Social Inclusion Working Group Minutes

27-28 February.
Attendance: Sergio Aires, Elina Alere, Mario Cardona, Jeanne Dietrich, Katherine Duffy, Verena Fabris, Liz Gosme, Ludo Horemans, Maria Jeliakova, Micheal Johnsson, Luna Jurancic, Katarina Klamkova, Maciej Kucharczyk, Per Larsen, Cristina Loghin, Graciela Malgesini, Izabella Marton, Manfred Mohr, Anita Morhard, Candy Murphy, Kamila Plowiec, Michael Privot, Marie-Cecil Renoux, Vito Telesca, Robert Urbe, Kirsi Vaatimoinen, Dag Westerheim.
Secretariat: Sian Jones, Amana Ferro, Elodie Fazi

1. Introduction
2. Agenda was agreed. All Matters arising are dealt with in the agenda
3. Update and follow up on the Social OMC
Sian presented a powerpoint update on latest developments related to the OMC (attached)
The notes capture the feedback and discussion.
a) Joint Report

Main feedback:

-
It was important to have the focus on the social impact of the crisis but the main lack was the focus on poverty and the support to integrated approaches

· There are also missing target groups – undocumented migrants, older people as well as younger people
· Lacking a strong message on investing in people, their dignity and rights

· Frustration was voiced at the weakening of the proposals on targets ( from EU to national), although some countries pointed out that targets in themselves do not guarantee implementation.
b) Strengthening the OMC

Main feedback:

· Our main focus should remain on poverty /integrated approaches, whilst highlighting the missing groups

· Governance remains the key concern, and the lack of progress/commitment on stakeholder involvement in NAPs. The reduction to a 3 yearly process, makes any kind of continuity with stakeholder groups unlikely.

· Better mutual learning could be helped by the proposals on broader Thematic Reviews.

· Implementation needs to be driven through EU as well as national targets, combined with Recommendations/Points to watch/naming and shaming.

· Underlying problem is the weakness of Social Ministers, and unwillingness to back EU actions in these fields. Subsidiarity continues to be an excuse.

· More support should be given to funding bottom up projects (ie poverty programme) but also local observatories. 

c) Active Inclusion
Main feedback:
· Many members continue to be cynical about how far the Active inclusion paradigm is useful or is being used at member state level.

· In most countries it is used to mean activation, although in some there is increasing awareness of the 3 pillar approach.

· Members highlighted the need to use the full Active Inclusion approach to raise the dilemma of the continuing strategy of punitive activation and conditionality when there are less jobs to go to and more unemployed through the crisis.

· Concern was raised about how the Active Inclusion Observatories project is functioning – mainly at national level with local authority organisations and how NGO’s would be involved, as well as the failure to follow up on the EAPN/CILAP project on local observatories.
· The main concern is what will happen to minimum income levels now, and access to services.
· Members supported the call for governments to make use of the full Active Inclusion approach, as a response to the crisis.

d) Round Table
Sian presented the current programme, highlighting the active involvement of EAPN SE in the programme and arrangements. Comments on the RT have been prepared, and SIWG members have commented.
Feedback

· Several members were unhappy about the overall focus and objective of the RT. 
· As it is the last one before 2010 it should have been used to do a stocktaking on Lisbon, before inputting into proposals for legacy and way forward in 2010.

· The general focus should be social inclusion not active inclusion – although this should remain a key element – discussing implementation.

· The crisis wasn’t fully integrated.
ACTION

· Sian will incorporate comments in a letter to the Swedish Presidency.

4) Economic Crisis
Around 10 members have completed the fiche, which provides very useful information and evidence of the impact at national level on people in poverty
New points on impact

· More needs to be said about the Impact on NGO’s – there is less money and in some cases cuts. This is supporting a more assistential approach rather than a broader empowerment approach ie participation is now seen as a “luxury”, compared to service delivery. (ES)
· Mustn’t be misled by the Crisis focus – when it’s the model itself that doesn’t work. Many groups have always “been in crisis”. ( PT)
· Strong potential of key groups being overlooked – particularly women, old as well as young people, Roma and migrants/ particularly undocumented.

