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Report from the EAPN Seminar on Strengthening the

Funding Capacity of National Networks

All supporting documents for this report are on the EAPN member’s room:

http://www.eapn.eu/content/view/955/90/lang,en/ 

In line with the network development strategy and its priorities, EAPN has decided at the 2007 GA to address the funding needs of National Networks. The EXCO appointed the Group on Sustainable Financing of National Networks which has mapped out the funding reality. 

Secondly, in preparation to 2010, National Networks (NNs) have been encouraged to develop broad alliances, think of political outcomes and plan projects and actions for the year. 2010 has been the subject of General Assembly 2008 and other meetings and it will continue to be an important focus of EAPN’s work this and next year. Focus weeks will highlight member states throughout the year and National Networks are encouraged to organize actions especially during these focus weeks. 

Thirdly, with the mainstreaming of the EU EQUAL Programme, EU funding opportunities for National Networks have become more difficult to access. Despite this, some Networks had managed to get projects funded from EU sources, which has helped them build national credibility and get funding at national level. 

1. The seminar aimed to map the funding reality, exchange experiences and develop a funding strategy to address problems faced by anti-poverty NGOs at national and European level.  
Specific objectives 

1. open the discussion about addressing funding needs of NNs 

2. deepen understanding of the national funding reality

3. draw lessons from participation in EU funding 

4. exchange on preparation for 2010 – where does funding come from

5. develop a lobby campaign to address the funding problems at national and European level.

2. Participants, preparation and speakers

The seminar gathered 15 participants from 14 NNs responsible for fundraising and managing finances in the Networks. Guest speakers from the European Commission and Network of European Foundations were invited to share their views with the seminar participants. Participants were invited to look at the EAPN funding report and a discussion paper proposing the development of a lobby strategy. Participants spent the first day exchanging about each other’s successes and obstacles to fundraising. On the second day, participants developed ideas on the need for national funding programmes for anti poverty networks and an EU funding programme for anti poverty work. 
3. Expectations

Most participants in the seminar expected to learn how the other NNs get public or private funding, what are the sources available and what successful fundraising techniques other NNs implemented. Networks also expressed the interest to find a way to develop a joint EAPN lobby strategy to be carried out together at national and European level. 
4. Reflection on the report of the Funding Situation of EAPN National Networks: Where does money come from? 

Participants reflected in small groups on the report and exchanged information on their own funding schemes and priorities. While the report points to some of the key challenges that National Networks face in seeking funds, participants raised additional questions to explore in the future, including:

· what are the total funds available for anti poverty work in EU member states?

· What funds are available for awareness raising work?
· Can tax-deduction mechanisms be promoted to fund national anti poverty networks? This is already the case in Hungary and Poland.

· How can we secure transparency of funds that reach national and local NGOs? Sometimes it is difficult to know whether funds come from EU or from national budgets

· Should we lobby for decrease of co-funding demands or their cancelation altogether? There are practices where public authorities co-fund EU programmes, making them accessible for NGOs and on the other end of the extreme, public authorities use EU funds for themselves and do not give the chance to NGOs to apply for them. 

