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EU ISG Meeting – 1-2 February 2013
Minutes
Participants: Eugen Bierling-Wagner (AT), Ludo Horemans (BE), Marina Koukou (CY), Per Larsen (DK), Kiira Nauts (EE), Marjatta Kaurala (FI), Jeanne Dietrich (FR), Wolfgang Krebs (DE), Thorbera Fjolnisdottir, (IS), Paul Ginnell (IE), Vito Telesca (IT), Giedre Kvieskiene (LT), Robert Urbé (LU), Kristijan Nushkov (Macedonia), Sonja Leemkuil (NL), Dag Westerheim (NO), Ryszard Szarfenberg (PL), Helder Ferreira (PT), Sebastian Nastuta (RO), Andrej Carsky (SK), Graciela Malgesini (ES), Gunvi Haggren (SE), Katherine Duffy (UK), Maciej Kucharczyk (AGE-Platform), Artur Benedyktowicz (Caritas Europa), Agata D’Addato (Eurochild), Catherine Mallet (Eurodiaconia), Liz Gosme (FEANTSA).
Apologies: Duhomir Minev (BG), Katarina Klamkova (CZ), Nikos Ntasios (EL), Ersebet Casky (HU), Vincent Magri (MT), Marija Babovic (Serbia).
Secretariat: Sian Jones, Amana Ferro, Vincent Caron, Tanya Basarab, Rebecca Lee.
DAY 1: Friday 1st Feb
1. Agenda and Minutes were agreed.
2. Introduction and confirmation of Europe 2020 Work Programme

· Recap of the main action points agreed during the Nov Meeting by Sian. Sian presented EAPN Advocacy Strategy 1b and work programme 2013 1c. 
Questions/ Comments:
· The work programme was seen as useful, setting out what actions we do at national and EU level, particularly if it has everything there. A suggestion was made to have it as an interactive instrument available on the member’s room and periodically updated by Secretariat. 

· Issue of acronyms needs a glossary. The Tool Kit has the glossary – so a link should be made between the two.

· Actions about what are we doing with PeP meeting are missing. It was highlighted that development of PeP is EXCO responsibility. But that the group should look to ensure how it integrates.
Action Points: 
· Each EU ISG Member to come back by 11th Feb with comments 
· Work Programme to be updated on Member’s Room

· Link to Tool Kit and Glossary.

3. National engagement and pro-active actions eg Alternative reports

Amana presented the Toolkit, as an update of the Toolkit of last year, incorporating member’s suggestions. Still needs to be updated with the Guidance Notes from the Commission on the NRPs and NSRs. Members highlighted that it was a very useful background document to help members get engaged in NRPs and NSRs. 

Alternative Reports

Last meeting, there was positive response to ideas of alternative or shadow reports, but no agreement on common template. A group of members decided to work on a template for a light Social Report (BE, IT, DE, LU, FR) as an optional activity, not prescriptive for the group. It was open to NNs to use their own approach and develop their own activities
BE, IT, PT, SK have all produced Shadow  Social Situation Reports – short reports were given on the different reports and actions.
Helder/PT: Report done, but there was not enough time, also the template doc was sent late December which was a tricky time. It took some time to mobilize, with a team set up in EAPN PT to do the work. Several people were involved in the questions included in the Report (child poverty, fiscal policy…) – i.e. those doing other work for TFs: this work was very useful. Report was sent to EAPN. It’s a pre-version. It was sent only with the summary in English. It aims to go beyond the official statistics. They aim to use it to be involved in process of the OPs – to share our views on main problems related to social inclusion. Try to engage with the Minister of social security. 

In terms of Europe 2020 input – this is difficult as the visibility is very low. We don’t have a normal process in PT. In February they will hold a seminar on Europe 2020 and social economy. Sian: There may be no NRP but there will be a NSR so it could be important to use the report to feed in this process. 

Graciela/ES: From Nov onwards EAPN ES have been in a relationship with Social Affairs Ministry who are writing the social part of NRP. But these are the weak wing. We are talking to the people who are good neighbours. The Ministry of Economy is leading the process.  The National Plan on social inclusion will be completed before summer. This will include a strategy to tackle child poverty and homelessness. There will be a 30% cut in funding. This is very high. EAPN has made a shadow input on this and presented its own proposals. We are having a conversation around the new SF framework at state and regional level in 4 Regions. A key development is a popular legislative initiative to change the mortgage act presented to Parliament legislation. This a great accomplishment. 
Eugen/Austria: 8000 euros funding was gained to prepare workshops with PeP, which could provide input into 2020 plan. Meeting scheduled in May and 25 people will be take part. This is also to prepare them for 2020 Action Plan. A new theatre forum with young people without jobs has been developed, linked to the ALEN social experimentation project: with a theatre forum about 10 young unemployed men’s reality – a presentation was made to the Social Ministry. 

Vito/IT:  The Social Situation Report was a 1st attempt, so there was not much time. Vito was in charge of it. It concerns the regional level only where we stated to use the OMC Report on Social Cohesion at regional level with political guidelines. It was a long process and contains 3 chapters. Proposals at the end of the Report were made by the 3 authors. It will be published in the coming days. It was sent to the other Members of EAPN IT. We are still waiting for national elections and it will be sent to the different Ministries. We want to organize a seminar to publicize the Report. 
Ludo/BE: discussion with PeP about the EU Strategy. On the basis of those meetings the Report was drafted. Meeting of Belgian platform against Poverty and social exclusion in BE. NRP and NSR was on the agenda. Large delegation of PeP will present their pro-active Report. Hope it will taken into consideration. There is good will from the Administration side. We are hopeful. Head of Cabinet of PM invited to take part in this meeting. 
Katherine/UK: Some years ago we did a Shadow Report but with strong anti-poverty Organisations. But now we are doing nothing because we have no money. Most of the organizations have lost their money. Advocacy organizations are closing every day. No one wants to contribute to EU processes at the moment in UK. The situation is very negative. 

Maciej/AGE: to what extent at national level are you speaking with your MEPs? Support possible with Own Initiative Report from EMPL Ctee about lack of transparency on European Semester and stakeholders’ involvement – we should seize this opportunity to ask for a genuine stakeholder involvement. 

Sian/Secretariat: Sian spoke at a meeting in the Parliament organized by the Greens during national Parliament week and there was a lot of interest to try and use the process to open the debate from national and MEPs. However, should remember that EP does not have a powerful role, it’s not Co-decision but it can bring pressure. It’s increasingly important on the budget issues and could be on economic governance, but backing the Commission. 