· There is a closing of ranks against particular groups – a new deserving and undeserving poor is emerging.
· What will be the impact on global solidarity? Will there be an increase in the demand for global social protection? There needs to be more of a rights focus, and demand for direct participation in the debates and the solutions (ATD)

· Latvia is on the edge of bankruptcy, and has no government. NGO’s don’t know how they or the people are going to survive. The government can’t help.

· Eurodiachonia: – the worry is with the long-term impact on service providers, facing cuts and difficulties over funding with increasing demands. It is important to use the crisis to challenge the paradigm – particularly challenging inequalities, increasing public investment in health, social services. Better use needs to be made of structural funds solutions. 

· FR : Some disturbing trends are emerging, with the focus on expulsion of migrants, but also new demands on Food Banks. But Frances solid social protection system limits the impact. 
·  Homelessness is on the increase and there is an impact – but no clear data. There is clearly more risk of homelessness, repossessions. FEANTSA is focusing on prevention.
· There is an important impact on migrants, and this is very divisive. There must be a strong rights-based campaign focusing on the needs of all people and avoiding racism and xenophobia (ES)

· Some countries now experiencing back migration and racism/exclusion in other MS countries. Major debate on lack of minimum standards. (RO). A new government is in post, so unclear the new plan.

· (LU) 1/3 of Luxembourg workers commute. There’s been a big reduction in mobility (reduced by 5,000). Government measures have been to stimulate the economy and consumption, reducing tax and VAT, with public investment in construction. Strong response from Trade Unions. EAPN very involved in setting up a social housing agency.

· (PT)There is a very severe threat to NGO’s, both with new demands, and threatened cuts in funding. Increasingly difficult to pursue advocacy role. The government focus is on supporting SME’s, but not very effective. There is some indication that crime has increased ( house break-ins by 60%). Increasing reactions against particular groups (Roma and Ukraine)

Feedback from Workshops
Key Messages from Workshops

· Still more clear the financial rather than the economic impact

· Main impact on employment – with reduction in salaries and hours as well as redundancies.

· Less impact on ordinary people, particularly in many new member states, except in Hungary, Ireland and the UK., but all members feel the impact will come.
· The impact on young people is particularly noticeable in some countries.

· .Worrying impact on 3rd country nationals, with less jobs and increasing racism. Leading to a crisis of values/solidarity. (IT, PT, UK, MT). Particular anger against undocumented migrants. This is exacerbated by a racist press.

· Social assistance is being reinforced in some countries but less potential for promoting participation and empowerment actions.

· Concerns are raised about the reduction of employer’s contributions, undermining social protection financing in the long-terms, without an immediate guarantee of more jobs.
· Key problem of lack of political leadership – coming up with old solutions.

· The old poor are already being forgotten.

· In some countries there’s a focus on how we share the pain (between the public and the private sphere)… Other’s found this offensive. The people who have caused the problems should pay the penalty, rather than sharing the cost with the victims.

· General concern about the lack of imaginative solutions and new voices – Banks should be nationalized, but the proposals are timid. The lead is being taken by Economic and Finance ministers, who don’t deal with the social realities.

· There needs to be more forceful message about using the assets. The tax payer is paying the debt, so we own the asset and should have a right to say how it is used. Ie in the terms of housing – to set up affordable renting

· Some countries are using the crisis as a pretext to deliver cuts, closures and restructuring.
5) Input to Letter to EPSCO/Spring Council

Key points

· We need to reassert the demands of the European Social Model – rooted in social protection systems

· Use economic arguments including purchasing power – providing cash to the lowest incomes primes the economy.

· The importance of NGO’s must be stressed who are providing services and supporting people through the crisis – increasing demands whilst there are cuts. But also how money is being redirected to social assistance, but not to empowerment or broader support strategies.
· There must be a more public debate to reframe the problem/ analyzing the causes

· Who is paying the price – the need to share the pain? But not from those who are not responsible and most vulnerable.
· Most countries are underestimating the cycle of social stress – which underlies people’s fears of risk.

· Must not just talk about an economic crisis – the problem is with the neo-liberal 

economic model. For some groups there has always been a crisis – “we are already at the bottom and can’t go any lower.
· This is not just about more regulation, although this is important, but a different role for the state.

