by the 55+ group with 30%, and by the 16 -24
years old group with 28%. Compared to the whole population of the survey r espondents, the
elderly are underrepresented in the ambassadors (they represent 30% of the overall
population), while the youth is overrepresented among the ambassadors (they represent 24%

of the overall population). In particular, one out of 4 ambassadors belong to the age group 20 -
24 years old.

When it comes to gender, female ambassadors outnumber male ambassadors as the group
of ambassadors is composed of 42 women (57%) and 30 men (41%). The remaining
percentages are non -binary or prefer not to say (one  citizen in each category).

Figure 34: Distribution of ambassadors in terms of age
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Figure 35: Distribution of ambassadors in terms of gender
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

While all the EU 27 Member States are represented in the panels, some are not represented
among the ambassadors, in particular Cyprus, Estonia, Luxembourg and Malta while Lithuania

and Slovenia are the birth countries of one ambassador each, but the country of living of none.

The most represented nationality among the ambassador is Italy, where 16% of ambassadors

were born and 13,5% currently live. As a comparison, ltalians represent 12% of the whole

pop ulation of the survey respondents, which shows a slight over -representation in the panel.
On the contrary, native Germans represent 12% of the final survey respondents but only 8% of

the ambassadors, and Spain represent 8% of the whole panel versus only 4% among the
ambassadors.

Figure 36: Distribution of ambassadors in terms of country
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
Similarly to the whole Citizens Panel population, the education level of most ambassador sisa
university degree (58%), followed by secondary education (24%), and post -secondary
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education (11%). Only one ambassador has a primary education level (2% in the entire panel).
One can observe a slightly higher share of citizens who prefer not to say or do not know their

education level among the ambassadors, representing 6% of them in total.

Figure 37: Distribution of ambassadors in terms of education
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

The three most important groups in terms of occupation are employees, students and retired
citizens d as it is the case in the survey population. The main difference is the share of student

ambassadors (27%) that is considerably higher than the share of student participa

nts (22%). On

the contrary, managers are slightly under  -represented among the ambassadors (5% versus 7%

of the whole population).

Figure 38: Distribution of ambassadors in terms of occupation
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Citizen Panels as a whole
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The | evel of satisfaction on the European igtre zends
39 displays the distribution of the grades attributed by the final survey participants to different

aspects of the event, and it is visible that the most attributed grade is 10 for all aspects. The
aspect that has the highest grade is o0the general a
the panel allocation, the event as a whole, the logistical organization, the panel sub -groups

allocation and the social activities are also highly graded by the respondents.

Figure 40 shows that these observations remain valid at the Panel level, with similar average

satisfaction grades overall and across the Panels. Howeve r, Panel 16s satisfacti
be constantly slightly higher than in other Panels (except for the sub -group allocation), while

Panel 26s is always the | owest (except for the soci
There are slight differences in the satisfaction level of the respondents according to their

education level (Figure 41). Participants with primary education constantly show a level of
satisfaction above the rest of the p  articipants, while respondents with a university degree (or
equivalent) rated the event with slightly lower grades than their peers. Respondents with
secondary education and post  -secondary education have similar levels of satisfaction. Such
differences in the level of satisfaction were not observed based on gender and on age.

Figure 39:Satisfaction with the event as a whole
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
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Figure 40: Satisfaction with the event as a whole, per panel
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Figure 41: Satisfaction with event as a whole, per education level
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Source: post -event surve y, analysis by Technopolis Group

The amount of work to be prepared by the Citizen Panel participants was considerable. Most

of final survey participants describe the amount of work they had to prepare as moderate
(54%), but the share of those who estimate it was a high amount of work (33%) significantly
surpasses those who estimate it as low (5%). The remaining did not know or did not answer the
guestion. This trend is even more pronounced in Panel 4 where the share of participants with a
high amount of wor  k (44%) almost matches the share of moderate (45%).
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Figure 42: Amount of preparation work, per panel
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

The overall design of the different sessions and their duration was ov erall satisfactory for the
final survey respondents. Most of them agree that they were given enough time to contribute

to drafting the recommendations (76%), to learn before the event (68%), and to weight the
evidence and deliberate during the event (68%). The statement that raises the most
disagreement is the time to learn before the event as 14% do not think they had enough time.

In the three cases, a considerable share of the respondents cannot answer the question
(undecided/do not know) 0 between 14% an d 19%.
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Figure 43:Design and duration of the sessions
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

The very |l arge majority of respondents attended

few of them did not sta y until the end of the process. Out of 623 citizens, 614 stayed until the
end (98,5%), 6 could not attend the Citizens?d

Recruitment process

All recruitment process aspects reach high levels of satisfaction ( Figure 44), with 10 out of 10
being the grade the most selected by respondents for all aspects . The steps of the recruitment
process in particular disp lay the highest share of 10 grades (38%) and of grades above 7 (80%),
and almost no respondents score it below 7. The remuneration offered was satisfactory to a

very large majority of respondents too, with 434 out of 623 (70%) grading it 8 or above, while

the satisfaction on the channels used for the contact stand in -between.

