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Grass roots  

International Steering Group Meeting 
Soesterberg, the Netherlands, 2-5 October 2005 
Draft Meeting Agenda 
Venue: 
Kontakt der Kontinenten in the St. Janzaal main meeting room 

Saturday October 1st

	19:00 – 20:30
	Dinner


Sunday October 2nd

	Facilitation 
	ISG member and Juliette

	Minutes
	Renske and Aubrey

	9:00- 10:00
	Welcome by Paul van Tongeren 

Introduction to the meeting Adriana
- Opening round of introductions

- Walk through the agenda

- Ground rules for the meeting including decision-making

- Review of July 2005 ISG draft meetings report

	10:00 – 12:30

 Includes coffee/tea break
	Evaluation: 

- Reflecting on the process thus far

- Looking at the challenges ahead

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch

	Facilitation
	Tanja and Guido

	Minutes
	Renske and Aubrey

	13:30 – 17:45

Coffee/tea available in the lounge during group work
	What do we want to focus on? Purpose and Priorities
· Presentation of the purpose taskforce proposal 

· Short round of initial reactions including update on plans and priorities in 
the regions

· Discussion of purpose and priorities in small groups 

· Group presentations

· Plenary discussion to achieve clarity on mission, vision, Statement of Commitment, what we are and aren’t as well as identifying focus areas

	17:45 – 18:00
	Daily feedback session

	18:00 – 18:30
	Presentation of ‘Heartbeats of Peace’ CRIES Documentary on Prevention of Armed Conflict in Latin America & Caribbean

	18:30 – 19:00
	facilitation meeting

	19:00 – 20:30
	Dinner


Monday October 3rd

	9:00-9:15
	Re-cap of Sunday before starting work for the day AH/AF

	Facilitation
	Sam and Adriana

	Minutes
	Annelies and Juliette

	9:15 – 12:30 

Coffee/tea available in the lounge
	How will we work together? Structure and Governance

· Presentation from the Structure and Governance taskforce 

· Discussion on Structure and Governance in small groups 

· Group presentations

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch (cash reimbursements from Walter for NL local travel)

	13:30 – 15:00
	Structure and Governance (cont.)
- Discussion and decisions Structure and Governance

	15:00 – 15:10
	Daily feedback session

	15:10 – 15:30
	Participants prepare for the outing and board the bus outside KdK

	15:30 – 20:30 
	Surprise activity and dinner (bus leaves at 15:30!!)

	21:30 – 22:00
	facilitation meeting @ KdK


Tuesday October 4th

	9:00-9:15
	Re-cap of Monday before starting work for the day AH/AF

	Facilitation
	Andrés and Adriana

	Minutes
	Aubrey and Renske

	9:15 – 12:30 

Coffee/tea available in the lounge
	Defining a work plan:

- Introductions on specific areas of a work plan which could include: 


1) Advocacy, Lobby and Interaction


2) Knowledge Sharing and issues to focus on


3) Communication and Awareness Raising


4) Networking and Strengthening the regional processes


5) Other groups as needed

· Discussion of these and/or other topics in separate groups

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch

	13:30 – 17:45

Coffee/tea available in the lounge
	Defining a work plan (cont.)
· Check in to see how groups are doing

· Continued group discussion

· Presentations from groups

· Discussion and decisions on the work plan

	17:45 – 18:00
	Daily feedback session

	18:00 – 18:30 
	facilitation meeting

	19:00 – 20:30
	Dinner


Wednesday October 5th

	9:00-9:15
	Re-cap of Tuesday before starting work for the day AH/AF

	Facilitation
	Gus and Annelies

	Minutes
	Guido and Aubrey

	9:15 – 12:30 

Coffee/tea available in the lounge
	Tying up loose ends:

· Review of decisions made and where it places us

· Identification of issues/gaps that have come up and need more work (including finance, fundraising, Monitoring & Evaluation)

· Groups split up to address these, come back to plenary, discuss, decide  

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch

	13:30 – 16:00
	Tying up loose ends (cont.)
· Continuation of group work

· Group presentations

· Plenary discussion and decisions 

	16:00 – 16:30
	Coffee/Tea break

	16:30 – 18:00
	Closing

- Assessment of this ISG meeting

- How do we move from here?

	19:00 – 20:30
	Dinner


Thursday October 6th
	7:30 –  9:00
	Breakfast

	9:00
	Check-out
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ISG Evaluation Sheet
(16 September 2005, AF)
Dear ISG member, 

The following list of topics represents a list to inspire your thinking for our evaluation discussion at the beginning of the ISG meeting. Many of the topics pertain only to Regional Initiators, but we hope that everyone would take a moment to think of these processes from their own perspective and share their reflections on the added value and areas for improvement. If possible, please submit your reflections during the ISG meeting either in writing or verbally during the ISG or side meetings with ECCP staff.

Thanking you in advance for your time and cooperation,

ECCP 
Questions to be addressed during the evaluation session: 

Reflections from the regions

Feedback on the conference3

How did we function as ISG

Hopes and fears for this meeting

Other Points:
1) 
The process towards the conference:

a. communication and relationship with ECCP as a secretariat, with ECCP staff (regional coordinators, etc. including visits)

b. communication and relationship with NY secretariat/CPWG

c. communication and relationships with partners: ISG members, Regional Initiators, RSG, regional participants/contacts

d. ISG meetings

e. functioning of the ISG as an entity

f. functioning of taskforces

g. communication and relationship with UN agencies, governments, Regional Organisations

h. finance & fundraising

2) The conference itself:

a. working groups

b. work shops

c. panels

d. facilitation

e. finance and fundraising

f. side events

g. media

h. participation of govt’s and UN persons

i. support from and cooperation with ECCP/Secretariat staff

j. support from and cooperation with NY Secretariat/CPWG

k. support from and cooperation with other conference staff (volunteers, DPA) 

l. logistics: venue, registration, hotel bookings, visa process
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Discussion note on Purpose, Focus and Priorities
(draft 15 September 2005,GGB)

Despite the efforts of Tanja, the Taskforce on Purpose was not very active in discussing purpose, focus and priorities for GPPAC. Gottlieb Duwan sent around Peter Woodrow’s paper to all ISG members with some concrete ideas, and Tanja and Guido had a discussion amongst the two of them on the web. 

A great part of the first day, and when needed a part of the second day of the ISG will be dedicated to find an answer to these difficult issues. The good thing is that in our mission statement, goals and Global Action Agenda we did some pre-work already. 

The discussion can be divided into four questions, to be discussed by the ISG:

1) What is the purpose of GPPAC? In other words: what is our vision?
2) What do we want to / can we do to achieve our vision? In other words: what is our mission?
3) Who are we (and who are we not)? In other words: what is our constituency?
4) With our vision, capacities and constituency, what do we want to do first? In other words, what are our priorities?
1) Our vision
In the Global Action Agenda we wrote:

We believe that there is a better way. We call for a fundamental change in dealing with conflict: a shift from reaction to prevention. We believe that this shift is not only possible but that it is many times cheaper than responding to violence once it has escalated. Ultimately, prevention saves lives and is both more effective and less expensive than reaction.