· Stronger emphasis on the positive role of the Social Economy

· We need to learn the lessons from other countries who have suffered recessions recently is that this is the time to invest in the future – to be audacious – particularly in children,  education and training, in support for families and people who are excluded from the labour market. Children are our future.

· The letter should set out more clearly how this should be defended – our recommendations, and include Active Inclusion and reference to the OMC

· There needs a reference to the increasing participative governance/ stakeholder debate on the causes, consequences and solutions to the crisis.

· Refer back to overarching objectives – social cohesion.

· More emphasis should be made of missing groups - the state must take responsibility. 

· The focus must be on saving people, not banks and companies.
· Is this the end of the Neo-liberal model or will it continue? Clear evidence that the market doesn’t work. In terms of the overall financial/economic crisis – there is a need for new international financial rules and effective implementation - this entails a new role of the state.
ACTION
· Members to send in fiches on Economic Crisis if not already done so together with any update information.

· Sian will finalise the EPSCO letter, any comments to be sent by Wednesday.

· The Spring Council will be based on the EPSCO letter and Council results and will be agreed with the President/Bureau.

6) Homelessness and Housing Exclusion

Liz Gosme, FEANTSA presented the powerpoint presentation on the thematic year for the Social OMC and the key activities, before introducing FEANTSA’s main concerns and hopes for the year.

Key activities by OMC include:
· SPC review, based on a questionnaire which will be returned by the 15th June. No national stakeholder process, but questionnaire will be made available so that NGO’s and other actor’s can make shadow responses.

· Social Situation report

· New Indicators

· Final conference

· In 2010 the results will be disseminated to stakeholders.

Key Policy demands:

· Integrated Strategies and building consensus on effective approaches.

· Moving towards target of eradicating homelessness by 2015

· Consensus conference – to agree key questions – what is homelessness, what should be the aims of the policy and what is the role of the EU.
Claire Roumet, Cecodhas

Claire is Director of CECODHAS representing National Federations of Societies and Cooperative housing involving 30 million homes, with 15% social housing.. A 1/3 is public housing and associations/cooperatives. 

Key concerns: with EU rules – state aids and internal market rules. In terms of social inclusion, CECODHAS has not been involved in the Social OMC, but have worked on social inclusion through lobbying on social services of general interest, with the Social Platform. They will work with FEANTSA on the thematic year. However, as housing is not an EU competence, sees some difficulties and lack of common understanding. Another key area is structural funds, which can be used to finance social housing, particularly the refurbishment of existing buildings, for energy efficiency (4 billion EU). The Economic Recovery package has also emphasized this area and has opened up structural funds for old MS, on energy efficiency measures. Cecodhas would be interested in any joint work with EAPN on access to affordable decent housing, including energy efficiency.
Key debate points

· More emphasis should be made to the role of gender in homelessness, children and families, also rural homelessness

· The lack of adequacy of resources for new categories is a key concern.
· The lack of data can also be an excuse, even with data the governments does not act.

· More use should be made of Rights frameworks particularly the Council of Europe mechanisms.

· Monitoring the impact on homelessness in the crisis will be important, and how important a factor over-indebtedness is.

· How far is social housing a solution? Some members highlighted the importance of expanding public investment and direct provision. Other’s felt that social housing was a failure, leading to stigmatization. The main focus should be on enabling affordable housing in the private sector or facilitating owner occupation.

· Roma and Housing – is a controversial issue. Most Roma have little choices, and are not considered homeless, but a personal choice.

Key messages
1) The need to ensure a more integrated support for homeless people through the welfare systems and support, access to employment and housing.
2) Not all homeless people want immediate separate housing – need for more complex itineraries/personal support.

3) Focus should be on prevention of homelessness – particularly now in the crisis.
4) Housing supply needs to be increased – but not just social housing/affordable private and owner occupation – choice is important.

5) Sustainable housing is vital and well as sustainable living areas – it’s not just about bricks.