Graciela/ES: We have set up a working group on advocacy/ lobbying with MEPs: we need more input from the EU level. 
Jeanne/FR: There is quite a high level of focus on the fight against poverty in France currently. What’s happening? 11-12 Dec a National Conference against Poverty was held with 7 WG on Employment, Access to health, Social Benefits, Bank debts, Child Poverty, Housing etc. Each produced a Report with proposals, in which NGO participated. An Inter-ministerial Anti-poverty Ctee  was held on 21 Jan  and produced a 50 Pages synthesis Report of 7 thematic Reports : The demands included: Increase of active solidarity income 10% in 5-year period (10 euros more per year), Access to healthcare made easier, Housing/ temporary housing units: 5000 temporary housing. Anti-poverty organizations reacted positively to the process and the involvement of many ministers but not enough concrete outcomes. A lot of people who seem to be forgotten (disabled, migrants, people being indesinstitutionalised). In the final report in late January, all was taken on board, but there is no real tool to sustain it, no real financial credits, no legal framework to make sure that it will be done by 5-year period. Don’t know if we will get the budget. Concerns about working methods and budget…

Wolfgang/DE: EAPN invited to respond to new NRP/NSR but very little time to react only one week.. 
Gunvi/SE: Stakeholder event held by govt on 19 Dec for 1h30. 30 mn of info providing an overview of how NRP works. Just opportunity to add good examples. The main success was getting the question of working poor included.  It has its value in enabling contact with CSO but it is not a dialogue forum with concrete outcomes. We will see if we can add positive examples about what should be done. We have worked in 2 directions: On NRP and a general mobilization for a big Conference scheduled in March with MPs (could be connected to NRP). 

Paul/IE: we have asked our Minister about the consultation process: they are waiting for Guidelines from Commission. What next once these Guidelines are now available?

Andrej/SK: Goal is to increase taxes for people. Flat tax rate for income was increased. Extensive Report drafted with a short summary in English. 
Buzz groups – On Learning Points
Katherine: Iceland, Sweden, UK: 
· Important to use it as a space to report about what we are doing on poverty. 
· Iceland doing good job on prosperity. 

· UK uses it to keep the target on child poverty. Big fight to retain the commitments

· SE: Conference in March with Secretariat drafting NRP/ NSR. We should use this tool in our everyday work as well as for engaging in dialogue.
Maciej: Finland, Estonia, Luxembourg, Age-Platform
· Where are we with the Poverty Reduction target? Do national targets reflect the specificities of poverty? Afraid that it is going to be the same story. Explanation on how target were set up and how MSs are delivering on it? No binding process attached to it as long as there is no equivalent of CSR at national level. Robert wrote to the Government about the guidance note. 

Catherine: Belgium, Eurodiaconia, Poland
· Even if the process does not go well, it’s important to highlight possibilities and good examples in some countries eg national platforms against Poverty as in Belgium or as in Poland where there is an advisory body on Europe 2020 involving NGOs. 

Graciela: Austria, Germany, Spain
· Who is really in charge of drafting of NRP? We should not stick to talking to Social Affairs Ministries but engage with Economic and Finance Ministeries.

· We must press that all policies must be coherent with poverty target and Art 136 Lisbon Treaty

Helder: Macedonia, Cyprus, Portugal, France, Italy
· We need diverse alternative strategies to engage:  Engage formally, Engage with media to promote the issue, Get engaged with MEPs, national rep, independent experts: susbstitute way to engage when not possible to get engaged with Ministries. When it’s not working – rethink the strategy!

· There is a transparency problem: we may have to make fuss about it as the EU process is done behind closed doors. e
Agata: FEANTSA, Eurochild, Romani, Lithuania
· It’s vital to get ministers to talk to CSOs, but a lot of frustration and the issue of lack of transparency and motivation. Eurochild has tried to engage in previous NRPs but now Members are really fed up – why should they invest time for something useless? 

· Other point: we have to think about our engagement about the pre- and post-NRP – implementation of CRSs – and think where it is best to mobilize Members: Before or after or both? 

Sian:  It is interesting to get examples and to use the group as a space for people to know what others are doing and to learn from each other. But it is also important to make progress in terms of doing common things, recognizing diversity but agreeing to some common projects based on our learning. This is something on we will work on in May – 

Introduction to afternoon session on CSRs

The aim of the session was explained: to look at the EU’s CRSs and compare then with members own proposals in 2012, and see what is missing. Also to assess CSR implementation, and make proposals for new CSRs for 2013. The aim is to try to influence the Commission’s CRSs earlier and to use it at national level. After the workshop memers will have until the 13th February to discuss proposals with their network/organization. 

4. Europe 2020 key developments: EU level – Round Table with Egbert Holthuis/European Commission.
Paul Ginnell

There are very mixed feelings about stakeholder engagement in NRPs, NSRs. To what extent are issues around poverty and social exclusion being integrated in NRPs and NSRs?  We also want more info about SIP and how far our demands are likely to be taken up. Will it make a difference on poverty? 
Egbert Holthuis, EC 

Provided a short overview of the socio-economic situation. Rise of youth and long-term unemployment.  How to create jobs? So far job creation has been very timid, but it is also expensive to create jobs. Meanwhile the level of poverty remains stable in many countries, but significant increases in others. The EASD Report gives a good analysis on poverty and social exclusion. Another development has been a refocusing of social protection systems more targeted to those who are the most in need. 

AGS: work of European Semester is being followed up by bilateral meetings. 

EMPL Ctee, SPC are developing political guidelines to put to EPSCO Ministers. Their messages are very clear. Ministers need these message from you. Important to put questions on the table. 

In AGS:  There’s a new focus on the workings of tax and benefit systems = how economic stabilizers are working – to look beyond traditional measures to combat poverty (like Active inclusion and personalized services- take up of services). How macroeconomic aspects impact on and are effected by social protection systems? Economic and Monitary Union – is legitimate if social side and democracy go more along. EAPN has given strong messages – eg from Fintan and Sergio during the Annual Convention. 

SIP: The Communication will be finalized in Feb. The main focus is how to make social projection system more sustainable. It will discuss adequate MI: reference budget. Also Health-long-term care: need for education and social assistance.
EU Governance: This is really the decision of MS and the SPC – difficult to see what more the Commission can do.
Budget: MAFF – Issue of ESF: how to use these Funds? Should we look at how we spend the budget all together?
In the end it is not just the European Semester but also national semester which matters and the importance of country consultation. 