The goal of prevention is a world where people and governments elect nonviolent means to achieve greater justice, sustainable development and human security. We are not attempting to prevent all conflict. We believe in the importance of channeling conflict through peaceful processes capable of delivering constructive change. Nonviolent conflict can be a positive force to foster these changes.  Our concern is to minimize violent conflict and its human, economic and environmental impact. We want to prevent warfare within states, between states, regional conflicts, and violence organized on a global scale. (and here it continues with some more specific issues (gender, human security and so on)

This could be the basis of a vision statement. 

2) Our mission
In our statement of commitment we wrote:

The Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) was formed to build a new international consensus on the prevention of violent conflict and peacebuilding. 

It aims to support a shift from reaction to prevention through the following goals:

1. To create a sustainable network of individuals and groups committed to prevention and peacebuilding at global, regional, and national levels. This network will include multi-stakeholder partnerships involving governments, Regional Organisations and the United Nations in this partnership to create or improve mechanisms for interaction between these actors and civil society.

2. To articulate and work towards the implementation of a policy change agenda, as articulated in the series of Regional Action Agendas and in the Global Action Agenda, that will strengthen the effectiveness of conflict prevention and peacebuilding.

3. To generate and mobilise diverse public constituencies around the world who are informed about the need for prevention and peacebuilding and the important role of civil society in achieving it and who actively support human security as an alternative to militarism. 

Individuals and groups taking part in the Global Partnership agree to the following:

· Prevention of violent conflict is possible and should be pursued to the fullest extent by all peaceful means.

· We commit to transforming the conditions that give rise to violent conflict.

· As civil society actors, we believe that preventing violent conflicts requires the forging of effective partnerships and networking among CSOs, governments and multilateral organisations, among others.

· We commit to working with the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict to promote more effective prevention of violent conflicts globally.

This could be the basis of our mission statement.

3) Our constituency
3a) Operational versus structural

This would also need further thought and discussion. Peter Woodrow sees operational prevention as a priority for GPPAC. This would mean that people working on structural prevention are important and needed, but not our direct  constituency. 

In the table below I drew a possible picture of a narrowing down of our constituency, based on Peter’s thoughts (sorry Peter for trying to mould your thoughts into an imperfect scheme…) without loosing sight of the overall human security picture (please note that I didn’t try to be complete in any way and there are many in-betweens)
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3b) People Building Peace versus GPPAC

I suggested on the e-forum to make a distinction between GPPAC and People Building Peace. 

· GPPAC is a rather clearly defined network of active participating organisations and persons, all professionals. This network needs clear statutes, steering and coordination mechanisms and so on. A representative body such as the ISG steers this network towards a certain direction (with all kinds of transparency and accountability mechanisms - but that is more for the structure Task Force to think about).

· People Building Peace could be seen as more an 'ideal', such as a culture of peace. This would be the movement, open for everyone who would consider him/herself to be a peacebuilder, and subscribes to a number of agreed norms and values (our guiding principles, or a statement of commitment?)

The purpose of each would be different. 

· People Building Peace would serve as a way to broaden and strengthen our field as such. This movement does not need strong steering mechanisms, on the contrary: it would be typically Civil Society: free, rather chaotic, 1000s of ideas, creative plans, actions, and different views, etc. 

· GPPAC could be the mechanism to spread the ideal of People Building Peace throughout the world. The regional focal points would then translate the PBP ideal to their own region and situation. Besides spreading the PB word, GPPAC would have a task to build the capacity of the field, and to educate the UN, governments, public etc about conflict prevention and peacebuilding, and about the roles CS can play in specific. 

In sum: PBP as the field, GPPAC as the network that feeds/supports/strengthens the field. And the other way around: by broadening our field, we strengthen our knowledgebase. PBP-the movement would feed even more creative ideas into for example the lobby work that GPPAC does. 

4) Priorities: Internal versus external priorities

The Global Action Agenda and the 15 Regional Action Agendas identified a wide variety of possible actions to achieve ‘the prevention of violent conflict’. 

It is the responsibility of each region (regional steering groups) to set priorities for the regional level. The ISG is responsible to agree on priorities on the global level. 

4a) Internal priorities: In some areas we would like to strengthen ourselves as a field/network: priorities could be: 

· To improve networking 

· To strengthen the exchange of information and lessons learned

· To enhance our capacity for lobbying

· To work towards a Code of Conduct

4b) External priorities:

In some areas within our field, we may want to strengthen our knowledge and capacity. For example:

· Early warning and early response

· Reconciliation

· Dialogue

· Gender

· Youth

4c) Criteria for priorities

I think that we have to be a bit practical in choosing priorities, and ask ourselves the following questions when we think of a priority:

· Do we have any expertise in this? 

· Can we envision practical steps forward, leading to concrete results?

· Can we as GPPAC make a difference? Is it a niche?

· Is it an added value to do it on the global level?

· Can we identify a lead agency or a group of organizations / a network to take it forward, for example the co-organizers the working groups of the Global Conference?

· Can it be funded?

4d) Phasing

We do not have to do everything in one year. The ISG could for example decide each year to choose a small number, or even 1 GPPAC priority for the year(s) to come. Something like: “GPPAC’s (1-5) year(s) of Peace education”.
Discussion note on Structure and Governance
(draft 16 September 2005, SR et al)

Introductory notes:
Now that a major phase of the GPPAC process, now PBP, has been successfully completed, the movement must think of future direction in terms of program and projects, but also, for reasons of clarity, sustainability and strength, it must reflect on possibilities for future structure and governance of PBP.

This short note highlights and points to some of the issues that are expanded and explained in the following pages.  You may consider this brief reflection on the notes and input received thus far regarding issues of structure and governance from the group that has been given that particular task.  Comments received were from: Samuel Rizk (initial questions), Andres Serbin (response to questions/comments and proposals), ECCP comments (included in this draft), and Gus Miclat's comment.

A. Structure

1. Structure: is there reason to think that GPPAC conference (or the nearly 600-700 people who came to NY constitute the general assembly of People Building Peace (meaning, all member organizations of all regions)?  Do we need a general assembly that can meet every few years, decide on overall direction, nominate and choose presidency/executive committee, board, secretariat, etc…If yes, the General Assembly of PBP would meet each time in one continent or region.  Composition: institutional membership in region must be entry point into General Assembly.

2. The PBP Board (currently called the ISG) which would meet once (or twice) annually, and would set strategic goals for the movement.  Consists of 15 regional representatives, Ex Officio members (secretariat, presidency, executive committee), and resources people invited on ad hoc basis (INGOs, the UN, civil society representatives who are not members of PBP, government representatives, etc.).  Location: rotating according among regions, and/or close to secretariat. 

3. Executive Committee (or presidency) is small, mandated body, nominated by the Board, to make decisions in between Board meeting.  Location, rotating in the south.  Role: political decisions, representation, advice, etc.  Composition: 1 president and 2 vice presidents, or two co-presidents (chairs).  Ex. Officio members include the director of the secretariat, and who else?

4. Secretariat: nominated by the Board to carry out the day-to-day work of the PBP movement in terms of communication, networking, coordination, fund-raising (for global activities or for regions as well?), and developing global activities that are in accordance with objectives identified by Board.  Location: north, for practical purposes, but are some organizations in the south capable or must we take in the realities of communication, travel, and funding?  Nomination procedure to become the secretariat: presenting capacity portfolio to Board?  This decision will impact other issues as well, including administrative costs.