6) What kind of housing, and allocation policies? - where people live is a political issue – CECODHAS supports social mix – what do people in poverty want? What about migrants/ethnic minorities who get security from living in housing in close communities?
7) Housing renovation/decent housing is important, but must be for the benefit of existing tenants (eg problems with structural funds use for Roma housing which later evict the tenants – eg in CZ with Roma.

8) The right to decent housing is important/DALO model – but how to implement it?

9) Important to recognize the diversity of housing delivery, problems and demands. In some new member states there is a need to have information on positive models of developing social housing, particularly through social economy or third sector (CZ)

10) What is homelessness? It’s important to agree EU Definitions and data, also on who the homeless are and specific needs.
11) How can structural funds be better used for the benefit of tenants not just public housing authorities? It shouldn’t just be about improving housing stock, but providing better housing for people.
12) In some countries, (eg DK), homelessness is not such a huge problem, but problems of isolation in social housing, lack of coordinated social services/employment/training support.

13) Making visible who are the homelessness is crucial. Men are often the visible symbol. Women are hidden, have less resources, often women suffering from domestic violence are unable to move out of their housing, for lack of independent resources/threat of violence, although in reality they are homeless and need access to independent housing, also on older people.
14) Key role of local integrated, endogenous development to prevent exclusion.

15) NGO roles as intermediaries - Luxembourg has set up a Social Agency for Housing Rights – owners use agency to let property to people who otherwise would find it difficult to access private rented accommodation.
ACTION

· No immediate consensus on approaches to homelessness and housing, particularly in relation to demands on access to housing, but very useful exchange – to be continued.
· Sian to send out SPC questionnaire, when received from the Commission

· Members to contact their SPC members concerning the process for making an input before 15 June (and copy to Sian)

· Secretariat will make an EAPN shadow response, depending on member’s responses. 
7) Open Space Discussions
3 small group discussions took place on key social inclusion issues at national level, key missing areas in EAPN work and proposals for training/capacity building in November.

Please note that not all workshops gave full reports on national situations.
Belgium :Main concerns – what strategy for post 2010, and joint initiatives with Spanish and Swedish Presidency, preparing for 2010.

Portugal – Partnership and Good Governance, with ineffective government and little participation. EES and Social OMC disappearing. Other key issues are quality of work and post 2010 – what proposals to return to the spirit of Lisbon. Need for EAPN to root its positions more in the national reality.

Italy – Main focus is on security, with rising xenophobia with Roma and migrants. Italian Government controls citizens and the media. Still managing to do some good work – People experiencing poverty meetings – at regional level, network of local observatories and Round Table.

FEANTSA – focus on participation and empowerment and methods of working with the homelessness, stocktaking on progress, and the OMC, quality of social services, working to change the perception of homelessness. Would like EAPN to support EU demands ie the end to Rough sleeping.
Spain – dominated by Regional Elections and the impact of the crisis. Big regional fight for resources and for the sector.  Working on a Progress Project supported by Luis Vives Foundation on social inclusion observatory and the role of the 3rd Sector, very interested in the role of the social economy.

France – big issues, participation and 2010, also migrants, energy and precarity.

Romania – big concern over developing poverty strategies to 2013. Already have one, and lot’s of laws on social inclusion – but no implementation. The national EAPN network needs support. Would like to have more exchanges on the position of Roma and also Rumanians in other MS.

ATD – focus on fundamental rights and the EU social charter, and how to better use human rights instruments.

Malta – working on hard data to show that poverty exists.

Bulgaria – involvement in the steering committee for 2010, focus on the financial  crisis with debt research monitoring indebtedness.

Czech Republic – is focusing on indebtedness, affordable housing and OMC Progress project on participation models and approaches in the NAPs.

Latvia – Only has 2 people working on the OMC, need to get better models from others. Big problem with human resources funding for NGO’s. There is no global view on inclusion issues.

Poland – lobbying on the OMC and why NGO’s don’[t participate more, carried out an evaluation of the national inclusion strategy. Otherwise focus on Minimum Income and 2010,also Guidelines for NGOs on European Social Policy.

Denmark – Main focus is 2010, and reaching out to people experiencing poverty more effectively, supporting networking between NGO’s, and with local authorities on the OMC>

Austria – Main focus is 2010 with a big conference as a starting point – focus on wealth, power, happiness. Lobbying on the new means-tested minimum income law.