Key Points of the Discussion

Paul: Guidance note for preparation of NRPs – in the past we had access to it – but this year, this is not the case – but it is an important doc. 

Egbert: CSRs: We are currently looking at the implementation of CSRs issued in June 2012 – to get feedback from Trade-Unions and NGOs about them. 

· EAPN networks issued shadow CSRs – you should check their implementation (gaps…)

· Guidance note: not available for NGOs – but Egbert said he would take this up.
Robert: Concerns about making social protection systems more sustainable.There is not only the expenses part but also income part – Employers pay – if they pay less, less money will go in it. 

Gunvi: to make security system more targeted to poverty, what does it mean in practice? 

Katherine: Sustainability? Universal/targeted? Redistribution? Efficiency issue when housing benefits and tax benefits do not go to the poor but to owners and employers…For the Commission, you should step outside the box – how is it impacting financial stability of MSs? 

Egbert: Issue of financing through work or direct contribution is clear. More should be paid by general taxation. On question raised by Swedish EAPN: It’s upt to MSs to take the decision (universal benefits or not) – in most countries certain benefits are means-tested. If budgets are under pressure, there will be increased focus on targeting. What is true is that once universal benefits become means-tested, it will be difficult to get it back. Design of welfare systems is not neutral – some systems are more efficient than others (take up part). 

Vito: important to ask in some countries to increase the social benefits and see social protection as social investment. 
Katherine: what have you planned in the field of Housing and Homelessness? 
Helder:  Data is not showing the reality 
Egbert: On PT: regular monitoring group on how memorandum is being implemented if it concerns national data – invited to share it with Commission.
Issue of Italy – the issue of adequacy is of particular importance in countries where budget constraints are the heaviest. Investment in human capital will be promoted in SIP. . 

Homelessness: this is managed by Emma. Most visible part of social impact. 

Questions

Graciela: deregulation of the labour market has been imposed to Spain, see last CSR and has only led to more and more poverty. 

Agata: new performance monitoring – how this will help us to track child poverty issues? Indicators of child well-being – included in CRSs, will this performance monitoring be integrated into the existing social indicators? 

Sonja: What proposals about the kind of jobs created and for who? 

Maciej: will you increase the profile given to NSRs? Have you foreseen to take into account the outcomes of these NRs to feed the Commission’s CSRs? 

Katherine: impact of the fiscal compact – impacting negatively on child poverty for instance. 

Answers
Egbert: Economic and Monitory Union should also address social aspects of the EU. 

Social Fund discussion: Commission aim to ring-fence 20% for poverty reduction – giving guidance/ conditionality for MSs about the use of ESF in that regard. 

EMU: social dimension, M. Van Rompuy is working on it. 

Performance monitoring: Social protection performance monitoring has been introduced- a very simple tool to be used by policy-makers. Doc in its finalization phase (could be presented during our next meeting). 

Discussion with Ministers for Finances: Quality of public expenditures – with SIP we hope to make a real change about the future of the European Social Model. 

5. Country-specific Recommendations and EAPN Proposals

Work in small groups and Feedback
Group 1: France; Spain, Luxemburg, Italy, Romania, Belgium, AGE, FEANTSA

France:

Demands made by EAPN regarding poverty in the wider sense (create 500 000 housing each year, raise social benefits, increase participation) were not at all taken up in the austerity/competitivity driven CSRs which demanded the limitation of reduced VAT rates (this goes against social housing) and limitation of the increase in wages and benefits. These remain valid.

However, a multiannual programme on Poverty and employment has been adopted, with some good points on employment: improvement of support by Employment public services, improvement of training, need to adapt employment so that older workers can stay in employment.

Implementation: programme approved, law passed.

Spain:

Main EAPN’s demands (priority to be given to 2020 poverty target, and fairly shared effort to get out of the crisis) remain valid for 2013 as they were not taken up in the Council CSR, which promoted on the contrary increased taxation on consumption - but some points on youth unemployment-. 

However some steps with regards to the demand of better participative governance of the NRP, with a 3rd sector Platform and NRP meeting 2013 priority will be employment. 

Luxemburg

Main EAPN demands were: integrated NRP coordinated with NSR, social impact measurement of any policy, accessible price of housing, with housing subsidies and controls over the quality of housing; They haven’t been reflected in official CSR focused on sustainability of public finances and putting under question the indexation of salaries. They remain valid though they will be more concrete for 2013.

However the Council CSR points out the need to combat the Youth unemployment through qualification which is positive. 

Positive implementation:

· Youth guarantee according to official CSR

· (more limited than asked by EAPN): rent subsidies
Developments: reform of pension and employment services

Italy

Most EAPN’s point remain valid: ie increased participation, Minimum income system, real Inclusion strategy, youth employment and employment quality. However item in the CSR reflect partially these concerns: call for an integrated unemployment benefit system, address youth unemployment through adapted training
Implementation: social cohesion plan with focus on youth. 

Romania

EAPN demands (social capital investment, SF implementation) were not all reflected in the Council CSR based on austerity and cuts mainly.

In 2013 EAPN wants a real implementation of the cohesion funds (ESF projects).  The implementation of projects should necessarily combat unemployment and project should better connect with the local social reality.

Belgium

EAPN asked for investment in quality employment, investment in social protection and social benefits, as well as objectives, sub objectives and indicators to monitor progress. They remain valid though they will be reformulated in response to the Council recommendations.

Council CSR on the contrary ask for more competition, public deficit correction, cuts in pension and health expenses, raising the capital of the banks the most fragile, reform of the indexation of salaries, decreasing tax on employment and increase environmental taxes.

In terms of implementation the gvt rather try to maintain older workers in employment than push the age of pension.

Negative development:  unemployment benefits decreasing more over time.

AGE: general comments

The Commission promotes the activation of seniors as a way to manage public budget, but how can this be done since discrimination based on age persist on the labour market and the quality of employment is still an issue.

The poverty target should be detailed by age and gender. Is this really useful to have the NRP plus the NSR or is this allowing the NRPs to get rid of social issues?

FEANTSA

Need the CSRs on:

- Investment in social housing services, development on homelessness strategies, access to housing to vulnerable groups, tackling housing eviction, issue of social housing stocks.