The aspect that received the most grades below 5 is the clarity of information received, but it
remains a marginal share of respondents (5%), largely outperformed by the third of resp ondents
who score it with a 10 grade.

The adequacy of support provided visually appears to have lower levels of satisfaction than

other aspects, but this is mostly due to the very large share of respondents who do not know o]
more than a third of them could not assess this aspect, probably beca use they did not make
use of the support services.
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Figure 44: Satisfaction with the recruitment process

Level of satisfaction on different aspects of the recruitment process (n=623):
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Clarity of information received
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Remuneration offered

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Accessibility

In terms of accessibility to the Citizen Panel for people with disability, most survey respondents
struggle answering 90 52% of them cannot say if the venues were equipped to accommodate
people with disability (49% for the accommodation). The share of parti cipants who disagree
that the venues were accessible to people with disability is small (7%), but considerable. Given

the high share of undecided respondents, it means that 14% of those who have provided an

answer disagree with the accessibility of the ven ues. This issue seems to arise particularly in
Panel 2, where the share of respondents who disagree reaches 13%, which is 28% of those who
provided an answer. The trend is slightly different for the accommodation, as in 3 out of 4 panels

only 5% of respond ents disagree with the accessibility, and only in Panel 2 this figure even drops

to 2%.

In terms of accessibility to the audio and IT equipment, 85% of participants agree or strongly
agree that they were accessible to everyone. Only 2% disagree with this statement, while the
other respondents were undecided/do not know. Panel 4 is a bit most polarized as it has the
highest share of respondents who disagree (4%) with the accessibility of the audio and IT
equipment, but also the highest share who strongly ag rees (53%).
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Figure 45: Accessibility of the event and accommodation, per panel
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Privacy
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More than half of Citizen Panels participants were approached by the media (57%), while
around a quarter of them (26%) were approached by representatives of interest groups. In
general, women were slightly more approached by the media and representatives of interest

groups than men, but the most represented group in both the media and b
is the non -binary citizens.

y the interest groups

The identity of around half of the Panels members was made public (45% or 283 people), and
among them 92% had consented for this happening, 6% do not know/prefer not to say, and
2% had not consented @ that is 5 people whose identity was shared without their consent.

Figure 47 shows that the approach of the media and the interest groups to the participa nts

was similar regardless of gender.

Figure 46: Privacy measures

Looking at measures to protect your privacy:

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 70% BO0% 90% 100%

Were you approached by the media outside of
the Panels? (n=623)
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Was your identity made public during or after the 259
Panels? (n=623)
g

o

If so, did you consent to that happening? (n=283)

mYes mNo Don't know/No answer  mPrefer not to say

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Figure 47: Privacy measures by gender

Were you approached by ... outside of the Panels?
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by T echnopolis Group

Translation tools

Multilingual online platform
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The multilingual platform was not widely used by the Citizen Panel participants, but its
popularity was different depending on the usage. It was mostly used to find information on the

topics covered by the Panels with 51% of respondents agreeing with this statement. However,
only 21% agree that they used the platform to exchange and discuss with other participants,

while 33% disagree and 22% strongly disagree.

Participants have mixed feelings on the easiness to find information on the Platform with 42%
who agree versus 23%, and 50% who were able to find all information they were looking for
versus 16% who did not. The remaining participants are undecided.

The satisfaction in regard to the availability of information on the multilingual platform is similar
between participants from different education levels, but quite different depending on the
occupation. Those not in paid work and unemployed were the most comfortable finding
information on the Platform, with respectively 63% and 59% of participants who agr ee that they
were able to find the information they were looking for. Those that are not in paid work are only

the only occupational group where no one disagreed with the statement. On the other side,

the manual workers expressed more issues with using the Platform, as more respondents
disagreed than agreed that they could find the information they were looking for (35% versus

30%). In all groups (except for managers) the share of respondents who do not know is very

high & around 31% overall.

Figure 48:Multilingual online platform

On the multilingual online platform (n=623):

I have used the Platform regularly to exchange and

discuss with other participants 7% 2%

It was easy to find the information | was looking for on

the Platform 12% 33%

| was able to find all the information | was looking for

on the Platform 13% 31%

| have used the Platform regularly to find information

on the topics covered by the Panels 14% 16%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mStrongly agree mAgree mDisagree mStrongly disagree mPrefer not to say mUndecided/Don't know

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
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Figure 49: Multilingual online platform, per panel
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Interpretation and translations

The final survey respondents appear to be highly satisfied with the interpretation in the plenary
and in the working groups, as a high number of respondents graded it with a 10. The satisfaction

is similar across the four Pa nels with an average grade around 9 (slightly lower for the
interpretation in the working groups in Panel 2). The high satisfaction in regard to the
interpretation in the plenary is similar across education level groups, while the interpretation in
the wor king groups was particularly satisfactory for respondents with primary education.