Expectations of EAPN
· Too much paper and documents. Need to be more clearly prioritized and more focussed on the key issues.

· The position papers are too long, as politicians won’t read them. Starting to understand the OMC after several years involvement.

· There has been too much of a shift from poverty in general, towards responses to EU policy agenda.
· EAPN has been very useful, but need to have a wider vision and own focus – on 2010, and Growth and Jobs not working, the concentration of power and management.

· Listen to national networks more and to their problems – have a more practical approach to problem solution – less theoretical
· Support project cooperation.
Key issues

· Minimum income.
· 2010, preparation for the year.

· Involvement of people experiencing poverty

· How to make the OMC work better.

· More exchange on how to fight better poverty and social exclusion (policy content) – discussions can be too dominated by EU policies and processes.

· Roma.
· Impact of the Crisis.
· Impact of the Treaty and the Parliamentary Elections.

· Post 2010.
· Anti Poverty strategies and legislation.
· Social Economy.
· Housing.

Winning proposals for Capacity Building.

1) Developing strong National Anti-poverty strategies  ( including using Legislation)
2) Embedding human rights approaches (we will try and develop this workshop in 2010)

AGREEMENT
The capacity building seminar will take place in Denmark in November and will focus on developing effective integrated anti-poverty strategies and instruments.(including poverty legislation)
8. Services – see separate notes
9. EAPN SIWG Work Programme and next meetings
November Meeting – In Denmark

EAPN DK will host the SIWG capacity building and SIWG meeting. On the Thursday afternoon there will be a seminar on poverty and social exclusion trends and strategies, linked to 2010.

3 countries will be invited to present what is poverty and social exclusion. The event will involve Danish government, Danish NGO’s and Local Authorities involving around  30/40 people. Representatives from the National Implementing Body will also come.

All SIWG members will be invited to participated.
10. Minimum Income Campaign and Follow Up
The new phase of the campaign was presented. There will be a reflection day in Brussels on the 6th March. Each network can send a member who will be responsible for following up on the campaign.

Comments

· Although the campaign group is responsible for the petition campaign, the SIWG will still have responsibility for following up other elements.
· A proposal was made that the Campaign group should focus on 3 countries that don’t have Minimum Income. EAPN should send a Joint letter to these Governments (highlighting the Active Inclusion Recommendation and the 92 Recommendations). Idea was supported by Hungary and Norway
· Bulgaria made a proposal of developing a reality check (calculating the prices of basic food/ heating/ water and pharmacy) Basket of Goods compared to minimum income – but also introduce local and national level). This was supported by many of the group, however misgivings were raised about the complexity and need to draw on existing methodologies.

· Katherine highlighted that Rowntree’s (UK) has a methodology for independent budget standards and getting PEP budget the minimum income.

Scoping document on Adequacy Explainer

· The idea of the explainer was useful but it was important to use existing reports/studies and MISSOC data and to offer alternatives. 

· ATD made an assessment of MI from people themselves (Marie-Cecile).
· Access to services was a crucial element and should be taken into account

· It was important to look at how effective is minimum income. AGE is doing the same on minimum pensions. They established a clear basket of needs for different groups. (cost of health care, housing as well as normal consumption items – food/energy etc.) 

· It is a difficult process to calculate needs and has to be very specific. It should not aim for minimums. Adequate income for a decent life means not just basic foods and services and should be relative to the Country’s standard of living.. Building on the Social Standards project, Belgium has now developed extended survey research – with focus groups and general public.

AGREED

· Send letter to support countries without minimum income – (check with Greek colleague). Written by EAPN signed by President. (Vito to draft)

· Members should try and send information on existing resources. ( Portugal did a project on MI which has been published.).

· Testimonies from people in poverty should draw on existing material ( PEP reports). If Claire needs more material, Ludo will raise with Coordinators meetings

·  Maria will scope the idea of the Reality check snapshot proposal.

11. 2010 and beyond
Sian presented the latest update from the tool kit.
Brief national feedback

PT - No national body appointed, but it won’t be the NAP coordinating body.