Group 2: Portugal, UK, Norway, Sweden, Caritas, Netherlands, Iceland, Ireland, Austria

Portugal

· We have no CSR – it just says to continue implementing the MoU;

· Positive aspects: unemployment benefits is extended to independent workers, and to small employers (from 2015); coverage is extended, but shorter duration, less money, and it is now taxable;

· Messages: national antipoverty strategy, including child poverty; fair pay and quality work, as well as education and training; and tax justice and fighting inequalities;

United Kingdom

· Positive: the EC recommendations correctly identified some weaknesses, such as worklessness, child poverty, NEETS, the state of the housing market and personal debt;

· Missing: no mention of EU policies, Active Inclusion or OMC; also, Recommendation 1 is to implement the budget cuts, which undermines all the other Recommendatons; nothing is said about a new model of growth, reversing cuts, fighting inequalities etc

· Messages: change the paradigm, otherwise everything is pointless;

Norway

· We still have no minimum income; the social investment (not social cost) package sounds good, need to see what is in it;

· Child poverty has doubled; we have activation, not active inclusion; our Government is an administrative unit, not a body with a political vision; elections are coming up;

· We have a partnership with them, but we don’t feel that we are being taken up;

· Messages: Governments need to earmark specific funds for social investment; stop saving banks, it’s been going on for too long;

Caritas – did not do CSRs last year, picked two countries to look at (PT & UK)

· For Portugal: Make Troika MoUs more social, there should be social safeguards;

· Fight undeclared work – not the people, who use it as survival strategy, but employers; provide decent work and fair pay as an incentive;

· For the UK: set national targets in the NRP in line with the Europe 2020 targets;

· Ex-ante social impact assessment of policies;

Sweden

· Both the Government and the EC are identifying pretty much the right areas for intervention, we agree with them, the problem starts with the measures;

· Lack of housing is a big problem; Government makes it sound like it a question of private and household debt, instead of looking into providing affordable housing solutions;

· There is no poverty dimension in most proposals; what is missing is that everything starts from Governmental needs: fiscal consolidation, budget, etc, not from the citizens’ needs;

· We will pretty much stick to the old recommendations we proposed last year, but make them a little more specific;

Netherlands

· The penalisation of poor households, which we recommended against, was stopped, so this was a good thing; 

· Too much focus on employment and activation, not much on reconciliation of private and professional life, childcare is expensive and incomes are decreasing – a household needs two salaries, but what to do with the children?

· A lot of emphasis on self-employment, which is a short-term solution;

· Creation of good quality jobs is essential, but looks unlikely…

Iceland

· Of course, we have no CSRs; what we recommended last year is still valid;

· Some benefits (eg disability, unemployment) and wages are too low, so a complementary minimum income is crucial, as well for the long-term unemployed;

· We have elections in April, so we will wait and see what happens;

Ireland

· Pretty much Troika countries received the same guidance: it is all about the MoUs;
· Not sure there is a point in making new recommendations, since they are not taken up;
· Social impact assessment of policies is crucial, addressing inequalities, active inclusion; tax justice; cuts bring about more poverty traps;
Austria

· There is still no minimum income for children, as we required; 
· Cost of housing is very different across regions, but minimum income is the same – you can live on it in the countryside, but you can’t make it in the city; 
· The Austrian labour market performs well, and this is often taken by the Government & Commission as meaning that nothing else needs to be done and there are no problems;
Key Messages:

· CSRs are sometimes inconclusive, or they identify correctly the problem, but the solutions are wrong;

· Labour markets are in disarray everywhere – low pay, poor conditions, self-employment, flexibility, activation measures, low unemployment benefits, overall deregulation;

· Need for social impact assessment, for Troika countries, but not only!

· Informal economy and poverty traps need to be addressed;

· It’s the wrong model overall – it does not come from citizens, it looks at the big macroeconomic picture, at banks, at deficits, at budgets etc, but not at people!

Feed back in plenary: 

Group 1: France; Spain, Luxemburg, Italy, Romania, Belgium, AGE, FEANTSA

· Common messages: EAPN recommendations focus on a number of issues including reduced VAT rate, social housing, access to housing, adequate MI schemes, eviction prevention, implementation of active aging, better monitoring, youth unemployment…

· Some implementation elements in line with these demands have need mentioned, but still most of EAPN recommendations are to be maintained.

· CSR from the Commission clearly down size incomes and benefits

· Very little focus on poverty and social inclusion in these CSR: we should be calling for a CSR in each country on guideline 10, 

Group 2:  Eurodiaconia, Slovakia, Cyprus, Romania, Poland, Estonia, Germany

· A few things need to be raised again, number of gaps. 

· Some positive proposals from Commission Recommendations – including focus on employment, social protection, child poverty, tax reforms – but dominant macro-economic austerity proposals undermine others.

· Some things are implemented, and more in countries which have higher deficits and are more vulnerable to Fiscal Compact, although Germany’s policy very close to CSR. Focus on a ‘speedy’ implementation centred on jobs not on quality jobs and priorities to austerity and competiveness priorities..

· EAPN recommendations are sometimes vague; we should make the more precise and concrete.

· CY’s CSR is positive in addressing tax evasion, health system but negative in terms of pension

· Poland’s CSR points out : in work poverty, youth unemployment but ask cuts in earlier retirement

· Slovakia’s CSR addresses specific needs for education for Roma, but demands public spending cuts and say nothing on housing and min income.

· Finland: youth guarantee scheme 

· Estonia: youth guarantee 

· Germany: CSR recommendations are followed but creating lots of jobs often of bas quality

· Macedonia: a  concrete strategy for Roma  gaps between paper strategy and reality of the country

In general EAPN Recommendations are still appropriate. We should keep them but make them somehow more concrete.

Group 3: Portugal, UK, Sweden, Austria, Ireland, Iceland, Netherlands, Caritas.
4 common points:

· Council CSRs are in some case vague OR detect the problems but don’t say clearly what to do…This lack of identification of needed policies results in situation worse than before, since MS implement irrelevant policies.

· Deregulation of the labour market; short term, low pay… consequences in other areas of life including access to housing, to health… Some suffer more but even in the best cases people still have problems with jobs.

· Need for an impact assessment on fiscal policy. New poverty traps emerge which are generated by cuts and not yet recognized.

· A wrong model with no participation is dominant.

· Important to look at the back ground material to judge a CSR. CSRs are often neutrally written but in reality are very negative: (for example: in Sweden “improving the functioning of the labour market”   = earn less and be more insecure on the lab market in the context of an undemocratic process in Sweden where on speak about reducing wages behind doors, but not publicly).