On the other hand, the automatic translation of the spread sheets in the Panel working groups
was less satisfactory according to the respondents, with the most attributed gra de being 7,
many low grades, and a resulting average score just above 6 (6,25). The issue seemed
particularly pronounced in Panel 3 and 4 with averages around 5,8.

The satisfaction regarding the translation of the material provided raised mixed feelings, as the
most attributed grade is 10, but there are also many lower grades (between 5 and 9) leading

to an average satisfaction of 7,8. Again, the respondents with primary education are the most

satisfied in regard to the translation of the material provided while university graduates grade

it lower on average.
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Figure 50: Satisfaction on interpretation and translation

Level of satisfaction on interpretation and translations (n=623):
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Figure 51: Satisfaction on interp retation and translation , per panel
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Figure 52: Satisfaction on interpretation and translation , per education level

Average level satisfaction with interpretation and
translation per education level
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Post-secondary education (n=86) m University or equivalent (n=344)

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Presentations of the experts and impatrtiality

Most respondents agree that the presentations of the experts in the Conference Plenary used
a language that was accessible and easy to understand 8 between 84% in Panel 3 and 77% in
Panel 1. The share of respondents who disagree is 3%.

These figures are stable among participants from different education levels. One can observe

di fferences in the distribution between oO0strongly
participants who agree remains high in all education groups & from 82% of agreement for the

respondents with a university degree to 92% for the respondents with primary education. The

share of respondents who disagree is also the highest among those with a university degree

(4%), as well as the share who are undecided (13%).

Study on the Citizens®d Panels as part of the Conference 1In the F



Figure 53; Accessibility of the presentation of experts, per panel
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
Figure 54: Accessibility of the present ation of experts, per education level
The presentations of the experts in the Conference Plenary
used a language that was accessible and easy to
understand
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

The impartiality of the expert presentation seems to be more difficult to assess, with 30% of

respondents who do not know. Among those who have answered, 80% agree that the

presentation of experts was impatrtial, while 20% do not agree (14% of all responden ts). These

proportions are very stable across panels.
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Figure 55: Impartiality of the presentations of experts, per panel
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Furthermore, the respondents evaluate the informat ion material received and the inputs of the

policy experts positively overall, but the quality of information differs depending on the type of

information. The respondents mostly agree that they receive enough information in regard to

the topics covereddu ring the Panels (75% agree), the process
(73% agree), and the deliberative and dialogue -based processes (71% agree). The share of

respondents who disagree is around 9%.

These results are similarin Panel 1, 3and 4, but Pan el 2 has systematically the lowest number
of respondents who state that they receive enough information (67% to 69%), as well as

the highest share of respondents who disagree 8 even reaching 18% for the deliberative
and dialogue -based processes. On the oth er side, Panel 1 displays the lowest
disagreement rates.

Figure 56: Information received on topics and processes, per panel
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I have received enough information regarding the process'
purpose, its structure and what will happen with the results
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

When it comes to the functioning of EU, the share of respondents who think that they did not
receive enough information increases to 19% (among which 16% disagree and 3% strongly
disagree). This share is quite stable across panels. The number of respondents who state that
they have not receive enou  gh information increases further in regard to information on the
challenges and needs of underrepresented groups. The share of people who disagree with
having received enough information ranges from 20% in Panel 1 to 29% in Panel 3, while less

than half of respondents agree that they have received enough information 0 43% overall.

Moreover, for the questions on the information on how the EU functions and on the challenges

and needs of underrepresented groups, the shade of r
not knowé is high (24% and 32% respectively). Thi s

information as if some participants do not know whether they have received information, it is

|l i kely that they havendt been sufficiently informed
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When it c omes to the profile of the participants who disagree that they have received enough
information on how EU functions and on the needs of the underrepresented groups, one can
observe that the participants with primary educated are underrepresented in those w ho state
they have not received enough information. On the functioning of EU, none of them disagrees,

while on the needs of underrepresented groups, 7% disagree and none strongly disagrees. This

is significantly lower than in all other education groups. In particular, the respondents with
secondary education or with a university degree are particularly critical in regard to how the

EU functions (respectively 21% and 20% of disagreement). The university graduates are also
those who disagree most in regard to the needs of the underrepresented groups (28%), with a
share of strong disagreement (9%) almost matching the share of strong agreement (12%).