UK – Ist meeting has been held. The NIP is government only. There is also a stakeholder group which EAPN is involved with. Key concerns: if you’re in the NIB can you apply for money? Is the NIB the same as the NAP stakeholder group and process? Will that mean that the policy focus will be replaced by a project body. Last year EAPN got official advisory status, but are now afraid they will not get policy access.

FI – just appointed NIB, which they are involved with. They have the same question can members bid?

LU – NIB has been established and it is government only. It involves the same people as the NAP. They have invited the stakeholders of SI working group. EAPN has not yet decided on actions for the year, but are more interested in symbolic cheap actions. Emphasis on cultural access.

PL – No NIB yet. It will be organized by the Department of Social Integration, and they know EAPN is interested. EAPN has made a proposal for a campaign with guidelines for access to services, conferences and meetings.

AT – NIB is organized by the Ministry of Social Affairs. EAPN is in good contact with them. The first stakeholder meeting was held with a steering group with NGOs. It is not clear where decisions are taken, or how much money will be available. EAPN are preparing a big conference in February on wealth, a meeting with other stakeholders and 2 days of action.

FR – NIB has been set up by the Ministry of Social Affairs. They don’t know the budget or how decisions will be taken. There will be a meeting in early March to decide topics.

SL – currently choosing NIB through the Ministry of Social Affairs. An open call will be put out for NGO’s to apply.
IE – NIB is managed by the Office of SI and Combat Poverty Agency (340.000 Euros) .Advisory group has been established involving EAPN but with little NGO involvement. (2 NGO’s out of 24), and very limited consultation. EAPN have agreed priorities for the year, and made a submission to the NIB. They have set up a working group with strong focus on the legacy for the year.

HU – NIB is established with the first informal meeting in January. EAPN has made own proposal and Ministry considers it the official proposal. A broad consultative body has been established with NGO’s etc (around 50) with the first meeting on the 10th March.

Same question – can NGO’s involved with the NIB or stakeholders group apply?
IT – EAPN organized a Round Table, based on EU model. Italian NIB/NAP is the same, but as there are local and EU elections in June, the outcomes are uncertain.

LT – In June, there will be municipal elections and Parliamentary elections (late Spring). There is a NIB and Elena is member of the committee with representatives from all ministries (police, Local Authorities etc). How effective will the Committee be? They have the feeling that the Ministry will keep the money for themselves.  NGO’s will seek access.

DE – NIB is organized by the Ministry of Social Affairs and there will be a large stakeholder meeting in March to form an advisory group. EAPN will have 7 places. They are developing a plan and discussing it with the Ministry.

RU – No information, they have moved the department to Ministry of Labour. Need to get information on International Advisory Group. NIB – get feedback. EAPN Rumania will be part of action plan but not clear how.

DK – There have been meetings with 3 NGOs to prepare a plan for 2010. They hope to get financed by private foundations and the last period from NIB. NIB was established in January. But they haven’t had contact with them, athough EAPN has asked for meetings.

MT – not sure of the information.

BE – NIB was set up in November by the Federal Anti-poverty service. But problems over conditions of operating could mean this is changed to the Federal Agency, but the content will remain the same. EAPN is a member of the steering group and the wider stakeholder group with working groups. There is a Budget for 600.000Euros. Federal Plan  as EAPN with the mission to work with people in poverty in 2010, for 3 years – 100.000 for 2009 for each year, to organize PEP activities and other initiatives. But also EAPN has their own program: focusing on housing, employment and child poverty, social standards and post Lisbon strategy. Also they are preparing the Presidency in 2010 with an additional budget to involve PEP in .7 meetings and one in  June on post Lisbon Strategy.

Norway – no special action or budget. They have asked for meetings and sent a letter but have received no reply. EAPN will combine it with the MI campaign. Actions will take place in 430 municipalities.

BU – NIB has been established, and is the same as the NAP body. EAPN sits on the steering group and has made proposals. EAPN will be on the council. They are not sure how it will develop with the elections.

Key Concerns

· How many Countries have added to the 50% Is it new money?
· How many are making money available for 2009 (eg Hungary and Belgium): Belgium has set aside money, for this year and next year. 300,000 for this year plus co-financing and same money 2010.