B. Decision-Making

1. Must be transparent, inclusive, having mechanisms to avoid dead-ends, dead-locks, and bottlenecks.  Must have a decision-appeals mechanism.  

2. For purposes of speed and inclusion, should we continue with consensus model, two-thirds majority, or simple majority?  Could different decision-making mechanisms be adopted for different governance structures in PBP?

C. Other concerns and relevant issues:

1. Taskforces: is this still a viable mechanism for dealing with certain issues, or is it more relevant to use the location/theme model where the regions with more experience in one area can lead the entire PBP in that particular field?
2. Organization vs. Movement – will this affect our way of work?
3. Convening extra-ordinary sessions: who is mandated to do this if/when necessary?

4. Registration of PBP as NGO?  Necessary? Where? Who's responsibility?

5. PBP Constitution and bylaws: when can this be done?

These are some issues for discussion, and questions.  It is now up to the group to decide how to move forward.

Samuel Rizk

Regional Initiator, Middle East and North Africa

Structure and Governance

Assessment of ISG function from 03-05 (If not already covered in the evaluation) including the preparation of meetings and proposals; participation in meetings; composition of the group; the decision making process during and in between meetings

Network Structure

The core membership of the  network is comprised of regional and international civil society organizations and networks involved to a substantial degree in conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities.

Wherever possible, the network will engage in active partnerships with individual governments, intergovernmental organizations, private sector associations and other relevant bodies to pursue conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities. 

The  is governed by an International Steering Committee weighted in favour of regional representatives elected within their regions. 

Regional representatives are elected or nominated by civil society networks involved to a substantial degree in conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities in each specific region. 

The network is supported by a Secretariat and International Focal Points.

Secretariat

The Secretariat is nominated by the  Steering Committee to provide services to the network.

The Secretariat provides support in the areas of enabling effective network governance, global policy development and advocacy coordination, network public communications, and fundraising.

Further considerations for the discussion on a secretariat for the network:

- Current roles ECCP fulfils include: communication, preparing proposals and fundraising for global level, assisting in fundraising for the regions, at times a role as donor, convening meetings, setting the agenda, coordinating the global process toward interaction with the UN, government missions to the UN, governments in the North, helping to facilitate programmatic coordination between the regions, facilitating information sharing in the network,  … these are not the regular, bare secretariat functions. 

- Location: whether it should be in North or South; criteria for the location such as accessibility, technological capacities, and cost of travelling to visit donors. Europe has advantages in that respect.

- Decentralisation: We should also look at what tasks can be spread out. As requested, we are also now trying to raise funds for staff in the regions. At the ISG on July 22nd, it was also suggested that certain regions could lead certain content-oriented programmatic priorities decided by the group (eg. Early Warning and Early Response led by WANEP?)

- Advantages and disadvantages of a rotating secretariat
International Focal Points

International Focal Points, managed and supported by regional components of the  network, are regional hubs for early warning and early responses, identification and deployment of local, regional and international peacebuilding expertise, lessons learned, and information exchange.

Regional focal points and representation

The  Steering Committee is to ensure every effort is made to enable participation of all relevant networks in each of the regions.

A note on the Regions

The core of the regions are the Regional Initiators. We propose to now refer to these as Regional Focal Points as the initiation has already occurred. 
Points for discussion:

· What are the gaps in our regional coverage? eg. some countries in the Middle East, weak representation of North Africa, etc.

· Scope of regions: is it reasonable to have regions as small as the Pacific and Central Asia sit side by side with large ones as LAC and South Asia? Or, for instance should we invite a second representative from LAC besides CRIES, a network of grassroot NGOs to help strengthen the process. It ahs also been indicated that Mexico wants to join LAC. India and China should perhaps have separate representation. In the case of India this would be very feasible, however in the case of China this would be challenging due to the close government control of NGOs.

· Division of some regions: East and Central Africa is a large and varied regions and it could strengthen our work there if we add a Francophone representative from the Great Lakes Region. Should we add a rep from Australia/NZ.

· Legitimacy/inclusiveness/transparency: We propose to continue to ask regions to strengthen/establish a Regional Steering Group that involves the main CSOs and countries from that region, such a mechanism is essential for our legitimacy. Some larger NGOs felt excluded from the regional processes and as we want to have an open and inclusive network we need to establish a transparent policy for all regions.

· Guidelines: How strict do we want this structure to be organised, do we suggest a minimum amount of responsibility for the RSGs?

 Steering Committee 

The  Steering Committee would consist of a minimum of 15 persons representing active regional components of the global network, the Executive Director of the Secretariat, and a maximum of 8 other members.

Do we think this might limit ourselves with this number considering participation from INGOs, other networks, governments and UN representatives?

Regional Representatives on the  Steering Committee would be formally nominated to the Steering Committee by their respective regional networks or groupings of networks for two-year terms.

Other Steering Committee members are to be nominated by the regional members of the Steering Committee and the Executive Director of the Secretariat and approved by a simple majority of the Steering Committee.

What had been agreed at the International Preparatory meeting was that the ISG would be composed of:

· A representative of all regional steering groups / the secretariats

· International Secretariat, including finance and fundraising coordinator 

· INGOs 

· Governmental representatives and representatives from the UN (observers) 

· UN-NGO Working Group / Core Partnership for Action 

Food for thought:

· Is it possible to open this group to national focal points which are very active? Sweden is one such example. 

· Should we invite other International Networks and INGOs to join us? Which ones? IANSA? Amnesty? Search for Common Ground? ICG? HRW? IPRA? (participated in the first meetings) GAPW? 

· Do we continue to invite key UN agencies to our meetings, from DPA, UNDP, UNIFEM, DESA, OCHA. Which agencies are our priority? Perhaps one or two reps from Regional Organisations should be invited? 

· We would like to involve ‘Group of Friends’ more. Should we try to incorporate two reps from the North and two reps from the South in our meetings? Which ones?

· Are the ISG meetings the best manner of engaging all of these groups? Or do we have some as members and others as advisors or observers? There are clear drawbacks to having a large group as it’s more difficult to work, interact and bogs down the decision making process. Should we have two layers to the ISG and invite only the core group (a sort of board to steer) to biannual meetings and the ‘extended group’ (a sort of forum of organisations, networks and actors) to join at the end of one of the core ISG meetings per year? A larger group would also be more costly making biannual meetings almost impossible. 

Taskforces

We should continue to use such mechanisms to further specific work for a certain issue; the taskforces should include ISG members as well as experts outside that group to strengthen our work. For instance, it would be good to ask Felicity Hill to join the taskforce on advocacy and lobby because of her previous work at UNIFEM and knowledge of the system.

Based on our discussions at the ISG it would also make sense to have taskforces focusing on the decided programmatic priorities of the network; these would of course be more content-oriented taskforces.

All  Steering Committee members are expected to meet the following criteria:

· commitment to the network’s objectives; 

· experience and skills in one or more of the following areas: conflict prevention and peacebuilding field work, advocacy, research, policy development, diplomatic engagement, fundraising, financial and human resource management and/or organizational governance; 

· willingness to participate fully in the work of the Steering Committee, including committing time to studying papers, preparing for and attending meetings, following up on specific tasks with other members, participating in sub committees and working groups of the Steering Committee, working with the Executive Director of the Secretariat and staff on specific projects;

· ability to reflect the interests of the network’s membership and supporters within their own geographic region, as well as other regional and global perspectives.