5. Presentation of the Network of European Foundations (NEF): Foundations working on poverty, tips on how to develop relations with foundations – speaker Peggy Seiller
This presentation is based on the NEF Foundation listing in the poverty field working in more than one EU country, by theme
NEF is platform bringing large foundations active in Europe to cooperate together and develop common projects. 
How to work with foundations
The Crisis has hit foundations hard, about 30% have had to diminish their budgets and some had to close down. Some foundations funded by companies, such as the Bosch Foundation are still pretty strong. In the context of the financial crisis, Foundations are having internal reflections on their own structure, existence and future. At the EU level, foundations are lobbying for a Statute of European Foundation which will create a common taxation framework and will facilitate exchange. 
The approach to foundations cannot be general. It is important to look at their strategic plans, their remit and timeline of calls for projects when deciding to seek funding. Many foundations fund projects, however, there are a few who offer core costs as is the Compagnia di San Paolo. Most funders focus nationally, but some have a broader remit (for example: Erste Foundation). Specific suggestions on how to work with foundations:
1. Look at their strategic plans.
2. Do not send unsolicited proposals (they usually have very specific formats, procedures, timeline – respect that).
3. The websites of the foundations are a good source because they shows past projects – looking for innovation in projects.
4. EPIM – European Programme for Integration and Migration granting scheme is an example of European cooperation programmes coordinated by NEF and involving member foundations. Look at other programmes. http://www.epim.info/ 
5. When looking at project proposals, Foundations expect broader partnership and public co-fundng. 
6. Make a realistic budget.
7. Keep updated with the process of the foundation (1-stage or 2-stage applications requires different amount of work).
8. Once granted some funds – keep the contact with the foundation. They appreciate what is going on behind the report – keep networking (some foundations are referred to by their sister organizations).
Q&A
It is not clear why Foundations find it more difficult to fund participation activities choosing instead to focus more on the access to rights. In the UK foundations covering poverty in their activities seem to value large charities and do not get engaged with anti poverty networks.

Q:

Many foundations have moved to being project implementers, competing for funds rather than serving as a source of funding. What is the reason behind that move? 

Another trend is that they are moving to supporting individual citizen participation and not recognizing collective empowerment that NGOs do. Proof of that are all the citizen panel activities often co-organized with the EU institutions. 
When is it relevant to approach NEF and when its members? 
A: 

1. It is true that lately one can see a mix of activities of foundations – now they operate more on a dual model, operating by themselves and being grant-givers. Foundations find that being operational brings a complementary to their activities. They run their own projects and they prefer this combination. The trend will continue.

2. Foundations have gotten involved in organizing citizen panels and forums because it also gives access to funds from the European Commission. Not sure it will continue for long. 

NEF facilitates partnership, proposes to members some projects with a European dimension during the general assembly trying to galvanize them around common ideas. It is always better when one of the members accepted the idea of the project and this helps to find others. Therefore, its good to approach foundations directly and convince them of your idea.  EPIM is an example of that. Another example is the UN Alliance of Civilizations which focuses on cultural dialogue, funded by several large foundations. There are examples when foundations have worked with European organizations. 
Participants expressed difficulty to get funding for awareness raising on poverty and for coordination and participation work. Often foundations fund activities targeting older or young people, but nobody funds the age in between which has to provide for both and it is even more difficult to convince foundations to fund work on addressing structural factors of poverty.  
6. EAPN Ireland’s awareness raising project funded by PROGRESS: Ireland in Social Europe
The PowerPoint presentation is available on the EAPN member’s room
EAPN Ireland coordinates the project Ireland in Social Europe, funded under the EC PROGRESS Programme, national grants for awareness-raising on the Social Open Method of Coordination.  The project is carried out by 6 partners, among which public authorities. The project focuses on Ireland and the Economic resession and social change, Ireland and the EU, Ireland and the EU Social agenda.  

Q&A

Participants expressed their concerns that while there is funding for transnational work, there is no funding for national work on OMC.

EAPN had asked the European Commission to set up national awareness programmes around the OMC, and the Irish project is a result of that lobby work. However, it is always difficult to succeed on all requests. Therefore, for some NNs. This call was good while others would have preferred to do a transnational exchange. 
One problem is that open calls put some NNs in competition with members or with other NGOs. 
The meeting with the EC in February with all the funded projects showed that of the 18 projects funded (initially the EC had planned to fund 10, but later extended the budget) many had a link with EAPN.

Finally, trust is a crucial element when coordinating a project that brings such different partners together. 
Participants were reminded that the EAPN Flash has all the information on project calls and is a good source of information on funding opportunities. 