· UK wants 2 parts of the budget – a small grants and infrastructure budget and another one for technical assistance. 

· Will getting involved in the NIB or stakeholder advisory group restrict EAPN members’ eligibility for project funding?

· How normal is it too have the delays?

2010 Seminar
The draft outline of the seminar was presented by Sian. This will be primarily a joint meeting between the 3 working groups (SIWG, EWG and SFWG) and will be combined with a lobbying session. It will focus on preparing the EAPN position on the legacy for 2010 and post 2010 Strategy.
Key concerns
· The involvement of people in poverty was welcomed, but more thought would need to be given to translation, and also numbers. 

· Some questions were raised whether extra delegates could be invited? ie SPC members. (AT)

· Concerns were raised about the need to look at specific issues like employment, and specific groups eg Single parents

· Looking at concrete instruments was useful but not just the at-risk of poverty indicator.

· Some felt it was a too economistic agenda and should have a clearer social dimension. Does it reflect what EAPN wants, or is it too pragmatic, geared to what is possible.

· The number of people to be invited should be increased. However, EAPN has problems of funding.

· The division in the agenda should be clearer. 

· It will be important to set the vision and context of the meeting, building on the recommendations made by the PEP meeting with recommendations for 2010 ( delegation from the meeting should be present) . A link should also be made with the EU we want and the EAPN strategic plan

· The seminar needs to start with a clear stocktaking on Lisbon - where we’ve got to.

· Themes – the seminar should start with the vision of EAPN and objectives

· The morning should be more of a stocktaking and identifying specific obstacles and making recommendations. The second session could focus more on what we want..

· It’s important to use consistent language in the workshop titles 

· Important to arrive at concrete proposals and not just remain in general debate.

· It might be better to have more narrow topics and work on the concrete tools.

· The focus of the conference should be on translating the vision into concrete realities/ on developing concrete recommendations.

AGREED

· Send any  comments by next Friday

· The Seminar should put flesh on EAPN’s vision/ in terms of the 2010 year and post 2010 strategy.

· Morning session to be more internal - Stocktaking on what’s been achieved/ What  EAPN’s vision and approach is. Morning workshops should be focussed on more concrete narrow instruments..

· The afternoon session should be lobbying on the key messages.

11. European Elections- EAPN activities.
Sian presented the Election manifesto which has been developed with the EXCO and EO’s primarily.
· So far few members are planning events on the elections: Finland is organizing a survey with candidates on priority themes.

· Portugal – trying to translate the manifesto – and then add specific demands at national level
12. Wealth Explainer and Poverty Leaflet
Verena presented the main changes in the document:

· Restructured document with new elements in the introduction
· New boxes outside the document.

· Tried to give definitions and highlight the lack of reliable data.

· Can’t say who are the rich – there is no data on this.

· Gave more detail on the 3 Wealth Reports – still need data from the German network.

· Addressed problem on clandestine wealth.

· New chapter on growing inequalities
· Global gender gap.

· Couldn’t find more statements of  PEP – people should send these.
· Not yet included graphics.
Comments:

· General agreement that the 2nd draft was a considerably improved.

· Would be useful to incorporate more references on social justice eg, 1195 Copenhagen World Summit, 2007, reference to the social documents of the church. However there was disagreement about this, unless steps were taken to ensure that other churches/religions were represented.

· More should be made of the new context as with the impact of economic crisis/  wealth has disappeared.
· Expand if possible the section about Taxes and Tax avoidance/evasion – see Guardian supplement.

AGREED

· Any comments by Monday the 9th of March

· Sian will finish with Michaela.

· Finalise draft by the end of April.

Poverty Leaflet
No time for a full discussion

Agreed with follow up action proposed

13. Evaluation.

· AT - Yesterday was positive and the work in the small groups. But it would be good to change the groups. Today was tougher. We need to have the papers in time to discuss them.
· Liz - Useful to have the Services Dimension, linked to the Active Inclusion debate and very relevant in relation to the quality debate. 

· Ludo  - 2 days is very tiring. Need to spread it more. Perhaps to end on Saturday lunchtime.