Discussion

· How far are the official CSRs drivers of national policy? This depends on country dependency towards the EU, in line with its own budget. According to Paul (Ireland) recommendations are supposed to have some influence, we shouldn’t step back from them.

· Discussion on governance issues and on the usefulness to have both NRPs and NSRs. Maciej asks if the NSRs really a necessary part of the discussion, reflected in the NRP or is the NSR removing the social aspect from the CSR? Do we still defend the two reports? Or do we drop the NSR and have social issues in NRP? Sian/Paul recalls to the group that a long discussion on this was made in Berlin and a decision made to continue to support NSR this year, underpinning a stronger social dimension in the NRP. Ludo (Belgium) warns not to forget history. The Commission didn’t want a separate process. We fought and with the help of the SPC successes to have social reports, every two years. We insisted because in the NRP only 2 pages are devoted to social policy. If we push for an entire social chapter, in the end, same things will happen: NRP will be limited and social shrunk. Indeed we still need to have separate National Social Reports, but the link should be better made with the NRPs and the CSRs.

· Liz (FEANTSA) wonders if maybe we should be less public, with more lobbying work more behind closed doors in order to get more results?

· What do we want? – A binding social report that constitute a chapter of the NRP (Vito) or underpins it? - a really integrated 2020, of which poverty and social issues are mainstreamed (Paul).

· Sian mentions that a SPC guidance for the preparation of the NSRs is out:  The SPC backs the NSRs as they allow looking in details on the three pillars (social inclusion, health and long-term care and pensions). But they want to make it more useful and to try to get a better input in the NRPs and the CSRs. Questionnaire aims at getting NSRs together at the same time of the NRPs to have most impact. But earlier might be more useful?

·  NSR are supposed to feed the SPC Annual Report, based on the new Social Protection Perfomance Monitor and through the Trends to Watch which highlights priorities emerging in at least 9 Member States. It is strategically better to keep this process for a clear and extended report on social policy, but with a structural link with the National Reform Programme.

· Questionnaire on the NRPs: members did find last year questionnaire difficult because it was long and detailed. At the same time Paul highlighted that such a detailed questionnaire gives the possibility of a strong report for EAPN at EU and national level, and the information contained are also used in other EAPN documents, for giving inputs, speech in various processes and illustrate our position with concrete examples. Paul highlighted that they often referred to it at national level, and proved useful for their own documents.

Action Points:

· EAPN will keep trying to get the most from the NRP process to ensure that it is an integrated progress with inclusive growth as a key element, addressing also poverty. CSRs should also reflect that. We will back the National Social Report for this year, but continue to review it, working with the SPC, to make sure it is not a separate process but a more detailed one, be worked side by side and integrated into the NSR and inform the CSR as well. This position will be stated clearly in a letter to the SPC action; 
· The Secretariat will draft the letter on the NSR - Ludo (BE), Macej and Robert (LU) to work on this. Key Points: MS should be obliged to present NSR and to present them on time (last year 8 were presented on time and 22 gathered in the end, mainstreaming into the NRP, evaluation of progress on poverty target and Common Objectives.
· CSR: Members to return response to Sian (sian.jones@eapn.eu before the  13th February and summary document will be sent to the Commission by beginning of March – the Head of Unit and policy officers developing the  CSRs and to the independent experts.

· Members should send to own national independent expert and government, together with any social report;

· Alternative CSR Alliance : EAPN is part of an alliance at EU level, working with EO’s and other organisations – eg Green groups, trade unions, Cecodhas, that will work to produce a common set of Recommendations and work toward a cross-party conference in the EP in April with the participation of some people from this group;

· Reviewing the NRPs and NSRs together: We will produce a shorter questionnaire for members to assess their 2013 NRP. Volunteers to work on this: Kiira (Estonia), Sebastian (Romania) and Graciela (Spain) will be part of a working group with the Secretariat on this. The deadline is mid April (deadline for the government to submit their reports)

6. Social Investment Package

Sian presented new developments on the Social Investment package. The new Commission proposal is supposedly building on the European Platform against Poverty, initiating a new phase. It is still very unclear. It seems to be an attempt to balance the employment package. It should concern 5 areas: sustainable funding of Social Protection, adequate lifelong learning, intervening in the child life course, social experimentation.

A final EAPN input has been put together, building on existing EAPN positions, and sent to the Council. EAPN had a Meeting with the Commissioner and cabinet, who said the paper was useful as a check list. We hammered strongly the lack of support for bottom up social innovation and the lack of integrated strategy. A new version of EAPN reaction is being circulated integrating members’ comments

Action Point:
· Members to react to the EAPN Briefing on the SIP to be circulated in the next two weeks and then to the response. 

7. Annual Convention

· Sian recalled the format of the Annual Convention which took place last December, replacing the Round Table.

· National governments were to select participants. EAPN did well out of this method with 30 EAPN members there. 

· Evaluation sent to people who attended; few responses received so far..

· Overall feeling is that it was better than last year (better logistic, good rating of the speed dating). On a positive note also it is noted that Barroso and probably Andor, but surely not Bolkestein!Bolkenstein were there, Ministries were asked questions.

· But the main problems were the absence of link to any kind of national process and the lack of policy impact (no policy messages, too late to feed in the AGS..) and solutions regarding how we will deliver on poverty target.

Discussion:

Katherine (UK) found it less positive than presented. Van Rompuy and Barroso went without listening to speakers: this was rude.  What is the output? Disabled arrangement appalling which means that inclusion and equal access are not taken seriously.

Gunvi (Sweden): the new system of having the governments making the delegations was supposed to bring something new: so it was disappointing.
Sian (Secretariat): the Convention was supposed to be a consultation on the SIP… Fintan and Sergio made good speeches and in general NGOs were good and visible.

Paul (Ireland): as a positive outcome: the Chair of our interparty committee in Parliament attended as the Ministry couldn’t, and later we had a hearing in this Committee with EAPN – so good impact for the network.
Katherine (UK): Our delegation didn’t find the event very consistent, with lack of follow up.

Sonja (NL): There were some good things, but we missed People experiencing Poverty.
Sian (Secretariat): said that indeed this is an issue, since one argument from the Commission to get rid of the PEP meeting was that participation should be mainstreamed in the Convention!!

Maciej (AGE) thought that it was a missed opportunity that Fintan didn’t get a better slot (at the end of the second day, after all decision makers are gone). We should ensure that next year is different. Also founded Van Rompuy more than disappointing.   