7. EAPN Poland’s project funded by EEA Grants from the Norwegian Government

EAPN Poland was founded on February 1, 2007. It brings together 24 members, of which eight are big social networks. The Network has no legal status as it is not registered. The social federation WRZOS holds the secretariat of EAPN Poland and manages its finances. It also provides logistical support for the meetings of the Executive Committee. 
WRZOS applied for EAPN to EEA grants for development of civil society (EFTA countries). The application form and procedure is easy compared to the ones under EU funds. To increase chances of getting the funds, EAPN Europe was included as a partner. The project did not make it in the first round. Careful analysis of those applicants that got funded showed that all of them had Norwegian NGOs as partners. EAPN Poland asked EAPN Norway to be a partner as well and got funded under the second selection round. 
The project aims to develop the network (meetings, debates, conferences, website, leaflets, newsletter). It secured 2 staff: 1 full-time coordinator and 1 part-time secretary. WRZOS which itself has 200 members used its budget and resources as co-financing. The project helps EAPN Poland to be more visible. However, so far members have not been more active, which shows that funding is not always the only motivation of engagement. 

Some advantages of not being registered:

WRZOS managed structural funds and other members can apply (ATD 4th World coordinating the national delegations and got some money for that). This helps to share the different tasks and responsibilities among the members of EAPN Poland.
Disadvantages: WRZOS has to choose whether to apply for themselves or for EAPN Poland. National funds are more difficult to access – 80% of granted funds must go for activities and only 10% for staff. This forces organizations to survive from project to project.  

Q&A
EAPN Hungary is a partner in a successful project from EEA Grants which was approved in 2006 and hasn’t yet started. So it often depends on those managing the grants.  

EAPN Czech Republic tried to apply for a project, but they were told that EEA Grants will fund only projects which cannot be financed by other national sources.

8. Hungarian Anti-Poverty Network presentation of the capacity building project funded by structural funds Networking and Participation – for the more effective representation of the interest of people experiencing poverty
The PowerPoint presentation is available on the EAPN member’s room

EAPN Europe had lobbied during the development of the new regulations for ESF to be more accessible to NGOs and especially to have global grant schemes, where small NGOs can access funds and the governments cover the co-funding part. However, this was accepted only in a few countries. EAPN also achieved a stronger emphasis on the partnership aspect of the projects. 
In Hungary, as a result of a strong NGO lobby, ESF funds were made available to NGOs. While some NGOs had had bad experiences with managing structural fund grants in the previous rounds, this round allowed for better access. 

EAPN Hungary applied for a 1.5 year’s project together with one of its regional organization members to develop the network. The project was approved and activities are under way. The project covers the whole country, but focuses on three less developed regions of the country. It will focus on strengthening the NN, engaging more NGOs, increasing the participation of people experiencing poverty in decision-making and improve the cooperation between members. 

Q&A
EAPN Hungary submitted the project together with one of its members, while other members had submitted two other projects separately. One of them also got funded. To avoid conflict, information about the project was shared with all the members. 
9. Marie-Anne Paraskevas from the European Commission presented the situation of NIB establishment and had an exchange with the seminar participants. The synthesis of this discussion will be taken up in the 2010 preparation work and will not be included in this report.  
Objectives 2nd day:

1. Intensify exchange across all our activities and continue learning about each other’s realities and experiences

2. Maintain vigilance around present programmes (Structural Funds, Europe for Citizens, invitation to Balkan countries coming to EU level, Interreg and other opportunities).

3. Finish the report and the paper drawing conclusions from the report. Put the paper together with the report and use it as a basis for the work. 

4. Update the tables every year 

a) Demand an EU poverty programme (see the 4th programme 1995, progress, other EU programmes (Youth in Action) – our needs).

b) National funding programmes for anti poverty networks. 