The  Steering Committee has overall responsibility for the network by:
· Setting the network’s strategic direction, including its vision, mission, values and goals;

· Establishing a framework for policy, planning and financial management to realize that direction; 

· Monitoring the organization’s performance, including the work of the International Secretariat to ensure that it is delivering on the organization’s strategic plan, while meeting all legal requirements.

 Executive Committee

A three-person Executive Committee would be elected by the  Steering Committee. 

It would be composed of: a President or Chair; a 1st Vice President or 1st Vice Chair (Policy and Practice); and a 2nd Vice President or 2nd Vice Chair (Finance and Administration). 

Members of the Executive Committee would:

· chair Steering Committee and sub-committee meetings as necessary;

· formally represent the network as necessary;

· provide advice to the Executive Director of the Secretariat between Steering Committee meetings as necessary;

· ensure any urgent matters arising between Steering Committee meetings and requiring full Steering Committee attention are brought to the Committee’s attention. 

Duties of individual Steering Committee members
All Steering Committee members agree to:

· Attend in person meetings of the Steering Committee and actively participate in the consideration of issues and decision making; 
· Read thoroughly all papers distributed for discussion and prepare contributions accordingly; 
· Be prepared to serve on subcommittees* and working groups of the Steering Committee, and to participate in other activities or projects; *ECCP now refers to these groups as taskforces and would recommend involvement of non-ISG members in these as well.
· Facilitate contact and communications with specialist or regional members of the network; 
· Be prepared to raise funds on behalf of the network;
· Be prepared to act as an advocate, ambassador, and, where agreed, official representative of the network.

Regarding network decision making, Steering Committee members commit themselves to provide input to and participate in approval processes of:

· the network’s vision, values, mission and goals; 
· the network’s strategic plan;
· significant changes in organizational policy;
· network structure, programming and allocation of financial and human resources; 
· annual and multi-year budgets;
· regular, systematic reviews of the programming of the network;
· the annual report and accounts. 
· We have based our previous meetings on a consensus-building approach; we have received critique on this as persons would have preferred a faster decision making process. Should we aim for consensus and otherwise decide by majority? 

· We also need to come up with an approach regarding which decisions should be made by whom. Issues as the regional programmes, programme activities and content issues could be decided by the ISG. However issues of overall finance/fundraising/personnel which directly affect the ECCP as an organisation will have the final say of the ECCP board.

A movement? (also part of the purpose discussion)
Although at the Conference we ‘launched’ the PBP movement, GPPAC is at this point still ‘just’ a network, with a relatively small number of active ‘members’. The potential is however much bigger, because, as we keep on saying to everyone, there are thousands, millions of people building peace. There are currently different levels of engagement: 1) the ISG; 2) the groups actively involved in the regions; 3) groups passively involved (for example the endorsees or organisations listed in the directories); 4) peacebuilders around the world who are not involved at all. How can we reach these peacebuilders? How can we broaden our constituency, and build an actual movement, giving voice to all those people building peace around the world? 

We have to think of a strategy to build a world-wide community of peacebuilders, making them feeling ‘at home’ in a (GPPAC-led ?) People Building Peace Movement, without all the formalities and structures that GPPAC needs in order to function as an active network. Such a broad movement, by sheer numbers, would strengthen our position vis-à-vis governments, regional organisations and the UN enormously. 

Questions:

· would it be an option that people could sign up to the statement of commitment and receive regular updates about the field? 

· Should we actively raise awareness amongst these groups and individuals to join this movement? 

· How to use the www.peoplebuildingpeace.org website for this purpose?

· What would be ‘in it’ for them? Why should they join? (linked to purpose discussions)

· How to distinct GPPAC from PBP and what effect does that have on transparency and decision making issues? GPPAC as leading active network and PBP as ‘passive’ pool of potential resources, ad-hoc coalitions etc?


Building Blocks for the Global Partnership
(draft 20 September 2005, AH)

Strengthening the capacity of the Global Partnership

Building blocks for GPPAC’s work-plan alias fundraising proposal

To realize a shift from reaction to prevention, GPPAC needs to invest further in building its influencing capacity using the Global Action Agenda and the 15 Regional Action Agendas as the basis for its future direction-setting. Below five areas are distinguished in which GPPAC will need to further develop its capacity after it has better defined its purpose and priorities: 

1. Strengthen networking capacities within GPPAC

 - Developing regional implementation plans

 - Capacity building and knowledge sharing on issues, actors and experiences with focus on role of civil society in the field of CP and PB (in depth themes are derived from the RAAs and GAA and identified by the ISG). 

-  Continue mapping the various actors by expanding existing directories with prevention and peacebuilding-related activities of the UN, Regional Organisations, governments, and CSOs
 - promote interaction across regions and exchange of experiences/information

 - lessons learned seminars

 - input on networking (external advice)

 - address issues of legitimacy, RSGs or not, inclusive networking, size of regions, linking to grassroots, etc.

-  generating solidarity

 2. Build GPPAC’s capacity to link, engage and interact with Governments, IGROs and UN


- clearing house function 


- see lobby doc written GGB, particularly from page 4-8. 


- lessons learned seminars to discuss and promote multi-track approaches


- applied research on successful multi-actor/track approaches

3.  Build GPPAC’s capacity to link to issue-based networks

     - identify and establish working relations with issue-based networks relevant to promote priority issues from RAAs and GAA (IANSA, women-network, CREPE-network, HR-network, etc. GPPAC should be complementary to these networks.


- exchange of lessons learned from these networks with GPPAC on relevant aspects

4.  Build GPPAC’s capacity to reach a broader public


- further development of websites: www.gppac.net and www.peoplebuildingpeace.org

- expand communication (brochures, newsletters, translations)


- strengthen capacity of regional media focal points

5. Build GPPAC’s own governance capacity

- address issues like membership, structure, decision-making, ISG composition 

- improved political coordination

- fundraising capacity and sustainability: lobby with donors to form a consortium of donors 

- internal communication and coordination

- M&E system

- ISG-meetings

- International Secretariat


Discussion note on Lobby and Advocacy
(draft 14 September 2005, GGB)

1. Introduction

This paper is meant as a discussion paper, to be discussed by the Advocacy Taskforce of GPPAC. In the end, this paper should be developed into a strategy paper on Lobby & Advocacy, for the different levels of GPPAC: the Global, Regional and local/national level.

1.1 Clarity about terms and definitions
The words Lobby and advocacy are often used randomly. For defining our strategies, it would however be better to make a distinction between the two terms, although they do overlap sometimes (but also are ‘biting’ each other in some occasions). 

In the literature you will find many definitions and explanations, but I would like to suggest using a model a Dutch organisation specialised in training lobbyists, BBO, is using. They distinct three organisational models:

· Organisations that only works on the grass roots level and not with public affairs (government, policymakers) at all.  

· Organisations that speaks on behalf of the grass roots the governments, policy makers, etc. They advocate a certain message. 

· Organisations that position themselves between the two parties, the grass roots on the one side, and governments, policy makers on the other. They have a bridge function, negotiating common ground to forward the issue at stake on the political agenda. This is seen as lobby.

Table 1: organisational models (© BBO) 

Organisation model 1:
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Organisation model 2:
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Organisational model 3:
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1.2 Why is this difference important?