Figure 57: Information on EU functioning and underrepresented groups, per panel
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
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Figure 58: Information on EU functioning and underrepresented groups, per education level
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

The respondents are very positive on their possibility to ask for additional information. Only a

very small share disagree that they had the possibility to ask for additional information 0 4%
overall. However, this share is slightly higher in Panel 2 with 7% of respondents who di sagree.
The large majority of respondents (77%, stable across all panels) agree, and a considerable

share do not know (19%).

Finally, the respondents have mixed views on whett
information material received were fairly balanced and provided a diverse range of views.

Despite a majority of respondents who agree that the information was balanced (64%), 9%

estimate that it was not, among which 3% strongly disagree with the statement. This figure

reaches 13% in Panel 2, that was therefore the least convinced of the impartiality of the
information. The share of Oundecd20edd6 respondents r
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Figure 59: Additional information, per panel
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Figure 60: Balance of expert inputs, per panel
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Further on impartiality, respondents were asked whether the general process, the choices of
deliberative methods, and the role of the commissioning authorities (European Commission,
European parliament, European Council) were impartial. Most of respondents agree that the
general process and the choices of deliberative methods were impartial (with 76% in both
cases). However, the disagreement with the impartiality statement is more pronounced in

Panel 2 8 where disagreement reaches 13% regarding the general process, and in Panel 3
where strong disagreement is the highest 0 4% for the impartiality of both the general process
and the deliberative methods.

The role of the commissioning authorities appears as harder to assess for the respondents, as

shown bythe hi gh o6undeci dedd answers share (between
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and 3). The disagreement with impartiality of commissioning authorities reaches its higher level

in Panel 2 with 9%. It is also the Panel with the lowest agreement rate with the imp artiality
statement: only 59%, while in the other Panels this rate is between 63% (Panel 3) and 73% (Panel

4).
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Figure 61 Impartiality, per panel
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Participants® engagement

The engagement of the participants into the Citizens Panels is very positive. Almost all

respondents stated that they felt pride in taking part in the Citizens Panels (94%), among which

a very large majority strongly agrees with the statement (72%). The r emaining percentages are

mostly participants who 6do not knowé, while the pa
of the answers. These figures are similar across panels.

When it comes to the opportunity of participants to actively engage, the answers are very

positive too. Almost all the respondents felt that they could express their opinion freely, and

while only 2% of respondents overall disagreed with this, in Panel 4 there is no respondents who

disagreed with the statement. This panel also has the highest share of participants who
0strongly agreed6 (78%), while this figure drops to
felt that everyone had the opportunity to speak, with 95% of agreement with this statement.

However, in all panels, 2% to 4% of respondents disagree with this statement.

When it comes to the easiness to take the floor, the results are a little bit more mixed, although

still very positive. The very large majority of respondents did feel at ease taking the floor (84%,
similar ac ross panels), but a considerable share is undecided about their answer (11%, similar
across panels), and a little bit more participants disagree with the statement (5%, similar across
panels). None of the respondents with a primary education is part of th e respondents who
disagree with the statement, and on the contrary they are the ones that agree ethe most with

the easiness to take the floor with 79% of strong agreement. The highest share of disagreement

is observed among respondents with secondary educa tion (6%), then post -secondary
education and university (3%).

Figure 62: Pride from taking part in the Citizens Panels
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
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Figure 63 Ease of taking th e floor, per panel
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Figure 64 Expression of opinion, per panel
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Figure 65 Ease of taking the floor, per  education level
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The positive engagement of the Citizen Panel participants is also reflected by their sharing of

the experience with relativ

es and local networks. 97% of the final survey respondents say that

they have shared their experience of taking part in the Conference on the Future of Europe
with friends, family or local network. Only 2,5% of respondents did not share their experience

with other people.

Figure 66 Sharing of experience

Did you share your experience of taking
part in the Conference on the Future of
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networks?e
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Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
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Panel 6s recommendati ons

The participants felt that they were in control during the drafting of recommendations
(81%), and the share of respondents who strongly agrees with this statement is 35%. It is in
Panel 1 that participants felt the most in control, with 85% of agreement an d 39% of strong
agreement. In all Panels, between 6% (Panel 1, 2) and 10% (Panel 4) disagree with the
statement, while the share of participants who are undecided is variable (8% in Panel 1
versus 15% in Panel 2). Most of the participants who strongly disa  gree with the statement
are women (3% of all women, 1% of all men). However, women are also the group with

the highest share of strong agreement (37% versus 33% for men). The gender group that
felt the least that participants were in control during the dra fting of the recommendations
is the non -binary, with a high share of disagreement (25%) and low share of agreement
(63%). The indecision is similar across gender groups.

Figure 67 Control in drafting recommendations, per panel

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group

Figure 68 Control in drafting recommendations, per gender

Source: post -event survey, analysis by Technopolis Group
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