10. Some reflections on European vs National funding
In the current funding context, it is clear that EU funding will not solve the funding problem of national anti poverty work and the NNs specifically. 
1. Progress programme includes funding for European networks and two calls every two years, of which one that is more accessible to NNs focuses on national awareness raising on the social OMC. 
2. Funds available for transnational exchange do not cover the core costs of NNs. Currently EAPN is involved in two such projects, one on social economy coordinated by DIESIS and the second one – Bridges for Inclusion, coordinated by EAPN Portugal. These projects add to the work of the NNs and do not help them fund national lobby and policy-making work. 

3. In terms of accessing structural funds, EAPN Hungary one of the few examples where Structural Funds are accessible to NGOs. The Structural Fund Working Group will keep trying to make the funds available to NGOs. 

In order to formulate the EAPN demands, a 2-3 page paper presenting arguments why NNs and the anti poverty work should be funded. This information should come from the members. 

Group 1 Brainstorming: Why should National Anti Poverty Networks be funded?
Having compared realities in different member states, it was clear that while context can be very different there would be an added value of a common response to these challenges – providing a framework and generating European solidarity and government support for it – value in an EAPN response to generating more sustainable sources of funding for NNs. 

· participation = improved policies

· awareness raising both with public and with governments (info, research, education)

· making a complex issue accessible

· expertise (1. barometer (following the trend and identifying new issues) 2. participation in terms of process; 3. feedback to government policies/consultation initiatives)

· broad networks around poverty

· consultative processes (policy makers + PEP)

· rights-based approach – strengthening democracy

· tackle/identifying causes of poverty

· social cohesion + economic benefit

· social justice

· credibility of being close to people

· capacity to connect to EU agenda (- influencing, empowering people to engage with the EU agenda; capacity building)

· reaching the hard to reach or most excluded

· building capacity of the sector to analyse and lobby

· analyse policies from the perspective of people experiencing poverty (poverty-proofing)

· looking at cross-cutting issues and all realities of poverty

· profiles the national approach and helps bring knowledge and innovation from other EU MS

· principle of subsidiarity
· strengthens the fundraising capacity

· complementing OMC peer learning from NGO perspective and contributes to more creative policy-making 

· create employment 

· lifelong learning and skills development 

· helping individuals experiencing poverty

· building ownership of policies among PEP

· in current economic context – governments have to be more proactive on addressing the situation

Necessary to ask for core funding.
Group 2 Brainstorming: Why should a European Funding Programme support a Poverty Strategy?
- Difficult to distinguish between an EU programme as a fundraising strategy or a strategy to fund poverty.
- The reality has changed since the early 90s

· citizens think that reality of poverty is going to get worse so we need a common approach

· getting to a common understanding of the reality of poverty

Poverty programme: 

Need to build on either

· Progress extended – inclusion and anti poverty fund

· Structural Funds reformed - much bigger budgets but not as accessible to NGOs

Structural Funds should be revised so that they are clearly targeted as an inclusion programme. More earmarking in Structural Funds for NGO-led activities and adjust the rules to make it accessible also to grass-root level NGOs with clear objectives on that. Structural Funds spending should address some of the key issues in poverty (debt, housing…); make minimum income schemes open for everyone, including migrants. 

EU poverty programme:

A structural approach should be taken because poverty is and will be on the increase in EU. 

1. Find out what was in the 4th EU Poverty Programme and other similar programmes we could learn from (background paper)

2. Grassroots NGO exchange – much more access for NGOs to a European programme (collective projects of EAPN)

3. Financing to support participation and capacity building for individuals experiencing poverty to get involved in policy making (intensive testing of such methods/systems in different Member States – participatory democracy mechanisms and transnational sharing). 

4. Funding to keep EAPN alive after 2010 – should not take for granted the current situation of EU funding for the future. 
Anti poverty sector needs to define arguments against right-wing arguments (not for blank check but with clear reasons). 