Action points:

· Members who attended the Convention should send back the evaluation form.

· Sian will draft a letter listing our concerns. 

8. EXCO / EUIS Exchange in March

The steering group will attend the EXCO meeting on the morning. There will be a reporting about our work and an exchange session. The idea is not to change the agenda. The discussion should be about: what we’ve done, the challenges, our future work programme and the strategic plan, how can the EXCO support more this work at the national level, and ensure good cooperation with the EXCO member at national level ?;
Next year should be organised as a joint session of the two groups so that they can work together on the same page.

Action Points 

· The EUISG steering group meets at the end of this day to prepare this session. 

DAY 2: Saturday 2nd Feb
9. Working effectively at national level

Tanya: This session builds on the discussion held in May last year, about how the engagement of EU ISG members are supported by their national level. A short document was produced, outlining the four areas that were identified as useful practices, but we can always add to them other practices which you find useful and inspiring for colleagues. Useful in your advocacy work, engaging with the EU level and participation of PeP. In some networks, there are cross-cutting groups at national level, following the European-level work of EAPN. In other cases, it is the board who managed the policy and advocacy work, which can be heavy. Some networks have clear procedures and agreements with their representatives on EU groups. Finally, working pro-actively with the substitutes was not discussed enough, and it seems that sometimes the communication between the main member and the substitute doesn’t always work ideally. Some people feel lonely with the EU work.

Paul (EAPN IE): We have a “Europe 2020” working group in Ireland, with members from the national network, mostly national organisations themselves. Not so much involvement of people experiencing poverty, but representatives of organisations working with them – lone parents, people with disabilities, unemployed people, Travellers, young people, women, migrants, literacy issues, trade unions. Some are more active, others have rather an email presence, but there is a core of about 6-7 people who are very engaged. We meet every month and a half, roughly. We made submissions, on the NRP, have engaged as much as possible, tried to be pro-active. There were many changes and reforms in the last year, moving very fast, hitting activation, social protection, services, so the group made submissions about that. We also engaged with the Troika and had a direct meeting with them 6 months ago, and again next week. We are trying to look at the impact of the MoUs, but also highlight the consequences of some of the measures they propose. We have developed positions papers on activation and the impact of the crisis in the past. It works fairly well, even without engagement from everybody. We report on this working group at every Board meeting.

Robert (EAPN LU): We have 13 members in our network, working on different target groups. About 7 members of them have a delegate in the Executive Committee, and they are the most active ones. The Executive Committee has all the work load, it is the only body of the network. European issues are just one part of their work, and time constraints apply, as everywhere. So only the most important issues of the European work gets on the agenda of the Executive Committee. For instance, for our CSR input, I would draft them and circulate them to our EXCO, and I usually get about 3 answers out of 6. I have no substitute, which makes it a bit more difficult, as the only reference possibility are the members of the EXCO. There are no regular meetings, more or less once a month or every two months, but depends on priorities. In between, of course we communicate by email.

Graciela (EAPN ES): We have autonomous communities + autonomous cities (Ceuta, Melilla) + the islands. We have 19 regional EAPNs. Red Cross and CARITAS who are some of the biggest organisations, representing most NGOs in the country, as well as disability organisations, are represented in EAPN, which gives EAPN weight. When speaking about European issues, the reference is EAPN. There is a big organisation, of 30.000 NGOs in Spain, the Platform of the Third Sector. This has 7 presidencies and EAPN has one: We signed an agreement with the Government for a new body called Commission for Civil Dialogue, on social affairs. The main part of my job is being the liaison person. The substitute is Sali Guntin, the vice-president of EAPN very involved with Structural Funds. We have a working group called Europe, with seven members. In this group I relay what has happened here at the meeting, and write detailed minutes, which are also sent to the Exco. Our EXCO meets 5-6 times a year, but the working group about 10 times a year. People in the group take the information from me and then spread it on forward to their own networks’ Excos. 

Thorbera (EAPN IC): We are a quite new network, so we are still trying to find out what works best for us. We are about 10 organisations and we try to meet every month, but it is not always possible. I am the Secretary, there is a PeP who is Treasurer and there is Vilborg, the EXCO representative and our Chairperson. My substitute receives all the emails and we discuss regularly, and we decide together on issues such as proposing task forces or other issues. The best way to learn is to attend at least one out of three meetings, but my substitute could not come now, hopefully in the future. 

Are these networks funded?

EAPN Spain is funded through public funds, but also members pay an annual fee to be members of EAPN. We also have funding from the regions for activities, we take part on European projects. We have a staff of about 15 people, not all of them full time – 6 in Madrid and the rest in the regions. Our funding cut by 30% but not as bad as others because many organisations are providing essential services and support on the ground. Also, we have the option of giving a small percentage of the taxes to either the Church or NGOs (IRPF), and more and more people tick the NGO box. But now the administration of this money, coming from IRPF, is moved to the regional level, which means that some organisations will lose out, if they are not present in all the regions. EAPN ES not so badly affected, although we try out fundraising now (eLearning activities etc). 

EAPN Ireland has some core funding, 55.000 a year. There are three people working, all part-time. 

EAPN Luxemburg is not really funded, has just some reduced funding (around 6000 euro for the PEP meeting), otherwise no paid staff, we are all volunteers (13 organisations). 

EAPN Iceland applied for public funding but did not get it. 

Buzz groups

Feedback from Katherine: EAPN PL – working independently; Ryszard is a University professor, volunteer for the network. Exco meets every 2-3 months where he reports back from the EUISG. 30 members. Apply unsuccessfully for funding.

EAPN BE – Europe 2020 Working Group, input into the BE platform, and trying to influence the BEPAP. Involving board members and PEP from the regions in the working group. BE Gvt funding, and some Grundtvig support. 

Feedback from Robert: EAPN EE – 32 organisations, no paid staff. 

EAPN FI – 40 organisations, no paid staff, only one part timer, and no funding. 

EAPN LU- as above: 13 organisations and no paid staff

Feedback from Per: EAPN UK – covering Scotland, Wales, N Ireland and England, but the English one has no funding, unlike the other ones, and it is also the one without a governing body. It is down from 40 to 9 NGOs due to massive cuts; 

EAPN SE – not funded by the Government, but gets some funding for events. Nearly 40 NGOs, some national, some regional. They have newsletters four times a year and try to have national and regional events, awareness-raising etc.