· Vito – There needs to be more time to discuss key issues. Perhaps allowing more time for the big debates. But the meeting was positive.

· Maria – Really positive, very useful. The meeting starts when reading the documents on the trip to Brussels. It really starts to widen horizons. But too many items.- economic crisis ( too little time), open space yesterday was very positive and be good to have more open space in the meetings generally, as we are missing some key issues because of following so closely the Commission’s agenda. It would have been useful to discuss in more detail what’s happening to Ireland. More free discussion on poverty and what is happening at national level.

· Kirsi – very interesting 2 days. The agenda is too packed and didn’t have time to read the documents. so this creates a feeling of pressure. It would be important to prioritise the items so not so many different types of items. Some topics could be just introduced then ask for written comments.

· Ireland – the best discussions were Services and the Economic Crisis. But we need more time to share on the national level. We need to find new ways of dealing with first time information.

· Kamila – Services was a good debate, but, not enough time on the Economic Crisis and capacity building. Proposal to cut information items which are dealt with by other groups: eg MI and 2010

· Elena – happy to be at the meeting and have the opportunity to express my opinion and share. Small groups were good. We should agree when we’re arriving and leaving. There maybe could be a shorter day on Saturday. Seminar agenda would have been better discussed in a small group.

· Rumania was grateful for the itemized documents for the agenda. Would be good to have feedback from the other groups (EWG and SWG).Very happy with accommodation, meals and room.

· Isabella – good meeting with a lot of information. Felt that she learnt a lot . The problem is how to integrate it into national work. Supports Candy’s proposal – It is important to know what other national networks are doing. This is one of the main point’s of the meeting..

· Dag – Happy with the meeting both days.

· Luna – very important meeting and inspiring. Still has difficulty with all the technicalities. Too many papers in general. The first day was good, but the second day seemed to be dominated by just responding to EU politics. The group should be more innovative. Would be useful to discuss and exchange on more positive implementation of policies. The group should also establish a mailing group and use the website to exchange.

· Mafalda /Eurochild appreciated hearing about the national level.

· Sergio – saw a problem that 9 people left early – should agree that we are all going to work together. Also that each group tries to be EAPN – and we have to learn to accept that it is not always our role. Happy with hotel.

ACTION POINTS

Round Table:

· Sian will incorporate comments in a letter to the Swedish Presidency
Economic Crisis and Spring Council Letter

· Members to send in fiches on Economic Crisis if not already done so together with any update information.

· Sian will finalise the EPSCO letter, any comments to be sent by Wednesday.

· The Spring Council will be based on the EPSCO letter and Council results and will be agreed with the President/Bureau. 
Homelessness/Housing Exclusion

· Good exchange on theme. No immediate consensus on approaches to homelessness and housing, particularly in relation to demands on access to housing. 
· Sian to send out SPC questionnaire, when received from the Commission

· Members to contact SPC members about stakeholder process for questionnaire completion putting forward their inputs before 15 June ( and copy to Sian)

· Secretariat will make an EAPN shadow response, from member’s inputs.
Capacity Building Seminar in Denmark.
· The capacity building seminar will take place in Denmark in November and will focus on developing effective national integrated anti-poverty strategies and instruments.(including poverty legislation).

Minimum Income

· Send letter to support countries without minimum income – (check with Greek colleague). Written by EAPN signed by President. (Vito to draft)

· Claire will go ahead with MI explainer based on scoping document and comments.

· Members should try and send information on existing resources. ( Portugal did a project on MI which has been published.).

· Testimonies from people in poverty should draw on existing material ( PEP reports). If Claire needs more material, Ludo will raise with Coordinators meetings

·  Maria will scope the idea of the Reality check snapshot proposal.

Joint Seminar – Post 2010

· Members should send any comments by next Friday. (6 March)

· Secretariat will finalise draft programme by the end of March.

Wealth Explainer

· Any comments by Monday the 9th of March

· Sian will finish with Michaela.

· Finalise draft by the end of April.

Poverty Leaflet

- There was not time for a full discussion

- Agreed with follow up action proposed on scoping document.

- To be discussed fully in the next meeting, with draft proposal.
PAGE  
15

