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Minutes

Participants: Eugen Bierling-Wagner (AT), Elke Vandermeerschen (BE), Douhomir Minev (BG), Marina Koukou (CY), Katarina Klamková (CZ), Ole Meldgaard (DK), Kiira Nauts (EE), Marjatta Kaurala (FI), Jeanne Dietrich (FR), Jürgen Schneider (DE), Paul Ginnell (IE), Vito Telesca (IT), Robert Urbé (LU), Kristijan Nushkov (MK), Vincent Magri (MT), Sonja Leemkuil (NL), Dag Westerheim (NO), Hélder Ferreira (PT), Sebastian Năstuţă (RO), Slobodan Cveijć (SR), Graciela Malgesini (ES), Rosalía Guntín (ES), Gigi Isacsson (SE), Agata D’Addato (Eurochild), Catherine Mallet (Eurodiaconia), Liz Gosme (FEANTSA).

Apologies: Nikos Ntasios (EL), Izabella Marton (HU), Ragnheiður Sverrisdóttir (IS), Giedrė Kvieskienė (LT), Ryszard Szarfenberg (PL), Magdalena Grambličková (SK), Katherine Duffy (UK), Maciej Kucharczyk (AGE-Platform), Artur Benedyktowicz (Caritas Europa), Leonid McKay (Caritas Malta).
Secretariat: Sian Jones, Amana Ferro, Vincent Caron, Claire Champeix, Tanya Basarab, Rebecca Lee, Fintan Farrell.
DAY 1: Friday 10th May

1. Introduction: Agenda, Minutes, Europe 2020 Work Programme

Agenda and Minutes were agreed
Minutes Recap
Glossary was done; CSR report was done; Meetings with the CSR alliance, hearing scheduled for the 14th of May in the European Parliament; group working on reviewing the NRP and developing a questionnaire (Kiira, Sebastian, but mostly Graciela); no letter to SPC, as there was no information, and then information arrived too late (we won’t even see the Member States’ responses to the questionnaires).We did a briefing and then a response on the Social Investment Package, which was circulated and then comments incorporated. Members didn’t send us feedback on the Annual Convention, so we made a few general points to the Commission, and there will be a stakeholders’ meeting in June, but we need your input. A background note for the EU ISG – EXCO meeting was done. Next meetings were decided. Task forces were voted on, and two were launched already (Migration and Guidelines for Stakeholder Involvement) – please propose people, as we only received three applications. Small group set up for the upcoming policy conference (Catherine Mallet and Ludo Horemans), Fintan will come and clarify that later.
There was a meeting of the Steering Group yesterday, we thought it might be helpful if after the end of the meeting members of the Steering Group stay around with the Secretariat, so if anyone has any questions or wants to clarify something further, you can stay with us and ask your questions. 

Robert/LU – Page 9 contains info about Luxemburg, but no recollection about the rent guarantee; page 15 – Annual Convention – Bolkenstein was not there (
Work Programme Update

· Some things we said we did, but didn’t, others the other way around; 

· Amendments to FEAMD report - done; decided Task Forces; work on CSRs – done, and hearing in the European Parliament next week; work on the Social Investment Package – briefing and response done; leaflet on SF good practices - underway; Child Poverty TF over, Explainer launched, event in Dublin, with several networks involved; 

2. Europe 2020: CSRs, NRPs and NSRs – Our engagement and review

Plenary Exchange on Participation
Sian – PowerPoint presentation (available on the Members’ Room) setting out the Europe 2020 and European Semester process, EAPN approach and the steps for the assessment.
Graciela / ES – We received an invitation from the Minister of Economy, who is in charge of drafting the NRP, to send proposal within 48h, without sending us the draft they were preparing. We did it, we sent proposals within the deadline, proposals based on many EU documents, such as the SIP (especially the Child Poverty Recommendation). Our proposals were for an overarching anti-poverty strategy, child poverty action, and a homeless strategy. We tried to make the bridge between what we are asking and what the Commission has put forward. We also sent these proposals to the national independent expert. We also referred to CSR 7, which was a requirement to the Spanish Government to implement an employment plan for vulnerable groups, especially child and family protection. We didn’t receive any reply, and time passed, and when we read the NRP, nothing was there. We decided to prepare a shadow report and we are currently doing that. The last page of the NRP contains some references to stakeholders’ involvement. 

Robert / LU – The Minister proposed to meet after the CSRs were out, but when they did, there was no meeting, so we reminded him, and we got a meeting in February, but unfortunately I was in Brussels for a meeting, and my train had a problem and arrived one hour late to Luxemburg. There was only one other NGO present, which was not prepared, so the Minister called off the meeting as I wasn’t there. On the poverty target itself, there is a standing working group with the Ministry for Family, and this has created some subgroups two years ago, working on a national strategy against homelessness (out in January this year), another one on reforming the minimum income scheme, and a third one on child poverty (for 3 months). This is working quite well, although in the last meeting of this working group the minister of housing was absent, and there is nothing in the NRP about housing, although this is a very important issue, as rents are very high. 

Ole / DK – the Council for excluded groups organised three meetings, and we asked the participants to come with their ideas, and this was all collected and put into a report that was sent to the Government. We can’t really see this reflected in the NRP, but we will continue this process. We are also members of a contact committee, together with some other 30 organisations, and the committee has some meetings with the Minister – short ones, informal ones, but it is still an opportunity to come with some quick statements. The focus is on growth and employment. 