Advocacy is in fact one-way communication. People Building Peace II, but also the Regional and Global Action Agenda could be seen as advocacy work. In these documents GPPAC made clear what we would like to see changed. It does not take into account what the point of view of the governments or UN may be. 

Lobby should be two-way communication. The work on interaction, the research on the UN and the meetings with the UN, but also the work on the Group of Friends could be seen as part of our lobbying strategy. Often, this is very sensitive work, low profile, building trust between the parties, based on mutual respect. 

It’s important to notify the difference, because GPPAC should always strategically choose one or the other strategy, and think carefully how one strategy supports the other, and not damages it. Sometimes there will be tensions between the two strategies. 

An example: imagine that the informal Group of Friends invites GPPAC to advise them on how to promote a more preventative strategy of the UN. The GPPAC lobbying group will probably also invite some friends from within the UN system, to learn more about internal processes, actual and potential barriers, allies and foes, etc. These UN friends can only do this on a personal basis, and stick their neck out because they believe that the case of prevention is possible. The Group of Friends, being still informal, has a similar attitude: without official recognition from the capital (but often with informal approval, to test the ground), the ambassadors that are involved would like to keep this quiet until it has been officially been approved and launched. 

In this case, GPPAC could seriously damage the partnership and process when it would at the same time push aggressively GPPAC’s points, or worse, would use for example the media to blame the UN for neglecting prevention, governments not taking leadership, and so on. 

Of course there are times that (public/media/GPPAC) pressure helps to push the agenda, but in this initial and sensitive phase we are in right now, low profile looking for friends in the system may prove to be more effective than shouting loud.    

1.3 Our key strategy for the next phase: governments

I used this long and bit ‘theoretical’ introduction to make the point that in this next phase of GPPAC, we should focus our work on engaging governments more actively and lobby to reach agreement on a common agenda, based on our Regional Action Agendas, the Global Action Agenda, and the outcomes of the Global Conference on the one hand, and the openings, opportunities, UN and governmental policy papers on the other. As Ambassador Pleuger said in his speech at the Global Conference: [the Global Action Agenda] “is to a large extent congruent with the Action Plan on civilian crisis prevention, conflict resolution, and post-conflict peacebuilding of the German Government and with the prevention policy of the European Union.” 

The United Nations is an organisation of states, and governments decide in which direction the UN goes. And, as repeatedly stated in all kinds of documents (including our own), conflict prevention is the primary responsibility of national governments. Within a strategy of engaging governments, there are a number of levels: governments and the United Nations and international politics; governments and regional organisations; and governments and national politics. 

1.4 Identifying key areas for lobbying

The process leading to the Global Conference resulted in 15 Regional and 1 Global Action Agenda. Most of these Agendas include a long list of recommendations, to the UN, Regional Organisations, governments and civil society. It will be impossible to push for the implementation of all these recommendations at the same time, which means that we will have to set priorities. 

A next step would therefore be to make an analysis of each Action Agenda, and see where the best opportunities for lobby are, and which points are the most urgent. On the regional level, this would be a task for the Regional Steering Group, on the global level for the ISG. 

2. Different levels of lobbying
2.1 Lobbying the regional / national / local level 

2.1.1 Identification of local & regional priorities

Besides all the points mentioned in the Regional Action Agendas, the Global Action Agenda lists a number of recommendations that could be taken into account in the lobbying strategy towards national governments, such as the development of a culture of peace, the support for peace education and for ‘dealing with the past’ programmes, the strengthening of prevention policies and capacities of a country, and so on. 

Besides that, governments could be approached to discuss their point of view on the suggested proposals on UN reform (peacebuilding commission, etc) and be asked to participate in the Group of friends. 

Also on a regional level, the Global Action Agenda lists recommendations for Regional Organisations, such as the need to strengthen regional capacities, organise consultative rounds between the regional steering groups and representatives of Regional Organisations, cross- border issues, etc.  

Foreseen results: 

1) Identification of lobbying priorities

2) More meetings with officials on a national and regional level

3) First steps taken in developing national and regional strategies for prevention (by the national governments)

2.1.2 Research on interaction between Regional Organisations and Civil Society

A concrete action GPPAC could take is to conduct research on how to improve interaction between Regional Organisations and Civil Society. In West-Africa, WANEP and ECOWAS signed a Memorandum of Understanding for cooperation in the field of early warning. In the EU, peacebuilding organisations established the European Peacebuilding Liaison Office (EPLO), and recently, the EU funded Conflict Prevention Network was established (a consortium of International Alert, International Crisis Group and EPLO), with the task to provide input in EUs policy making in the field of conflict prevention and peacebuilding. What can GPPAC learn from these examples, and in how far can these models be used in other regions? A process similar to the ‘UN interaction paper’ could be used. 

Foreseen results:

1) Better understanding of modi operandi of Regional Organisations

2) Better understanding of the openings for CSOs in Regional Organisations

3) Identification of windows of opportunity for CSO-Regional Organisation cooperation

2.1.3 Training and capacity building in the field of lobbying

GPPAC’s results with lobbying on the regional and local level (=interacting with governments, regional organisations and the United Nations) are mixed. In regions where Regional Focal Points had an active approach, good contacts have been established (Central & East Africa and the Kenyan government; West Africa and ECOWAS, Central Asia and UNDP; Western Europe and the Irish EU Presidency; Balkans and the Norwegian government; the Croatian groups with the Croatian government, etc.), but much more work needs to be done. 

Informally, I heard from many sides that most regions would like to lobby more, but would not know exactly how. There seems to be a need to strengthen the capacity for lobbying. This could be done in a very practical way. There are many organisations that have specialised in giving training to local organisations in lobbying. One of these organisations is the earlier mentioned Dutch NGO BBO. It could be an option to develop a tailor made GPPAC lobbying training programme, being ideally a training of trainers programme (because the best way would be to identify 1 person per region, who could train a group of national focal points in the region). After the ISG meeting, I can make an appointment with BBO to learn more about their approach and what the costs would be. (If we can identify other organisations doing this kind of work, we could make a comparison and choose the one with the most value for money.)

Foreseen results:

1) Regional and local capacity strengthened in the field of lobbying

2) A better, more systematised lobbying approach by GPPAC

2.1.4 The next Presidencies of the EU in 2006: Austria and Finland

The European Union is the largest provider of development assistance in the world. Secondly, the EU wishes to become a great(er) player in international affairs, and is developing its capacities to better react (sic!) to crisis. Although the EU is in a crisis, it is (potentially) a crucial ally for GPPAC. Most of GPPAC’s funding came from EU countries, and many of the Group of Friends governments are from the EU as well. In the past, the EU also expressed its support for GPPAC (and the Dublin Action Agenda).

A next ‘lobbying moment’ could be the Austrian and Finnish EU Presidencies next year. GPPAC should develop a clear lobbying document with key asks from the EU. With the European organisations involved in lobbying on EU affairs (EPLO, International Alert, Saferworld), and with the Austrian and Finnish partners in specific (KATU Citizens Security Council, Anne Palm), we should discuss the best way forward. 

In September the Conflict Prevention Network (International Alert, EPLO and the International Crisis Group) will organise a conference on the Role of Civil Society in EU Conflict Prevention Policy. GPPAC should at least be present at that conference.

Before the end of this year, a meeting should be organised to discuss our strategy towards the EU.