EAPN DK – 12 NGOs, no regular funding, but the 2010 network keeps on going, more than 25 NGOs, some of which are strong partners and we can divide the responsibilities well. We are represented in the Governments’ advisory board for Europe 2020.

EAPN IC - as above: 10 organisations and no paid staff

Feedback from Wolfgang: EAPN DE/Armutskonferenz – 6 strong antipoverty organisations (AWO, CARITAS, Diaconia etc) and some smaller ones (my NGO – debt advice - has 2 employees). Very uneven power and influence. Meetings of the board every 6 months, and a big conference once a year where they decide on who participates in European events. Sometimes it’s only the steering group of the big Konferenz who meets and no-one else is involved, it depends who’s leading; now it is AWO and they keep better contact.

Feedback from Helder: EAPN CY – 17 members;

EAPN SK – situation unknown

EAPN PT – around for 22 years; covering the entire mainland, but not the islands; 18 regional offices, with headquarters in Porto; 35-40 people working for the network, plus one district coordinator and a vice coordinator, who are volunteers, plus other volunteers in the thematic working groups, the European work, plus the Board, who is also volunteer. We also have 18 PEP groups all through the country; funded from different sources, members pay a fee;

EAPN IT – regional organisation; national survey of FEANTSA Italy on homelessness to mobilise members and build the network, but no particular financing; relies a lot on volunteering. 

EAPN FR – Jeanne and Olivier inform the group; funding is sporadic, usually for events. The national-EU link is done through the president and on PePs; what’s more difficult is to try and organize our own events and mobilize people around that. FEANTSA France tried a national survey to get funding but unsuccessful.

Feedback from Sebastian: EAPN RO – around 12 organisations, mostly depending on Structural Funds, which were blocked last month, so the organisations are frozen, there is almost no work being done. I don’t have a substitute.

EAPN NL – gets some money, but not directly as EAPN.

EAPN LT – There are three people. No funding.

Tanya: The exchange was supposed to be about how you engage with your national members to progress the work of this group, but what happened was that people discussed rather the structure of their networks and the way they are funded. This is also useful to understand a little the background. There are some questions at the end of the document, please take them home with you and discuss them with your networks. We heard different models of engagement, through the Board, through volunteers, through formal or less formal structures. 

10. Task Forces 
Proposals were discussed in depth at the last meeting and people had until January to re-propose. The group was asked to proceed to vote for the 3 preferred options of Task Forces.

Per raised concern about what had happened to EAPN DK proposal on work? It was clarified that Ole had written to Paul supporting EAPN IE’s proposal but no separate proposal made in the template, and too late now. On the work theme, Amana pointed out that there was work done in the old EWG that will be picked back up by the sub group now, but that IE’s proposal doesn’t aim to duplicate any work but to add to it/ use it in a campaign for example. The Poverty Alliance has a living wage campaign so there are various threads and we will do something useful. Sian comments that the Bureau were clear that sub groups should have their own work and it’s not the idea to put off work in the sub-groups into TasK Forces.

Review of Functioning

· The task forces have a fixed budget, roughly the same for all of them, covering mainly meeting expenses (up to three) and a publication or another type of final product; 

· Members are chosen by the Bureau, based on a submitted application form;

· Criteria for selection: relevant expertise and knowledge and interest of the Task Force’s topic; geographical and gender balance; try to ensure participation of people with direct; one person should be from either the Exco or the EUISG; 

· Task Forces are small groups, time-bound, with a specific mandate to produce a deliverable. The exact scope and output definition and use of resources will be decided at the beginning by the TF.

Subgroups feedback

Robert Urbe – Active Inclusion 

· Discussion about lobbying approaches and Europe 2020;

· Bring together, in a small synthesis leaflet, the key messages that we already have – Vito Telesca (EAPN Italy) and Paul Ginnell (EAPN Ireland); Robert Urbe (EAPN Luxemburg) will work on good practices and bad practices;

· Idea to have a list of 10 arguments in favour of Active Inclusion, to give NNs something very concrete and translatable, to be used at the national level – Paul & Vito will work on this (incorporated in above proposal).

· Response to the Active Inclusion part of the Social Investment Package;

· Active Inclusion and young people; youth guarantee; priority for the IE Presidency – opportunity to input; because of cross-over to employment, proposal to address this issue in the plenary, rather than in the AI subgroup; research will be done by Eurofound so perhaps we can influence this;

· In the next meeting, have a discussion about the Minimum Income Network project and how networks and organisations not involved in the project can also get involved;

· Idea to set up a comparison between minimum income and the poverty line, and also to look at different reference budgets (basket of goods and services) in countries.

· Scoping note for the next meeting about services, based on the Crisis report, tackling the generalised attack on universal services, discussion between universal or targeted services;

Per Larsen – Employment

· Clarification between subgroups (more strategic) and task forces (time-bound, practical);

· Quality Work Explainer: Helder Ferreira from Portugal to bring the answers together; draft for our May meeting, and a final version in October;

· In-Work Poverty paper: sent to the entire group for comments by February 18th; Amana Ferro (Secretariat) will send a clarifying email after this meeting.

· Discussion about future topics: our approach to people outside the labour market – we will add the poverty perspective to the Trade Union’s agreement with the labour market; youth and NEETs – look at the overlap between this subgroup and the Active Inclusion one;

· In-depth discussion about the nature of work and inclusion through work, dualisation & new excluded groups; this could build on previous work done by EAPN on this, no need to reinvent the wheel. 

· Need for more time for subgroups in future meetings;

Katherine & Helder: this new strategic work is important and we’ll do it after the meetings if necessary.  Vito: we’ve already done work on work & jobs so maybe the group could make a synthesis.

Vincent Caron – Structural Funds

· Discussed the national situation of involvement in the programming and generally feel good about the openness of proceedings. Except RO where the consultation process is selective and excludes NGOs. Feeling bad about the place given to poverty however in the SFs. AT includes EAPN on how to reach the poverty target but no other country does. Little focus on the partnership principle;

· Propose to update the whole group on what’s happening in the new round and our involvement;

· Propose to have an exchange in the May meeting and invite the Belgian authorities and Commission’s desk officer;

· Leaflet on SFs is left over from the SFWG: Agreed to better contextualize it with the new poverty target. It is useful as a bank of good practices for managing authorities – what could be funded. Will make a draft by mid-February;

· Need new manual for the new programme to help apply for funding and get more. This would start after finalized regulations at the end of this year.