Elke / BE – Thanks to our meeting in Berlin, we prepared a shadow report together with people experiencing poverty, we have a working group on it since November. Our reaction to the CSRs was that mostly they would have a negative impact on poverty. There was a Belgian platform against poverty, where we could present our documents. Tried to have a meeting with the cabinet of the prime minister, but we were unsuccessful. Then the prime minister asked the Belgian people to ask him questions (movie campaign) and we won this contest and we got to meet the Cabinet finally – a two hour meeting with the chef de cabinet, and it was a really good discussion, she had read our documents and she knew our concerns But we never got to see any draft, we only thank you for your interesting input. Nothing about the consultation process is mentioned in the report. Last year there was an annex with the recommendations from the social partners, so this year we asked specifically that there is an annex about our contribution.

Paul / IE– EAPN Ireland is named as having been consulted, which is actually bad as our input was not taken up at all. 

Hélder / PT – We don’t have an NRP process, which means that there is no obligation to submit the NRP, so no obligation to consultation. We assume that different people from different Ministries contributed to the document that was submitted, but we don’t know who they are. We invite people from the Government to seminars and events, they come, our relationship is good, we have meetings with them, but there is no formal engagement with the Government around this process. ON the other hand, we are doing all the work, we are doing shadow reports, we did the CSRs, and now we will take a position on the NRP. If you can’t engage formally, you can at least put your message out there through alternative channels, such as the media etc. We had opportunities to meet with political parties, and it is important to have our messages clear when we do this.   

Sian – in some countries, such as Spain and Portugal, poverty is reported as being reduced, but this is because of the choice the indicator: calculations are based on the “poverty line” (60% of median income), but, as median income is going down in many countries, it artificially seems that the number of people in poverty has decreased. 

EuroDiaconia – We held a seminar on Europe 2020 at EuroDiaconia, and the German representative said that they were consulted, but the process is still not transparent enough, the dialogue doesn’t work very well, as the minister for economy doesn’t show up. There was no draft, so comments were not addressed to a specific text, but they used the CSRs last year. They tried to insist that poverty is not only about employment. The small success is that the measuring of poverty will change in 2015, so it won’t just be employment-related. There is talk about insisting more on employment support and childcare, but then again funding for these has decreased. It is a bit of a façade process, but it is indeed an opportunity to engage. 

Jürgen / DE –There was initially only half a page in the NRP on poverty, but then it was increased to three pages. There is no anti-poverty strategy in Germany. 

Jeanne/ FR – Everything happened as last year, there was a presentation of the NRP project in a meeting of the Conseil National de Lutte contre les Exclusions, but without giving us the document to take away. We were then sent the document with three days to react, and then the CNLE formulated an opinion, which would be annexed to the NRP. Not giving the document in the meeting (90 pages) and only giving three days for reaction is a very bad practice, as it gives very little scope for input. It is increasingly difficult to engage our members in these conditions, and it does not allow for the participation of people experiencing poverty. Formally, the process stays the same, but in practice, it is less and less meaningful. Although the Opinion was annexed, the text of the NRP itself doesn’t really reflect our concerns.   

Sonja / NL – We have a social alliance, and they have been invited, but we don’t work with them, so we were left out. Poverty is seen through employment and there is a lot of focus on people who are not working. 

Amana – From what is available on the EC website (which excludes Cyprus and Slovenia for the moment), only France, Hungary and Netherlands have Annexes about stakeholder involvement. In the case of France, the full Opinion of the CNLE was annexed. For Hungary, a short description of who was consulted, but not their input. For the Netherlands, only about consulting the social partners. 

Consultations took place in: LU, FI, SE, DK, BG, ES, BE, AT, FR, IE, NL.

Impact was noted in: LU, and partly AT, NL. 

Concern that consultation is mentioned in the NRP, but it is not meaningful – this is dangerous!

Group work: Members’ assessment of own NRP, following sections/questions in the Questionnaire – macroeconomic, employment, poverty, Structural Funds.
See separate document for full notes.
Plenary Feedback after Group Work
Group 1 – Plenary (Vincent)

1. Integrate in the NRP the national strategies to fight poverty, with concrete measures, explicit budget (Spain, Luxembourg don’t have one).
2. Propose a framework or model with a European strategy, developed by the SPC and the Commission, articulated with the SIP, with objectives and guidelines. 

3. A letter by the EAPN president Sérgio Aires should ask for a meeting with minister of social affairs / economy minister / prime minister (whoever writes the NRP) for the countries where the NRP is not taken seriously and there is no consultation (Italy) – only for networks who ask for it, otherwise it might damage good relationships in some countries (Luxemburg).
Group 2 – Small room (Sian)

1. Unbalanced focus on austerity, the predominant approach is austerity, lack of deeper and meaningful understanding of the social crisis and the need to invest in social protection, together with services, reducing inequality, addressing redistribution; clear misrepresentation of the reality, nice words in the NRP, but no connection to the reality.
2. Emphasis is on activation, not on job creation, forcing people into jobs that are not available or of very low quality; increasing discrimination in the labour market; overuse / abuse of social economy – many examples where Governments push people into social economy jobs with no pay or low pay (slavish labour market);

3. A multidimensional anti-poverty strategy, to prevent and also alleviate, is clearly missing; some Member States have measures for specific groups (children, elderly, homelessness etc), but no coherent national strategy; there is an attack to access to public services; poverty target not taken seriously, but numbers seem to be used to paint a better situation than reality;

Group 3 – Small room (Amana) 

· (good) Rhetoric, but no concrete measures; 

· Poverty targets are not adapted to changing realities and increased in poverty;

· Benefits are not enough – they are cut, or already low, or increased but not enough;

· Employment and activation dominate the discourse, but nothing on quality jobs, in-work poverty or job creation; 

· Vulnerable groups are missing – migrants, disabilities, mental health, children, LTU, low-skilled; minorities – Roma, Russians in Estonia etc;

· NRPs are not bottom-up and they don’t reflect reality, false positive tone; 

· Social services – mix of positive and negative signals;

· Administrative reform, territorial reorganisation, municipalities merged etc – still to be seen if this is positive or not and what are the implications. 