11. The group on Sustainable Finances for National Networks has been revitalized, including participants from the seminar. This group will develop further the proposals from this seminar. 
EAPN Ireland – Anna Visser

EAPN Hungary – Izabella Marton

EAPN UK/NI – Frances Dowds

EAPN Denmark – Hernick Gram Nielsen
EAPN Portugal – Paula Carvalho Cruz 

EAPN Czech Republik – Karel Schwarz

The group agreed to meet on 22 July. 
12. Evaluation and reflection on the meeting
Participants completed an evaluation form. A few mentioned that the meeting was fruitful and they learned a lot. For the future, when splitting in working groups, pre-prepared questions help to start and structure the discussion. 

Annex 1: Participant’s programme

Arrival of participants 
Day 1: Friday, 8 May 2009

	Session 1
	Getting started & mapping the funding reality (plenary and working groups)

	9.30 – 11.00
	Welcome and introduction of participants

Sharing expectations of EAPN and participants

Introduction of the aims and programme 

Presentation and discussion of the funding report and group exchange on:

· sources of funding (public vs. private; proportion from total budget; national and local level funds) 

· co-funding – how NNs manage it

· spending division (on policy, on participation, on EU focused work)

· resource management (human, financial, organisational)



	11.00– 11.30
	Break

	Session 2
	Working with private foundations (plenary)

	11.30 – 12.15
	Presentation by Peggy Sailler from Network of European Foundations

Q&A



	Session 3
	Case studies on fundraising: Learning from NN experiences (plenary)

	12.15 – 13.00
	EAPN Ireland – awareness raising funds

EAPN Poland – Norwegian funds

EAPN Hungary – structural funds

Discussion



	13.00 – 14.00
	Lunch

	Session 4
	Preparing for 2010: working with NIBs 

	14.00 – 15.00
	Presentation by Marie-Anne Paraskevas on working with NIBs

Q&A

Exchange in working groups on experiences of NNs



	15.00 – 15.30
	Break

	Session 5
	Working on an EAPN strategy to increase national funding

	15.30 – 17.00


	Discussion of lobby paper (content)

	19.00
	Dinner 


Day 2: Saturday, 9 May 2009

	Session 6
	Working on an EAPN strategy to increase national funding

	9.30 – 11.00
	Discussion of lobby strategy steps to take at national and European level

Working groups



	11.00– 11.30
	Break

	Session 7
	Conclusion and evaluation (Plenary)

	11.30 – 13.00


	Evaluation form

Conclusion of the work done

Actions to follow-up

Closing



	13.00-14.00
	End of meeting, lunch and departure


Participants will depart on Saturday afternoon or Sunday, according to flight availability
Annex 2: List of participants 

	 
	Network
	Name
	email

	1
	Belgium
	Ludo Horemans
	ludo.horemans@antwerpen.be

	2
	Belgium
	Paul Vaernewyck
	paul.vaernewyck@belgisch-netwerk-armoede.be

	3
	Bulgaria
	Maria Jeliazkova
	perspekt@tradel.net

	4
	Cyprus
	Marina Stavrinou
	marina@peo.org.cy

	5
	Czech Rep.
	Karel Schwarz
	Schwarz_Karel@seznam.cz

	6
	Denmark
	Henrik Gram Nielsen
	henrik.gram@fo-aarhus.dk

	7
	Hungary
	Izabella Marton
	marton.iza@hapn.hu

	8
	Ireland
	Anna Visser
	Anna@eapn.ie

	9
	Malta
	Edgar Busuttil
	centrefj@gmail.com

	10
	Norway
	Ibe Hassel
	ibehassel@gmail.com

	11
	Poland 
	Kamila Plowiec
	kamila.p@wrzos.org.pl

	12
	Portugal
	Paula Carvalho Cruz
	paula.cruz@reapn.org

	13
	Romania
	Cristina Loghin
	ronapsin@gmail.com

	14
	Spain
	Aleksandra Ogrodowczyk
	aleksandra@eapn.es

	15
	UK
	Frances Dowds
	frances@niapn.org

	16
	EAPN
	Tanya Basarab
	tanya.basarab@eapn.eu

	17
	EAPN
	Fintan Farrell
	fintan.farrell@eapn.eu
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