Foreseen results:

1) Lobbying document towards the EU

2) Proven commitment from the side of the EU, in: 

- renewing the dialogue with civil society

- supporting GPPAC’s ideas on UN reform

- supporting GPPAC- Europe’s ideas as formulated in the lobbying document 

- ….

[Of course it would be good if each region could identify regional lobbying moments; being from Europe and dealing mostly with the EU, I focused on this regional organisation. Others to add from their region!]

2.2 Lobbying on the global level (with a clear link to the regions)
The ISG in October will (have to) make important decisions on the purpose, focus and priorities for GPPAC in the period to come. This will determine the key areas for lobbying as well of course. Two issues will be central in all discussions though: 

1) How to get prevention higher on the political agenda of the UN (and its member states)? (Group of Friends, Summit, Update Prevention Report of Kofi Annan, Millennium Peace & Security Goals, countering disturbing trends and happenings (Bolton/US policy, the end of Kofi Annan’s term as Secretary-General, etc) )

2) How ensure greater CSO involvement in UN affairs? (peacebuilding commission, Cardoso report, Arria formula)

The following paragraphs will focus on some of the instruments GPPAC has or should have, and some of the issues that will have priority.

2.2.1 Instruments
a)  Group of Friends on Conflict Prevention 
The ‘friendly governments’ are our most important allies in achieving a policy (and institutional) change at the UN (and at its Member States). Without the support from governments, all our efforts will be in vain. Formally, the influence of GPPAC on the Group of Friends is limited. However, in the past GPPAC proved to been instrumental in getting this group together and contacts with GPPAC seem to be appreciated. GPPAC should develop two parallel processes, one with the Permanent Missions in New York and one with the national governments in the capitals.

…in New York

The main aim of GPPAC for the Group of Friends would be the future formalisation of the currently informal Group of Friends. This cannot be done without broadening the base of the Group of Friends. At this moment, two Northern Missions (Germany and Switzerland) are taking the lead. This should be accompanied (at least) by two Southern Missions. At this moment, Kenya, Chile, Argentina and the Philippines show interest to be more actively involved. GPPAC could help the Group of Friends in identifying these two Southern champions on conflict prevention and assist in advocating for their active involvement (through the Regional and National Focal Points). 

…in the capitals

A special point of attention is the fact that the Permanent Missions in New York should not always be seen as purely a outpost of national governments. Especially in these informal settings, Ambassadors act sometimes quite independently. Therefore, besides a focus on the missions in New York, the governments in capitals should be drawn into this process.  This could be done best by the Regional and/or National Focal Points, followed-up by meetings with the missions in New York by the Lobbying Taskforce.

Identification of potential friends and analysis of governmental policy & practice

To broaden the Group of Friends, GPPAC has to identify more potential friends. At this moment, besides the Northern governments we listed as (potential) friends:

· LAC: Chile, Argentina, Costa Rica, Brazil, Colombia, El Salvador, Guatemala. Jamaica and Mexico 

· West Africa: Ghana, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Mali, Benin, Senegal

· East Africa: Kenya, Tanzania

· Southern Africa: South Africa, Mozambique, Botswana

· South Asia: Bangladesh

· Southeast Asia: Philippines, Thailand, East Timor, Singapore

· Northeast Asia: South Korea, Japan, Mongolia

· Caucasus: Georgia

· Western CIS: Ukraine

· Balkans: Croatia

· MENA: Jordan

A specific task of the Regional Focal Points (as part of the regional implementation plans) would be to identify more potential allies in their region, and to establish first contacts with them. Ideally, the Regional Focal points would also make an analysis of the policy & practice of governments in their region, in the field of conflict prevention and peacebuilding, interaction with civil society, and so on to identify points of common interest and points for lobbying. As part of the analysis, it should also be researched if these governments are (really) active in one of the governmental networks such as the Human Security Network, the Small Arms network, active in regional cooperation in the field of peace and security, disarmament etc.

Working towards a common agenda

Informal discussions should start with the Group of Friends on how to develop a process that eventually would lead to a common Agenda. As explained in the introduction, this will be a highly sensitive process that would need quite some strategic thinking and expertise from GPPAC’s side. Ideally, we would hire someone, or at least consult with persons that have done this before, for example on the Ban the Landmine Campaign, the campaign that lead to Resolution 1325, the Small Arms campaign etc. 

Central in the discussion should be how to come to ‘a comprehensive international program of action, utilizing the capacities of all relevant actors’ (see Global Action Agenda, paragraph 3.1, page 20), including for example the shift to prevention, improved CSO-government-UN interaction, peace education / culture of peace, and National Action Plans on conflict prevention and peacebuilding. A concrete suggestion would be starting a process that would lead to a draft comprehensive international program of action, to be discussed at a multi-stakeholder (UN, Regional Organisations, governments and Civil Society) conference on conflict prevention and peacebuilding in 2010.

Current issues

To start up the process with the Group of Friends and to build trust, GPPAC should start working with the Group of Friends on concrete issues that are on the agenda today, such as the Peacebuilding Commission, the issue of prevention and the UN (or the absence of it on the agenda), the update Conflict Prevention Report from Kofi Annan etc (see 2.2.2). 

Planned meetings

We suggest organizing a strategy meeting in New York before the end of this year to discuss GPPAC’s strategy towards the Group of Friends and the UN. Besides ISG members, we should identify other experts that can help GPPAC in this process.

We foresee a first brainstorm with some of the most supportive missions – with a good North-South balance - in the first half of 2006. At this meeting, the future of the Group of Friends, the process leading to a common agenda, specific actions, and foreseen results should be on the agenda.
b) Inter-departmental group within the UN Secretariat

Besides the Group of Friends, contacts should be strengthened with our allies in the UN system. In the process leading towards the Conference, good relationships have been developed with a number of institutions, such as UNDESA, UNDP (-BCPR), OCHA, DPI, and Kofi Annan’s Secretariat. There are also already two ‘mechanisms’ in place, one formal: the Framework Team on conflict prevention (lead by DPA, but not very active), and the ‘brown back’ lunch group Gay Rosenblum is involved in. DPA / Under-Secretary General Ibrahim Gambari concretely proposed to develop further our working relationships between DPA and GPPAC. 

c) GPPAC at the UN in New York

Most of the work described in this chapter should ideally be done by persons based in New York, with knowledge of the system, procedures and the right network and political feeling. At the same time, this person or group of persons should have be strongly rooted into what is happening in the regions (and not be ‘kidnapped by the ‘system’; my experience with some EU lobbyists for example (not EPLO!) is that they sometimes start to speak the same EU language as the EU bureaucrats, a language only they seem to understand…). 

The NGO-UN Conflict Prevention Working Group proved to be useful in liasing with the UN Secretariat. Because this group was working (and spending a lot of hours!) on a voluntary basis, this caused in some occasions missing opportunities due to a lack of time. Secondly, the lack of a presence from someone from the South in the NY discussions, sometimes lead to a ‘New York - UN’ standpoint. 

GPPAC should continue to tap on the expertise and network of this group (and visa versa). Besides this, we suggest to create a position of a liaison officer, who could, on a full-time basis, work on liasing with the UN and with the Group of Friends. Another task would be to gather and disseminate relevant information from the UN and information on the UN from Member States, resource centres, NGOs etc. The liaison officer would also organise informal meetings between Regional Focal Points (or other GPPAC members) and the UN and Missions. Finally, the liaison officer would invite and arrange participation of Regional Focal Points (or other GPPAC members) in official meetings of the UN, specifically participation in meetings with the Security Council through the Arria Formula. The liaison officer would also be part of GPPAC’s Lobbying and Advocacy Task Force (see chapter 3, steering and coordination).