Suggestion from the floor: We should a write position paper on indicators, and the problem of timeliness. Indicators are not reflecting reality. Nothing about extreme poverty, inequality etc. Labour market is also about precariousness and flexibility.

Comments on the Draft Questionnaire prepared by Graciela (Kiira and Sebastian):

· NRP questionnaire is online. Every question is compulsory, you can’t move forward unless you fill everything in. You need to specify if you are filling it in on your own or in consultation with your network. 
· Introduce a button saying – not referred / not applicable? Use “completely disagree” if there is nothing mentioned, or “disagree” if just something is mentioned. 
· Please give detail in the boxes; it is our only way to find out some information. Inevitably, some questions are broader and contain several points in one. 
· It is possible to start the questionnaire online and then finish filling it in at another time. 
· 5 non-NRP countries – IC, NO, SR, MK, CY – fill in the word version of the questionnaire and analyse national policies even without the NRPs using the same questions. 
· Other countries, including Troika (anybody who has a document, whether it is a full NRP or a update) – you can use the word questionnaire to get agreement and consensus in your network, but it is crucial that the online version is filled-in, to pull together the results. 
· European Organisations will do the paper version, together with the non-NRPs and Cyprus. They won’t fill in the online version, as they would mix-up the ratings. 
ACTION POINTS
· Members to  make comments on Questionnaire by Friday the 17th May

· Members should send comments/letter to their Governments regarding their response to the NRP and the process.

· Questionnaire to be finalized by the 24th May and sent to EUISG, with clear instructions for completion by different groups.

· June 7th is the deadline for completion of on-line questionnaire ( EU NN with NRPs), and to send back Word document (EO’s,  non EU NNs, NNs with no NRPs)

·  A first draft of the synthesis report will be sent out at the end of June, with aim to finalize 2nd draft (ENG) by mid-July, and printed version (EN/FR) for September.
· CSRs – the secretariat will send out the CSRs when published by the Commission at the end of May, asking members to comment. 
3. EAPN Campaign on EU Elections: Manifesto/Policy Conference

Presentation by Fintan Farrell – see separate documents. 

Elections Campaign and Manifesto

We hope that the elections will be opportunity to put poverty at the forefront. There are indications that the European Parliament will be more difficult, with the rise of extreme-right parties, not favorable to the EU. There are 5 political groupings to get engaged with in the European Parliament: S&D, Greens, EPP, ALDE, GUE. There are requests from S&D, Greens and GUE to engage in the development of their Party Manifestos. For the Liberals and the EPP, it is more on an individual basis. Party Manifestos won’t be ready before January 2014. Certainly, we’ll be working with Spring Alliance, Social Platform and other partners. With the Bureau Members, we have had discussion about doing or not a Manifesto, but it was not seen as opportune, given the big number of Manifestos which will be issued at the same time. 

Debate on the Elections Campaign and the Manifesto:

Graciela / ES - There is a campaign in Spain, we have had contact with Spanish MEPs, it has been more or less fruitful. The issues were: 1: lack of social Europe – what future?2: Rise in poverty & inequality – what is happening with the poverty-reduction targets?3: Democratic deficit, role of the EP - What can we do to better engage citizens in parliamentary work? Other ideas – negotiation on a SFs framework & MoU for Spain.
FEANTSA – We’ve not started our reflection, but we are working with EP on a number of initiatives.We will discuss this at our Board meeting in June. Our work with MEPs focusses on the follow-up resolution of 2011 for the homeless strategy, the EP response. We are also focussing on the SIP and the FEAMD – the Commission at least targets homeless people here. We collected all the questions posed to MEPs on homelessness, and unanswered. Our key message is: Austerity is causing homelessness. We can provide info for EAPN.

Marina / CY – Will we look at the issue of people voting or not? Is this a message – apathy and no voting are significant. We need to be clear about our position, to put pressure on politicians, political groups and citizens. 
Hélder / PT – Marina’s question on how will people express their will if political parties will not capture their will is very valid. In Portugal, people feel that they are not accurately represented by parliamentarians.. is this an issue we should be looking at? We should not say for whom to vote but which are the alternatives. 

Elke / BE –There is a campaign called “Every vote counts” in Antwerp (see the Samenlevingsopbouw website), which gathered all the different answers to our ‘poverty’ questions, including people experiencing poverty. This was done without telling people who to vote for. We need to have concrete demands to have concrete results.
Vito / IT –I agree that we should focus on key demands, maybe 3 of them, such as we should ask for a genuine EU anti-poverty strategy, with a strong political willingness to make progress and a real involvement of the EP to control all the process. The European Parliament needs to put pressure to have a holistic strategy that’s followed-up and assessed.

Vincent / MT –We need to inform candidates about EAPN, this is very important. Question is who’s going to win, not what people will do. MEPs should be above this national politics.

Paul / IE–In the last 7 years, Irish people have been more engaged in European politics. The role of the European Parliament is very important and should be raised. 
Jeanne / FR – Interesting to have something in 2 parts, but finally the one pledge is very vague – is this deliberate or should we try and go further?

Fintan Farrell–The idea is that in the 1st part of the document we will present the sort of EU debate we want to have, with facts and figures connected to that. Will people vote? It is an important issue, a message that EAPN should include. What is this tool for? Very often, MEPs do not sign up to concrete demands. This is more about the objective of creating a contact base of MEPs. But does it sound too wishy washy? That’s the question. There have been efforts to build citizen-candidates (coming from France largely), not as another party, but to get parliamentarians to listen to their engaged concerns. Or connect to social movement in Spain. Has this really taken root though? Is there any pan-European approach? We should be looking at three big challenges, following the Spanish model, questions such as What’s future of Europe, What’s happening to poverty reduction target and Democratic deficit of the EU - and more concrete demands. 

