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Sustainable Finances Group Meeting
Brussels, 22 July 2009
Attended: Izabella Marton, Anna Visser, Henrik Gram Nielsen, Paula Cruz, Karel Schwarz, Tanya Basarab.

Apologies: Vincent Caron. 

Chairs: Anna (morning)

Izabella (afternoon)

The Agenda and objective of the day were approved as proposed. 

The meeting alternated between exchange of practice and developing proposals on the EU funding scheme in the fields of social inclusion and poverty after 2010. 

Two papers served as a basis for discussions. Suggestions were made to use the Discussion Paper as a basis for a policy paper of EAPN on the future of Progress and to improve the List of Funds into a more user-friendly resource for the NNs. 

Members of the Group highlighted the need to clarify when referring to NGOs or to Networks/coordination. The key outcomes are stronger arguments for funding anti poverty NGOs and for including a new strand in the funds that would support development of participation of people experiencing poverty in policy making and generally in society. 

2. Strengthening section 2.2. Why fund anti poverty NGOs and NNs

The discussion paper needs to clarify:

· when referring to anti poverty NGOs and 

· when referring to National anti poverty Networks

· when referring to advocacy NGOs and service provision NGOs

In terms of why fund EAPN NNs, choose 3 main arguments to forward to Barroso. 

1. Voice – better policy and greater impact of European Social Agenda; barometer on poverty, measuring the impact.

2. Communicating Europe (Social Agenda relevant (ex. Minimum income). 

3. Participation of PEP – strengthening direct forms of democracy (Everyone’s Europe). Make the link.

4. European answers to cross border problems. Poverty is an EU problem. Transnational cooperation and generating response. Networks Exist as bride. 

5. Connection to local and regional and EU. 

Counterarguments – why not?

1. conflict with governments/governments don’t want lobbying/criticism

2. Already funding EU Networks 

3. State funded institutions in the MS who can do the same job

4. nervous of loose organizations governance

5. social policy/poverty is a national competence

Countering the counterarguments:

1. Conflict with governments: Point to some experiences in some member states that undermine democracy, make the case for democratic participation; the job would require work with governments and institutions.  EU funding should be given to NGOs in order to secure their independence from governments. 

2. Already funding EU Networks: Use the argument that EU gives Member States funds for coordination and implementation of year 2010. EAPN cannot be an effective network without its members and engagement with EU cannot stay in Brussels only.

3. State funded institutions in the Member States who can do the same: We don’t want the EC to replace state responsibilities. The OMC could set a target for funding national coordination like overseas development cooperation. What is the state’s responsibility in funding work on the OMC at national level – set a percentage of funding NGOs to make it more concrete. Stress the role of OMC in setting targets to support engagement in the programme and role of EC where member states fail. 

4. Not willing to engage with loose organizations: articulate the strength of our network and point to the EC’s interest in good governance structures.

5. Social policy/poverty is a national competence: – discussed under the issue of subsidiarity (have arguments). 

3. Why are the current structures insufficient? What is the problem?

Obstacles in terms of content and accessibility of programmes

· EU funds are for very big projects (budgets too big)

· requiring big co-funding

· Managing a partnership and requiring everyone to put money in is very difficult

· Focus on public actors – local authorities. 

What has been lost?

Social Fund and Equal both for innovation and experimentation – learning from this (NGO lead actions).

On content:

· Broader than jobs perspective and more emphasis on social inclusion 

· Participation in EU processes/policy making

· Structural causes of poverty.

4. What kind of EU funding programme?

The group focused on developing proposals on participation which is not sufficiently addressed by Progress or other current funding schemes. 

Participation 

- awareness raising (We want funding for national co-ordinations to connect all levels and to better communicate the agenda.) 

- support to individuals

- bring people experiencing poverty and decision makers together

- support outreach activities (make connections with “street work”)
- community organizing (developmental approach)

What kind of administration would we opt for?