Graciela: careful to avoid overlapping the toolkit just produced. All subgroups have mentioned the role of social economy so maybe we need to go deeper into this.
11. Other EU Policy Developments

PowerPoint presentation from the Secretariat (available on the Members’ Room)

Questions & Comments:

· Extend the scope of FEAMD, is it good or bad, and in what terms?

· Food aid and material support should not replace social protections systems!

· Risk that the Fund will take responsibility off the state for providing comprehensive anti poverty strategies. 

· This is an emergency measure, we need to be careful about long-term consequences.

· In the UK, food banks already work by referral, social services decide who gets it or not. It is important not to lose things that we have fought hard for!

· The Fund is small, it’s a tiny budget. But it is a solidarity mechanism of the EU…

· The EAPN document does not say “emergency”, it says “basic needs” – it’s a danger!

· Italy is in favour, as we don’t have minimum income or other supports, so this is the Italian way of doing social policy. But we need to be very careful about this substitution!

· This is not a long-term integrated solution, we don’t need exchanges and peer review, we need emergency aid for people in need, not to create an on-going structure;

· Why do we need a new food fund? Aren’t there food funds already running, isn’t it a better idea to just regulate those?

Clarifications:

· The scope was already broadened, it is not just about food aid, but also material support to children and the homeless. Not realistic to ask for more widening. The broadening was also done to convince MS to support the fund, for those MS who were not convinced that it is enough to have a fund just for food distribution.

· It is important to discuss now about the strategic nature of such a Fund. There is possibly of risk of countries replacing existing funding, and we should be cautious. EC proposal wants to make FEAMD compulsory for all countries, but not all MS want that, so the possibility to opt out is one of the ways to go;

· Countries are allowed to choose how to use this funding, and they can decide to use it all for food banks, but at least there is the option of using it for material goods as well for children and homeless people.

· EAPN developed a position paper, based on the brief discussion that took place in Berlin at the meeting in November – available as background document for this meeting.  

· Food aid is not new, and EAPN has always supported it, and Food Banks are a core member to EAPN; we agree that it is emergency assistance, not to replace social protection and anti poverty strategies, and not to endanger the ESF; 

· The FEAMD is a ruling of the European Court of Justice, nothing to be done about it.

· The EC proposal (2.5 million euro for seven years) is much less than the Food Aid per year so far (5 million euro / year).

· Action Point: If there are any comments to the EAPN position, to send to Vincent by 8 February.

12. Next meetings
10-11 May – next EU ISG meeting in Brussels; 

30 September-1October – annual policy conference in Brussels; 

25-26 October – Palma de Mallorca (Spain), combined with a seminar on child poverty, also useful to disseminate the Child Poverty Explainer. 

13. Update on Existing Task Forces

Child Poverty Task Force

· PowerPoint presentation by Agata D’Addato (Eurochild)

· Task Force has worked well, with a lot of exchange/debate between EAPN/Eurochild members with Hugh Frazer.
· The explainer is being finalized to be launched at joint EAPN/EUROCHILD/UNICEF event in Dublin on 10/11 April. Participation of 6 NN, aiming to support mobilization around the implementatio of the Child Poverty Recommendation. They are looking at a follow up lobbying event in Brussels in May. 
· Also part of an EU Adhoc group, which produced a Road Map for implementation.

Troika Task Force

· GR, IE, PT, RO + Spain & UK + 1 person Secretariat
· Paper incorporated feedback from this group from Berlin;

· First rough draft circulated, comments received; Skype meeting in January;

· Difficulties around this being a new area, differences between countries, lack of data…

· Second draft will be sent to you in a months’ time – incorporating comments received, complete with Recommendations (national and EU) and introduction;

· Annexes: country fiches; poverty statistics; EU documents – available online;

· Relatively short, lobbying paper, focus on social impact and democracy, some economics;

14.  NEW Task Force Votes
1. Decent Work and Poverty in the EU – EAPN IE – 15 votes

2. Migration – EAPN UK – 14 votes

3. Guidelines for Stakeholder Involvement – 9 votes

Other results:

4. Increasing NGO participation in Structural Funds – EAPN PT – 8 votes

5. Gender Inequality and Relation-Based Violence – EAPN NL – 7 votes 

6. Free Healthcare for Children – EAPN IC – 7 votes

7. Integrated Pathways for Inclusion – EAPN PT – 5 votes

8. Crisis & Troika: Campaign for the Welfare State – EAPN PT – 4 votes

9. Reforming the Labour Market into a Self-Employment System – EAPN NL – 3 votes 

10. Strategic Alliances – EAPN PT – 1 vote

New Task Forces will not start before May, to give a chance to the Secretariat to finalise the current ones, and Networks and the Bureau to propose and select the members of the new ones.
15.  Annual Policy Conference

· This year it is not the responsibility of this group to decide the topic of the conference, as the Bureau has already made its decision, as it ties in more with alternative strategies and broad policy orientation, which is the purview of the EXCO.

· The topic is the preparation for the upcoming European Parliament elections, in an effort to put our ideas out there in time to influence the political manifesto of most political parties with our own manifesto. 

· The proposal from the Bureau is for a one day and a half event, with a capacity-building part for networks, and a lobbying part. 

· The Bureau proposed that a core group of two people from the EU ISG and two from the EXCO/Bureau will be working closely on this (through Skype and emails), who will produce already a draft manifesto by the May meeting. 

· European Parliament elections are supposed to happen in June 2014, but might be May.

· Three people from each network will be able attend. 

Volunteers from the EU ISG: Ludo Horemans (EAPN BE); Catherine Mallet (Eurodiaconia).

Comment: It is useful to work on the elections, but we need to also follow the EU Presidencies.

16.  Any Other Business

· New reimbursement form: fixed amount, 20 euro, for local transport under 20 km; if more is spent, the assumption is that this will be compensated by the food amount;

· It would be nice, for people arriving the night before, if they wish to have company for dinner, to meet in the hotel lobby and go together – this could be included in the practical information in the packs;

17.  Evaluation

· This meeting was less rushed than the previous meeting, more time to discuss issues;

· 2 new/replacement members (Kiirsa/Andrej) felt motivated to continue and appreciated the meeting;

· One hour and a half is clearly not enough for subgroups;

· Need to discuss more on the FEAMD, not just in the subgroup;

· If people wish to be kept updated with issues discussed in a subgroup they are not a part of, they can request to be put on the mailing list of that subgroup.
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