Hélder / PT – I don’t know about pan-EU approaches, but we see social movements and CSOs reacting. An alternative congress will hold its summit tomorrow. This is a movement against austerity and about the debt (a citizens’ audit), trying to put forward in a non-party view and some alternatives. 

Policy Conference

The first day will be more policy-oriented, for members to get up to speed. The public event will last half a day and will include two moments: a first part dedicated to what is happening to poverty and the attack on the welfare state. In the second part, the aim is to get high-level representatives from the 5 main political groups in the European Parliament to respond to EAPN’s demands in view of the 2014 elections. Different elements still need to be worked out, as well as concrete questions for the MEPs. 
Debate on the Policy Conference: 
Hélder / PT –Is there any room for common alternative economic views, a debate we’ve started? Such as a joint exercise on alternative proposals to get out of the austerity – it is important to raise this issue. 

Sonja / NL - How many people will be attending? 

Paul / IE– If the first day is dedicated to getting people up to speed with the policy context on poverty, than maybe the EU ISG members are not the best suited, but more newcomers.
Vito / IT –Instead of starting again from scratch, we could use the work we already did for the EU We Want brochure and adapt those messages. 

Liz / FEANTSA – It would be good to have a panel debate, with 5-6 key questions for MEPs / political groups, such as how are you going to follow-up in Europe 2020 and how are you monitoring progress made towards the poverty reduction target?
Fintan Farrell – About participation, it will be three representatives per national network. These will be chosen both on the bases on who might benefit from the capacity building on the policy context, as well as who can best contribute to the debate. You will need to ensure a balance in each delegation. Regarding the session with the MEPs and the political groups, this will be better worked out. A scoping document will be prepared, and the Spanish model offers a good basis for discussion. 

ACTION POINTS

· Fintan will revise the proposal and circulate it by the 7th June for comments

· The revised proposal will be discussed at the EXCO/GA on the 13-15 June. Members should ensure a discussion on national action on the elections is discussed prior to the GA, to inform their delegates.
4. Child Poverty Explainer/Event and mobilisation with members

See PowerPoint by Agata d’Addato, EuroChild

The Child Poverty Task Force has completed its work and has produced the Child Poverty Explainer, a joint work between EAPN and EuroChild. It is aimed at raising awareness on the effects of poverty on children and society, to challenge current myths, and to take a look at what is happening at the EU level. It is a tool to mobilise and support communication around the Child Poverty Recommendation, which came out as part of the Social Investment Package. The Recommendation is now in the hands of Member States. The Explainer was launched in Dublin, in an event organised together with UNICEF, and followed by an event of the Irish Presidency. The event had two main objectives: 

· Garner political support, commitment to make concrete progress on tacking child poverty and promoting child well-being, keeping child poverty high on political agenda

· Capacity-building, strengthen advocacy at national level through mutual learning, to move forward on implementation of the Recommendation. 

The event received very positive feedback, and there are considerations about repeating it in other Member States, to bring together different organisations in countries, to form national alliances. National action plans were drawn up. At the EU level, a broader Adhoc coalition was formed between 9 European networks, to develop a joint advocacy strategy, including some EAPN EOs. Activities include sharing information, joint statements to the EPSCO, joint activities targeting the institutions, and supporting the Commission in implementing the Recommendation. A follow-up suggestion is to organise a joint event one year later to look at the implementation of the Recommendation – what progress made at the national level? 
Debate:

Graciela / ES – This is not a Council Recommendation, but a Commission one. What does this mean in terms of lobbying? I think it stands a chance, as it was built in a participative way and a lot of good work has been done also by the Irish Presidency. 

Sian - In terms of technicality, you are right, but how we mobilize is the most important thing. Because of subsidiarity, there is no legal base to have a Directive on this. 
Hélder / PT – Fátima attended the meeting from our network. We have a working group in Portugal in this area, bringing together NGOs, academics etc, and they will pick up the Dublin work. From the 30th of June, we will develop a project on child poverty, as a campaign with a lobbying component towards the Parliament. Plus an agenda to follow this on the long-term, and not compromise it with other projects. We also work with agencies, and the media – we need television to have a visible impact. 
Graciela / ES – We have a meeting in Seville soon, and we will organise a seminar before the EU ISG October meeting in Majorca. The Explainer will be translated into Spanish, and will be disseminated through a platform of children’s organisations. 

Paul / IE – There is an “end child poverty” alliance, but it hasn’t been so active lately. However it seemed to have reactivated before the Dublin meeting. People find positive new links and the feedback received was very positive regarding more closely in alliance. 
Sian (Katherine / UK) – Katherine Duffy, who could not be here today, represented EAPN UK at the Dublin meeting. The feed-back from the UK is particularly positive. The English network is currently going through a hard time, but the work on child poverty has rejuvenated the network and encouraged it to do more work on Europe 2020, including on Structural Funds. 
Kiira / EE – We were represented in the Task Force by Kart Mere, EAPN Vice-President. She also attended the Dublin event. EAPN Estonia sent out a press release about it. 
Catherine / EuroDiaconia – Our German member attended the event and gave us very positive feed-back, said it was very interesting.

Sonja / NL – What are we doing about dissemination?
Paul / IE – We can pick up on child poverty in our reporting on the NRPs.

Sian – We are doing dissemination at the EU level, we are using the Explainer to build alliances with child organisations. We have asked the EC for more money to do this further, with more countries than those involved in Dublin. At the national level, it is important to have events, which national networks can organise to support the implementation of the Recommendation. The EAPN Bureau has raised the issue that it is a structural problem if Task Forces create new areas of work, without the possibility to follow them up. A suggestion can be to have thematic clusters in our meeting, or pick up on a specific theme once every three meetings, to maintain a balance. 