Because a full-time GPPAC liaison officer may be too costly, we may also consider ‘sharing’ a person with a (network of) likeminded organisation(s).

d) ‘Ambassadors’ promoting conflict prevention and peacebuilding
At this moment, GPPAC is lacking famous spokespersons, people with a great network of influential persons. Jody Williams and President Gusmao could be seen in this way, but this wasn’t formalised in any way. There are many more persons that should have an interest in what we do: Mandela, Tutu, Gorbachev, Bono, Sting, Peter Gabriel, etc. In our lobbying, support of these persons would help enormously. GPPAC should therefore identify and approach possible ‘ambassadors for prevention’.

Foreseen results:

1) Each Regional Focal Point identified a number of ‘Friends’ for the Group of Friends

2) Process set in motion towards a common ‘action plan’ of GPPAC and Group of Friends

3) Strengthened GPPAC’s knowledge of the UN and contacts within the UN by the contracting a liaison officer. 

4) More Civil Society input in Security Council debates on peace and security, through Arria formula

5) Five ‘ambassadors for prevention’ have been identified and approached.

2.2.2 Issues

a) The Millennium + 5 Summit

When this paper is being discussed, the Summit will be over. A first task GPPAC should do is to make an analysis of the outcome of the Summit, and see where the connections with GPPAC are to move the prevention forward.

b) Peacebuilding Commission
Assuming that the idea of a Peacebuilding Commission will be supported by the Heads of State, GPPAC should make a strong point of a) broadening its mandate, and b) opening it up to civil society. I would suggest creating a specific small group of experts within the GPPAC network (and beyond) to carefully analyse the (proposed) mandate and working method of the Peacebuilding Commission. This group should come up with concrete recommendations and arguments to involve civil society and especially the regions in the work of the Commission. This small expert group could consist of people such as Hizkias Assefa, Kiplegat, Bill Pace, Catherine Barnes. Throughout the process, regular consultations should happen with some of our friends in the UN system and of the Group of Friends, and other GPPAC persons identified by the ISG. Together with the Group of Friends a lobbying strategy could be developed.  

c) Update Conflict Prevention Report
The report that would give an update of the state of affairs since the ‘The Prevention of Armed Conflict’ report of 2001, has been delayed several times already. One of the reasons seems to be the departure of Danilo Türk as Assistant-Secretary-General for Political Affairs. GPPAC should try to get clarity on the status of this report and lobby with the Group of Friends for the release of it. If DPA is still in the drafting phase, we should check whether there are still opportunities for input or not (informally, we heard that there is already a (weak) draft, but that DPA nor UNDP are eager to get it out). If there are, we should identify what kind of input we want, based on the Global Action Agenda, the outcomes of the Conference and the outcomes of the Summit. 

For GPPAC this report is of crucial importance to keep prevention on the UN agenda. First of all, in the Outcome Document of the Summit prevention gets hardly any attention; secondly, in 2006 Kofi Annan term as Secretary-General ends, and you never know if the next one is as interested in conflict prevention as Kofi Annan was; thirdly, from September onward Jan Eliasson, who is a try ‘believer’ and very supportive of GPPAC is President of the General Assembly.

d) Conflict Prevention Trust Fund
The ECCP managed to use the Conflict Prevention Trust Fund as a way to get financial support for the Conference. This was arranged by a ‘tripartite’ agreement between the ECCP, the Dutch government (earmarking their funds for the Trust Fund for the Conference) and UNDP (agreeing to this somewhat strange construction). Together with the Group of Friends, DPA and UNDP we should stimulate that more governments earmark funds in this way, for example to fund UNDP/DPA – GPPAC pilot projects in a number of countries. This period could be used as a pilot of how concrete projects based on UN – CS partnerships could be funded through the UN. 

e) Millennium Peace and Security Goals
Before and during the conference there was a enthusiastic group of people / organisations who would like to continue working on Millennium Peace and Security Goals. The identification of clear, measurable and time bound goals for prevention could function as the frame for ‘a comprehensive international programme of action’ (just as the Millennium Development Goals are a comprehensive international programme of action for development). GPPAC should support the development of these goals, by organising a follow-up meeting.

Foreseen results:

1) Plan of Action as follow-up after Summit

2) Report on Peacebuilding Commission, and lobby for implementation

3) Clarity about next Conflict Prevention Report from Kofi Annan, and release of this report

4) Funds to local projects in which UNDP, DPA and GPPAC cooperates 

5) A list of possible Millennium Peace and Security Goals

2.3 Lobbying on concrete issues
The ISG will decide on a hopefully small amount of key issues GPPAC would pursue the coming period. Issues such as Millennium Peace and Security Goals, Early Warning, Reconciliation, Dialogue and so on. When these issues have been identified, specific Task Groups should develop plans to forward these agenda points. The instruments as mentioned in this discussion paper could be useful as well of course, but first our knowledge on these issues should be strengthened before reaching out (no lobbying without content or capacity).   

3. Steering and Coordination
The ISG will have a final say in all the decisions made on lobbying, on all levels (national, regional, global/UN). To prepare these decisions, a Task Force will develop and discuss proposals. The Task Force on Lobby and Advocacy would consist of (in random order): 

1) A small number of ISG members (3-5?)

2) the UN Liaison Officer and/or someone from the NGO-UN Conflict Prevention Working Group 

3) Preferably some other persons from organisations with experience in lobbying. 

4) Preferably, in some occasions, representatives from the UN and Group of Friends.

5) The International Secretariat would act as secretary for this Task Force (Paul as Director and Guido as coordinator Lobbying and Communication at ECCP)

Table 2: schematic overview of GPPAC’s lobbying structure
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The tasks of the Task Force would be:

General:

1) Coordinating GPPAC’s lobbying efforts

2) Drafting strategy papers for GPPAC’s lobbying

3) Identifying key issues & opportunities for lobbying

4) Joining meetings with officials (EU, UN, Group of Friends, etc – not always everyone, but a delegation of the Task Force, when needed / desired)

Practical:

5) Being involved in the development of a training programme for lobbying in the regions 

6) Being involved in the research on CSO-Regional Organisations interaction

7) Hiring and steering the Liaison Officer in New York

8) Setting up a expert group on the Peacebuilding Commission

‘Around’ the Task Force, several groups* ‘circulate’: 

· The NGO-UN Conflict Prevention Working Group 

· The Expert Group on the Peacebuilding Commission

· The Research group on CSO-Regional Organisations interaction

· The Training group, developing the training programme for lobbying in the regions.

· GPPAC ‘ambassadors’ such as Jody Williams, Bono, etc

*At least one Task Force member should be involved in each group.

Knowledge-sharing Ideas
(draft 8 September 2005, JV)

The Capacity Building and Knowledge Sharing Programme aims to promote effective peacebuilding and conflict prevention by:

· Strengthening knowledge and sharing (on regional and international level) on main issues related to the field of peacebuilding and conflict prevention and in particular on the role of civil society  

· Stimulating discussions and share information (on regional and international level) on issues, actors and experiences and how to improve policy 

· Working closely with key contacts in the Global Partnership to feed in the development of implementation plans of the Global and Regional Action Agenda’s and feed any lobby and awareness raising activity.