Advantages of national administration

- Language/context understanding

- Governments can divert funds –

- Easier for smaller NGOs

Advantages of European administration

- less likely to lose the sight of objectives
- Needs experienced application writers 

Option: outsource participation programme to structure with experience of this work and knowledge of NGOs

The proposal should suggest criteria for measuring the impact/results 

Causes of poverty 

Policy Objectives (SIWG or other groups)

5. Action Plan

Dual strategy: Successor to Progress which better answers our needs (participation)

Focus on other existing programmes (influence to mainstream better social inclusion and strengthen capacity of NNs to access those other funds)

- Lobby for an improved funding programme (include topics such as participation and improve social inclusion aspect of the programme);

-  look at existing funding programmes and help NNs cope with obstacles,
I. new funding programme will look more

· propose a draft successor to Progress including objectives, clear targets and what we want 

· include arguments in support of that + short doc using discussion paper from Tanya

· deadline end of 2009

· to be discussed by SIWG

· EAPN to lobby EC and NNs to lobby Parliament and member states

· Find timeframe from the EC.
II. existing funding programmes – target EC implementers about mainstreaming social inclusion

· EAPN resource document 

· Mainstreaming social inclusion in all these funds…

III. Approaching through the policy angle/OMC encouraging Member States to fund NNs – take up in joint reports etc. 

SIWG is the group that knows best this part and should make the adequate recommendation. 
One proposal could be to get something into the guidelines in the NAPs. Make the statements more targeted and include a specific number. A minimum of …. 000 Euro. Use the European Council regulation…

Until next meeting:

· produce a framework of the programme (1 page on the arguments for, 2 pages on the content of the programme)

· finish/improve the funding guide

· ask the SIWG to take up the issue of funding the work on OMC 

· propose the production of key achievements/results and impact of EAPN and of NNs in the last 20 years (very concrete results).  

Examples of results and impact of National Networks (EAPN Portugal made an evaluation of EAPN and a final publication includes some history of the impact…) – EAPN Ireland – 5 or 6 bullet points of key achievements of the last few years– impact of the 8 delegations in the EU meetings; participation of people in the NAPs; bringing social agenda to the debate in Ireland; impact of the lobby work on the services directive; raising the profile of European issues among NGOs; EAPN Portugal – impact to the 3rd sector at national level and participation of people experiencing poverty; EAPN Denmark – survey on children and profiling child poverty. EAPN Czech Republic – bigger national meeting of people experiencing poverty (2009 – first national PEP meeting with media, next year in April together with politicians); EAPN Hungary – improving participation of people experiencing poverty; hard to speak about influencing policies.

6. Looking at other EU funds 

Henrik

· working with Lifelong Learning Programme

· mobility – people to people exchanges 

Anna: Anti discrimination programme 

· transnational projects that NGOs can apply for

· similar challenges for national NGOs as the ones in the field of poverty. 

Paula: Europe for Citizens project (events budget) PT + EAPN Flanders, Romania and Spain.

Karel: EAPN CZ Rep – Europe for Citizens Project – EAPN HU, SK, PL

Anti discrimination programme - Project from Programme Transition Facilities (SKOK)

Progress Project

Izabella: Implementing a project funded from Structural Funds 

Anna: Progress awareness raising project 

How to improve the document:

Include examples of how members have used other funds; insert a table with what the funds are available for or make a summary of what needs to be done. 

7. Next meeting: 6 November 2009 

- Next meeting should focus on defining the demands for national level funding and 

- what should the next capacity building meeting focus on (one idea could be to look at managing complex project partnerships with non NGO actors).
8. Conclusions and evaluation

Why we need EU funding 

Why anti poverty NGOs should be funded

Clarified obstacles 

Clarified counter-arguments

Fruitful discussion on the content of a possible EU funding programme

Set the action plan for next meeting. 

Evaluation:

Anna; Made a lot of progress as to what we want in post 2010 and got a lot of the content of what’s going into it but National Level is more complex. 

Izabella: if discussion on national level will be more complex, need to prepare this meeting in advance (a bit like what we want under the OMC) – what kind of activities we would want funded; pros and cons of any funding; Found the discussions sometimes very difficult but now it seems to be quite clear where we are going.

Henrik:  it’s great to work in a small group; not quite sure that everybody’s clear of what we reached, and looking forward to reading the report. 

Paula: Some things were not very clear during the meeting but in the end ok with everything that we discussed and it’s more clear; was a good day of working “a day of breaking stone” as they say in Portuguese; very well organized/facilitated; 

Karel: Information from NNs is also very important in advancing on this work; could discuss the structure of the questionnaire and the table from the funding report; very good discussion here;

Tanya: We are clearer where we’re going with this work and have a list of tasks for the next time.  
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