ACTION POINTS

· Members should try to use and distribute the new explainer and consider whether they can translate it. Any proposals for national actions building on the Recommendation and the Explainer should be exchanged with EU ISG and Secretariat.

DAY 2: Saturday, 11th May

5. Feedback from the EU ISG – EXCO meeting

Liz Gosme (FEANTSA) summarized the meeting with the EXCO, highlighting that there was more focus on decision-making rather than content (probably since it was the first joint meeting), and underlined the importance of improving the links with the EXCO. It was for the very first meeting a fairly good discussion. It has been recommended that both groups communicate more regularly and that members of each group attend the other group’s meetings. It is noted however that nobody from the EXCO attended this meeting or the previous meeting. Liz reminded about the mandate of the EU ISG, and asked the group how far they were aware of the delegated decision-making powers on the main policy agenda for EAPN to the EU ISG.
Sian (Secretariat) summarized discussion in the Bureau, where the President apologized for the difficult atmosphere, and lack of focus on content, and stated that they wanted the next exchange to be more positive. The EU ISG has decision making indeed. Policies statements are adopted here no need to approval with the EXCO. The role of the Secretariat is to give a better picture of what happening in these meetings – including strategic discussions. It is also crucial that all members talk to each other and work together as a team. The Bureau is proposing that a member of the Bureau attends each EUISG, that better feedback is provided from the EU ISG each EXCO (with a PowerPoint presentation of main developments from the secretariat), and that the EXCO includes more regular strategic policy debate.

Debate:

Hélder / PT– We were aware of decision-making and delegation of power, but this just means that members need to do our homework better in preparing together. EAPN PT has a « European » group, working for 2 years already. EXCO and EU ISG members are included, there are 9-10 people, meeting every two months. Plus, there is email exchange, and Hélder circulates information to the whole group.

Eugen / AT – The problem with EAPN is that working groups have always been doing good work, which is not accepted by the EXCO, i.e. the elected body who decide in the end. I don’t believe the EUISG has delegated powers. The EXCO always has the final decision. EXCO should also live by its own decisions. It needed to be given a chance.There is no representative from the EUISG in the Bureau.
Paul / IE –At the meeting, we expected the discussion to be on the content, it went about the decision making though. There are internal challenges to our work, including difficulties of getting motivation from members, and the lack of impact, but we didn’t get a chance to have this discussion with the EXCO. Next year, there will be a joint meeting between both the EXCO and the EU ISG, hopefully an opportunity to have more strategic discussions.
Graciela / ES – EAPN ES also has a joint working group, to share experiences and views and follow up action points from both EXCO and EU ISG, and to develop a shared position on key documents. We meet three times a year. 
Sian – It is important to have an organogram. The EXCO is nominated by National Networks and endorsed by the GA, as is the EUISG, who has delegated power on the policy side. Sub Groups are only there to divide a big group, to make the work easier. 6 Task Forces are to do specific work and to report back to the two big groups. These Task Forces are meant to bring in new people and experts. The EU ISG is to deal with inclusion policies, whereas the discussion on the Future of the EU lies in the hands of the EXCO. Obviously, we need to make a better link between our part and the bigger picture. It is important that you talk to your EXCO member. The reasons for this change were that the EXCO was involved in too many areas and space was needed for the group to deal with the management of the network.

Liz / FEANTSA – We experiment a brand new way of working, decided by the EXCO. Next year, our group strategy will be revised (October meeting). Both proposals about participation of EU ISG members in Bureau and EXCO will be made.
ACTION POINTS
· The group generally supported the proposals from the Bureau
· A suggestion is made that 1 person from the EU ISG should go to the EXCO to support the policy discussion. This will be proposed to the Bureau
· Europe 2020 and cohesion strategy and work programme should be revised, in October, for small amendments for the 2014 WP up to the Mid-Term Review.

6. Sub Groups: Active Inclusion, Employment, Structural Funds
Minutes of the Sub Groups have been sent separately.
Plenary feed-back: 

Active Inclusion Sub Group:

Discussion

· Update was given on the Minimum Income Network project (see Policy Briefing) 

· Members exchanged on how they have lobbied in favour of Active Inclusion. Some use the AI strategy openly for putting under question the activities developed by their governments, others promote the concept more implicitly. Some governments use the wording ‘Active inclusion’ but with a meaning which is closer to activation.

· The group had a first discussion on services and what priorities should EAPN promote in defending services against the current attacks. It was raised that the consequences of delegation of services provision to private operators should be considered further.

· The group highlighted the need to work on the crucial questions of the active inclusion of young people. 

Concrete follow-up 

· A 2-page paper listing ’10 Arguments on Active Inclusion’ will be finalized by the Secretariat, Catherine and Vito, with the aim of supporting members’ lobbying.

· Members are invited to comment on the letter to the governments on Active Inclusion, drafted by Catherine. It will then be sent by the Secretariat to all members to be adapted and used at national level;

· Services : Sub Group members should send their responses to the questions raised in the background document;

· Youth Active Inclusion: the three sub groups will discuss together the issue at next meeting, and Vito will start to draft an introduction paper.

Clarification and comments: 

· The work done by the Sub Group, once finalized, will be shared with the full group for comments. 

· Vito (Italy): EAPN should demand that investment in services in not be counted as public debt.

· Sian: this demand has already been made within the Social Platform

· Graciela (Spain): Many regional EAPN networks are worried about EU Directive on procurement, letting economic argument over balance social clauses. The Red Cross is losing contracts.

· Liz (FEANTSA): As there is expertise from all the group on the three areas of active inclusion, structural funds and employment, it is important that agendas of the sub-groups are shared so that contributions can be made.

Employment Sub Group
Discussion

· Quality work explainer:  Helder still working on the document, and the timeline has been adapted. A first draft will be finalized by the October meeting, and the final text will be circulated by email for endorsement before the end of the year.
· In-work poverty paper: almost ready, final touch before the summer.
· Youth Active Inclusion: proposal for a joint session with the other two Sub Groups.
Concrete follow-up  

EAPN IE proposed a Decent Work Task Force, which was adopted with the highest number of votes at the February meeting. However, the proposal presented significant overlaps with the Quality Work Explainer. EAPN IE came back with a new proposal, in developing a tool kit and campaign materials for a Living Wage Campaign, based on the UK / Scottish model. Clarifications were asked about how to define decent work (see EAPN 10 Principles on Quality Work, and the work done for the Explainer). There will be a need to ideally involve EAPN UK / Scotland, someone working directly on the campaign. 

Decision on the Decent Work Task Force: 
· The proposal was endorsed. EAPN IE to send the revised written proposal next week, so the call for nominations can be sent out. 

Structural Funds Sub Group

Discussion

· Fund for Aid for the Most Deprived was discussed, it is difficult to summarise. Members will be kept up to date with the developments of this fund and the Secretariat will start helping National Networks to prepare the drafting phase of the FEAD OPs. 

· Draft proposals on how to end the campaign EU Money for Poverty Reduction were presented and discussed. There is still no agreement at EU level on the minimum shares and will not happen before the autumn in connection with the ongoing negotiation on the MFF. 
Concrete follow-up  

· To send the draft proposals of the joint campaign EU Money for Poverty Reduction, NOW! to all the EU ISG Members with the following main activities: 

· It was agreed to have individual meetings with key people in the European Parliament, and Perm Rep of key MSs (FR, DE, UK, IT, SP…), to send a letter to Committee members and invite national networks to contact their MEP sitting in the REGI Committee.  

· The Secretariat to provide a template for the above

· To send a joint letter in view of the GAC meeting during which the Council will take its final position and send a template letter to the Council

· A template open letter for NNs which would be used ahead of the GAC meeting and be sent to national and regional press. 

· One minute video by each NNs on specific ESF projects, concrete examples of how ESF is used at national level to show concretely who how to fight against poverty through ESF-funded projects.
· Support implementation of SIP by finalizing the SF leaflet. An updated draft version will be sent to all the EU ISG Members to get additional good practices of social inclusion projects funded by SF in the course of June. This leaflet would be presented to Managing authorities during an event in early autumn. 
7. Social Investment Package – our response and next steps

Sian (Secretariat) presented the state of play regarding the EAPN response to the Social Investment Package (SIP):  A briefing has been prepared by the Secretariat, a discussion was organised at the last EXCO, the Secretariat drafted a response, many inputs have been received, and today is the last chance to comment before the final product is sent.

Globally, the SIP has got some positive elements, but the challenge is how it is going to be interpreted and implemented. The Commission highlights three functions for social investment: enabling, social protection, and stabilisation. They made clear the 3 are fundamental, but then they start to disconnect the three and give more importance to ‘enabling’, within a labour market frame. We worry, together with some SPC members, that Member States, in a context of limited budget, choose to prioritise enabling over the other functions. Countries who do better do combine these 3 functions. Worries are also expressed as regards to conditionality attached to activation policies, including in some cases access to services (childcare) in the context of a worrying development of a punitive approach. An incentive should be distinguished from a condition.

Other issues:

· The stress the need for targeted services, as opposed to universal services; 

· The complexity of the package; lots of pieces are interesting and positive but how are they going to be put together? 

· The only method of implementation is Europe 2020…but still it is difficult to foresee the possible effects of the SIP.

· How does the SIP connect with the EPAP and the OMC, with the targets…

The draft response incorporated comments received, including from FEANTSA (§ on homeless, not more because there is no EAPN position already). FEANTSA also asked for concrete elements, which are proposed for adoption by the group: cf page 13 on the draft.
Comments on the document:

Elke / BE – There is a danger of referring only to extreme poverty, better to leave the reference out. Gaps are widening in our society, and the response from the Government is to target extreme poverty, while creating more poverty overall. It is important to keep focusing on poverty to avoid creaming effect. As an example, in Belgium the Government provide beds for homelessness at the same time as more and more people are becoming homeless. 

Jeanne / FR – Good paper, but long – how is it going to be disseminated and to whom?
Paul / IE – It is a well-balanced document. EAPN shouldn’t just push for it to be implemented, there are high risks about how it should be interpreted. We need to stress the message that generous benefits are supporting people into employment. Also, include in the key messages that adequate income doesn’t undermine activation.

Graciela / ES – Is it possible to have a 1 page summary at the beginning? Or some key points, especially for translation.

Marjatta / FI – Need to stress the need for high quality, affordable social services. On page page 6, speak about the possibility to cumulate benefits and temporary work wage - this represent a big problem in Finland 
Helder/ PT –The document is fine. On page 15, make the difference between what Active Inclusion is and what it could be. We aim to issue our national position at the same time as the EAPN EU position.

Catherine / Eurodiaconia – We find it a very positive document.

Liz / FEANTSA – The response strikes a good balance between criticism and positive points. We should call for an implementation through the OMC. Social enterprise and social economy are not the same thing, yet used a lot interchangeably.

Robert / LU – There is a need to add also other policies, including taxation, redistribution… On page 9, clarify that Italy and Spain do have MI schemes, but regional, whereas Greece doesn’t at all. You say that Active Inclusion alone is not enough to fight poverty, but I think that it is, if implemented correctly. Or if it not, what else is needed? 
Vito / IT – Active Inclusion alone is not enough, there are other issues and other groups not covered by it;

Amana: Active Inclusion in itself is not enough, as it does not constitute an over-arching, multidimensional strategy to fight poverty across all groups and the life cycle. But even if it were, the SIP gives it a very narrow interpretation, strictly connected to the labour market and activation, and not speaking at all about social participation of those who can’t work. 
ACTION POINTS
· The Secretariat will finalize the response by end of the month, and will send it to the SPC, the Commission, the Council and the European Parliament, linked to our letter to the EPSCO and Council. It will also be used internally as a basis of consensus. 

· Members to see what the debate is at national level, and to feed back how it is being used. National developments will be discussed next time as well as concrete follow up on key areas.
8. Troika Report and Position Paper 

Amana presented the state of play:

· The Troika Task Force finished its series of meetings, but not the work totally. The idea was to look at MoUs and how they were impacting poverty and social inclusion.

· Katherine Duffy drafted a full report, but it is felt that this should remain internal, because of lack of data and quality contributions from members. 
· Out of this draft report, a 4-page lobbying paper, with the main findings, will be produced by the Secretariat to be used as a more agile lobbying tool.
· Asked for input on the presented Key Messages.

Comments on the Key Messages:

· In the recommendations for EU policies, about the role of the institutions, be careful that the ECB is not in charge, it’s the Council – but also role of the Commission.

· 4th Key Message – is this the right one? About the role of national Governments? Our Government doesn’t want privatisation, but it was imposed by the Troika.
· The situation is not the same in different Member States – some Governments have more flexibility /choice. Some use the Troika to push their own agenda.

· Room for manoeuvre is very tight, but Governments do have options on how to implement certain commitments. 

· The problem is the first phase, national Governments must claim their space to decide. Of course, refusal may mean rejection of financial bail out.

General Comments:

· Disagreement with the decision to keep report internal. It’s a big challenge – lack of reliability – but this can be solved. Otherwise, the credibility of the Task Force is undermined. 

· The document does not meet scientific standards, as there are key issues with the data.

· Future Task Forces should be better scoped from the beginning next time. 
· Having the Key Recommendations without the body of text makes them weak. 
· We should learn a lesson for future work: ask an academic.

Decision: 
· Katherine will finalise the draft from her side. Task Force members to double check and triple check all national data. Whatever examples can’t be verified should be removed from the text. Amana to finalise the paper and recommendations. Final report to be circulated and endorsed by the EU ISG by email. 
9. Structural Funds – influencing the Operational Programmes

Vincent presented the session:

· It is a direct follow up of the EAPN Structural Funds Toolkit produced by the Task Force Members. This is a follow up initially proposed by the members of the Task Force and backed by all of you.  

· 6 months after the publication of the Toolkit and at a time of drafting of Partnership Agreements at Member State level, it is indeed a crucial time to exchange within this group on the national Structural Funds processes for the next programming period (2014-2020), the EAPN networks’ engagement and the use of the SF Toolkit to showcase good practices, but also highlight obstacles/ challenges and keep on encouraging MSs to get involved in the drafting of national SF programmes. 

· Idea of a timeline for the adoption of PCs and OPs:

- Partnership agreements: adopted by the end of this year

- OPs: adopted by Mid-2014 but MSs have already started to work on it. 

Process for EAPN work:

· Vincent (Secretariat) presented the first draft of a mapping document compiling information collected from the TF Members only (i.e. FR, ES, PT, IT, DE) with in those cases quite transparent consultation processes with opportunities for EAPN NNs to get involved. But the processes have a much contrasted impact (some MSs highlighting that the partnership principle was cosmetic, and that social inclusion has a low profile with a focus on employment). 

· He then presented the idea to showcase 2 concrete examples from EAPN SP and PT deeply engaged in the next programming period and to collect other feedbacks from members, their national context and engagement, and sketch common challenges, key success factors and learning points. 

· Members were given 2 more weeks to get the feedback from their NN and to complete the table with further information and then the updated document to all of you. This doc could also be used to let the European Commission (both DG EMPL and REGIO) know about to what extent Social inclusion/ Poverty reduction and the partnership principle have been prioritized and respected with key messages. 

· This work would be accompanied with what has been presented during the Report of the SF sub group on the work on the OPs: using the SF leaflet to complement the guidance note announced in the SIP on the use of the ESF. This work would be carried out from now to Autumn. 
Exchange on best practices

Sali Guntín / ES – Since 2005, EAPN Spain has been involved in lobbying on the SF, a specific working group has been set up gathering 5 people from different regional networks. From end 2011, the work was already organised around three axis:

· External lobbying

· Work organised at the regional level. Each of the 17 regions is going to manage an OP.

· Part of the technical assistance should be used for the capacity building of small NGOs. 

What they did following these axis:

1) Lobbying campaign on the 20% - dialogue with the management unit involving the President of EAPN Spain as well as the EXCO and of the SF working group. In Spain a lot of people have good experience, but not necessarily in SF: need for mobilization. The manual was translated. The objective is to influence the partnership agreement. It was a challenge to produce common proposals for the partnership agreement with the whole social NGOs platform, but it was really necessary in order to be stronger towards the Government officials. This document was presented during a session of this platform to the Employment and Finance Ministries. Now it is time to do the follow up. 

2) We have 17 regions, the regional level is vital for us. It is at this level where measures impacting on the most disadvantaged are decided. We organise information and training for regional networks through very specific capacity building activities, specific days organised in each regions which are opened to management authorities and other NGOs. The programme of these days includes analysis of the EC position paper, of the new draft SF regulations and of the documents produced by the platform. We use the EAPN Manual. We do a diagnostic of the region and show to the administration the extent of unemployment in the Regions, the number of vulnerable people, and the importance of the different funds (FSE, FEDER, FEADER). We don’t talk about money straight away, but insist on the need to support people towards employment. 

3) We have an OP dedicated to the fight against discrimination, this is a unique example underlined by the EC as a good practice in Spain. The best results come from this programme. It should be said that NGOs can manage an OP. It is also important to stress transnationality: ESF should be used to make the EU a reality. A presentation has been drafted on the occasion of a training day with a region (Castilla La Mancha) entitled 'the Region that we want’. The other regions can adapt and use this presentation. 

It is key that people involved get trained and know about the documents in order to engage a dialogue on an equal footing with public authorities. The management of the Funds is not an easy thing, given the complexity of the regulations, and the issues of evaluation, indicators, eligibility. 

Hélder / PT - CF Power point presentation
 It is difficult to engage with official interlocutors like ministries but combined strategies are put into place. 

· The council of ministries took a resolution listing several priorities, 3 related to education/ training, poverty reduction, promotion of competitiveness.

· On the 2nd April the CASES (organization held by the Gvt 51%) hold a meeting, with most of the major umbrella organizations in the 3rd sector. EAPN PT was not present tough we tried to. 

· At regional level, it is different. We managed to get involved in the process in the following regions: Center, Lisbon, Tagus Valley, and Algarve. 

· EAPN PT work on the issue through the following initiatives: 

Translation of EAPN documents like position papers, toolkit …

Production of position papers for the next programming period and dissemination. 

Seminar “Structural Funds: maximum priority for social cohesion”, 20 March 2013, involving decision makers. 

We have also been participating in the current Monitoring Committee in the North: it is difficult as the process goes on and on, but can help building sustained relationship. 

Comments:  One of the goals is to be part of the structures monitoring the implementation, some NNs do -FR, IT, SP, IE, Austria, BG, BE (at regional level), DE (through AWO), CZ. 
Elke / BE – The Flemish network is involved in partnership with other networks but in a very limited way.
Eugen / AT: The anti-poverty conference has a seat in the consultation process in the drafting of partnership contracts but without voting right. The process was very open initially with different workshops (including on working poor), with a really good input from a research center and good discussion. 
Together with Croatia, we run projects on youth (INTERACT). This could be an opening in the next programming (experimentation phase). 

Jeanne / FR – Some EAPN FR Members made the effort of submitting a contribution.  They took part in meetings but the consultation remains a formal exercise, more a presentation of a programme than real participation, with little time to prepare and talk with the administration. 

Vito / IT – Same as in France.
Paul / IE - SF consultation on partnership agreement, 3-4 weeks for submission which is more decent than usual, meeting with official. Need for a cross cutting objective on poverty reduction and social inclusion and not just one specific one. Access and participation for NGOs should be key. Many ONGs are sending submissions. Maybe consultation meeting will take place. Our Europe 2020 working group tries to have a meeting about the drafting of this document. European agricultural fund for agricultural development: area we decided a year ago to make submission – limited resource but tried. Community-led local development approach: submissions sent as well.
Liz / FEANTSA – There is a need to show the data, the specific needs in some regions, to develop models of projects  – funded by the SF- to help Managing Authorities visualize what could be done and how the funds could contribute. What kind of projects could be funded through Agricultural Fund to combat poverty? It is very limited but rural enterprises, rural services, transports, social services – could benefit from it, depending on how it is interpreted

Community led: importance to fund bottom up approaches. Funds could be used to re-fund local social inclusion groups as Gvts cut resources, enabling communities experiencing poverty to get funds. 

Vito / IT – Interesting experience in the UK of a Management Committee section devoted to NGOs. EAPN could ask to have a Management Committee devoted to NGOs at national level.The process is blocked because there isn’t a Ministry for Social Cohesion. EAPN is involved in partnership in some regions.
Hélder / PT – Referred the PROVE project, which aims to support direct interaction between farmers and clients to overcome the difficulties of putting products on the market. Initially an EQUAL project, currently funded by PRODER – it is still growing. Each Regional Commission acts in a different way (in the North Region, it is an open process) but these meetings gives the opportunity to map projects.  

Katarina / CZ – We received an e mail from the Ministry of Social Affairs about how OP should look like – Opportunity to make proposals but not so much time. We feel that the process is well designed, but are not aware of the rest of the process. 

Jürgen / DE– Members involved in the drafting of the ESF of programme focused on social economy. The Government seems reluctant about targeting the most removed from the labour market. Good relationship with the government in a transparent process. They are willing to include the coalition of NGOs.
Sian: The exchange was very interesting. It is now time to influence, before the window of opportunity closes.

ACTION POINT:

· Members should send additional information in the coming month, then we let the Commission know how the code of conduct on partnership is implemented on the ground. 
10. Policy Updates and Evaluation

Discussion on the Policy Briefing

Sian highlighted briefly a couple of issues listed in the briefing: 

· Macro-economic and economic governance: members should look at it, a session may be organised on these issues. 

· Social side of the EMU: a document is to be adopted in June, but more speaking in the terms of making the social more economic.

· Euroforum (see p.7) are researchers scrutinizing and criticism EC action in economic governance.
Sian reminded that the Briefing is produced 3 times a year, with key info on what is happening. It represents a lot of work, it has been suggested to make it public – it will be reviewed at the end of the year if and how we continue with it. She reminded also that the Members’ Room have been updated, all key documents can be found there, and that info about conferences is given in the Flash. She asked members to feed back if the use this briefing and find it useful.

Comments

· A majority of participants look at it.

· It is very useful to follow evolution of issues between meeting

· Useful document, would be useful to have an update every month
· Suggestion for a calendar helping members to follow the work in real time notably in terms of meetings
· Another idea is to send regular summary emails – members prefer several short emails on different points, although the Communication team recommends pulling several issues in one email;

· ACTION POINTS
· The Secretariat will look at the suggestions and make proposals for the next meeting.

Next meeting:
Our next meeting will take place in Palma de Mallorca on 25 and 26 October (on the 24, there will be an event on child poverty, in Spanish).
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