· Provide up to date information on developments in the United Nations on Peace and Security issues, government policies on peace building and conflict prevention, calendar of events etc and share this with the Global Partnership 

Furthermore this programme will seek to build capacity of the GPPAC network in general and the organization involved in specific and will focus on three levels:

· strengthening the regions and promote interaction across regions

· enhanced interaction with issue based networks or promote issue based networking  (cross regional)

· interaction with governments, regional organizations and UN.

Proposed Activities:

1. Organize seminars in regions on strengthening practice with policy and discuss lessons learned and best practices

- organize seminars on themes in regions to discuss experiences, share lessons learned and best practices and stimulate cross regional sharing 

- bring together different actors  local practitioners and NGOs, international NGOs, regional organizations and policy makers from governments

- outcomes will feed into the publication

- promote these outcomes for more effective peacebuilding at different levels (UN, regional organizations, governments, academic world, media etc)

- continue to feed the discussion on code of conduct

- develop evaluation tools 

2. Applied research on main themes (sexier description is needed) 
- Explore in depth themes and issues on the role of civil society in peacebuilding and conflict prevention. These themes or issues derive from the main outcomes of the Global Conference, Global Action Agenda, Regional Action Agenda’s and are identified by the ISG.

- Map the main issues related to the theme, make an overview of the main actors, identify experts, look to inspiring stories, best practices,  publish  in different formats such as on the website, reports of publications

- This will feed into the discussions at the regional seminars (see first point) 

- Develop a format how to discuss lessons learned and best practices 

- Develop a structure how to strengthen cross regional sharing of experiences 

- Possible themes are evaluation and monitoring, reconciliation, CRE, Early warning, networking etc  

- Develop cooperation structures with expert organizations in the South  

Clearing house - Collecting and disseminating of relevant information

There is a great wealth of policy reports, white papers, non-papers, research and issue papers, such as governmental Action Plans on conflict prevention, proposals on UN reform in the field of peace and security, documents from the UN Secretariat and of the Secretary-General on conflict prevention and peacebuilding, fro regional organisations, calendar of events etc., which could be relevant for a wider audience. The GPPAC secretariat will start to collect this information on a systematic way and disseminate it through the website.
Organization & Planning

The Secretariat will aim to facilitate this programme in close cooperation with a task force consisting from ISG members and one or two expert organizations. Most of the activities, including research will build on regional expertise and take place in the South. Where there is not enough capacity the Secretariat will assist in allocating funding to strengthen this.  

Proposal is to form a task force at the next ISG meeting in October in Soesterberg and discuss priorities, plan of action and the organization of a possible preparatory expert seminar to tale place in the beginning of 2006.

Monitoring and Evaluation: Outcome Mapping* 

(July 2005/ AH)

*this is the report from the workshop: Measuring Evaluation Methods and Measuring the Impact of GPPAC
Outcome Mapping: a method for tracking changes and assessing GPPAC’s influence 

Introduction

The Global Partnership is often asked to demonstrate that its programs result in significant and lasting change in the well being of grassroots communities affected by violent conflict. The paths and processes leading to peace, security and prosperity are many, varied and often do not fit well within planned timeframes. “Impacts”, when achieved, are often the product of a confluence of factors for which no single agency or program can realistically claim full credit. In the Global Partnership a diversity of individuals, organizations and actors interact to support a shift from reaction to prevention. Assessing the outcomes of these efforts is challenging, not only because many players make intersecting contributions, but also because it is difficult to document what did not happen. How do you monitor events or conditions that you prevented? How to convince donors that it is justified to continue your intervention? 

In this two-day workshop the participants learned about and worked with the central concepts of Outcome Mapping.  In applying them to their own contexts they practiced ways to:

· Anticipate changes in behaviour as the results of their intervention; 

· Observe these behavioral changes in their boundary partners, (actors they work closely with and would like to influence);

· Formulate progress markers to describe incremental changes in the behaviours of their boundary partners

Key issues and challenges

Outcome Mapping is different from other monitoring and evaluation methods in several ways: 

· it recognizes behavioral changes in a program’s direct partners as outcomes;

· it facilitates the tracking of results, from the early foundational changes right through to ambitious improvements in social conditions;
· it helps a program differentiate among the many kinds of partners it may have;
· it is useful in planning as well as monitoring and evaluating social change programs; and
· it facilitates the formulation of ‘strategy maps’ to maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of a program’s efforts. 
Changes in behaviour as outcomes

Participants discussed how they measure results of their interventions, and how they would know if their efforts are successful or not. “Dialogue increases”, “reduction in violent conflict”, “enlightened community leadership”, and “increased safety in village”, are some of the indicators mentioned. The primary question raised was how to measure these, frequently intangible kinds of outcomes and how to know if changes are connected to their interventions?

Outcome Mapping focuses on one important kind of result or ‘’outcome’’ in the language of the logical framework. Projects may need to track the “number of weapons destroyed” or trends in violent incidents, however, they also need to pay attention to the behaviours of the people implicated in these events. When these behaviours change as desired, they can be are seen as outcomes indicating progress towards the higher goals to which a project seeks to contribute. Social changes are visible in what we see people doing differently. Seeing and monitoring the changed actions and relationships of people can provide tangible indicators for measuring change.

Chain of influence – contribution instead of attribution

We often implement programs not directly with community members, but through a “chain of influence”: we work with partner organizations which on their turn work with other organizations working with grassroots communities. Each has its own role to play in the chain. We can only effect change among those within our sphere of influence - among our boundary partners, i.e. the partners we work with directly. When we want to bring about change for target groups or beneficiaries beyond our sphere of influence, we need the engagement of other actors. Our success depends on our effectiveness in supporting and influencing how these other actors interact with our target groups or beneficiaries.  We seldom implement projects in isolation. Most projects today involve intricate webs of relationships and multi-directional influences, all influenced by the context. Therefore, it is realistic, and more helpful to see each of us as contributing to development results, rather than trying to attributed this or that result to our interventions.

Incremental progress markers instead of time-bound indicators

Although it is appropriate to look for impact, development doesn’t occur in a set timeframe with a clear start, middle and end. There are unexpected events, uncontrollable factors and non-linear processes.  Further, change does not stop when the project meets its objectives and closes down.  So when we start thinking of desired changes we shouldn’t limit our thinking by putting a timeframe along our interventions and indicators (or progress markers as they are called in Outcome Mapping). The chance is high that we will fail to appreciate the complex reality in which we work by looking for impact as a one-dimensional single-source change by a certain deadline.  

But how then do we please our donors who want to know what results were achieved with their money?  For example, when funds go into workshops to stimulate participatory dialogues to foster cooperative attitudes among rival groups, how do you measure the results?  If no formal dialogue between the groups results, the donors may conclude that it is a waste of funds to continue support for this activity. Yet there may be some very important changes in what the groups are doing and saying at the individual or informal level. These behaviors can be tracked to demonstrate to donors that progress is being made with their funds.  Outcome Mapping uses “progress markers” to identify and monitor the early change that may be occurring in this kind of situation.  Progress may be visible in the behaviours of groups members. Progress markers are graduated from preliminary to more profound change with a single boundary partner. In formulating progress markers, the following three questions can be used: What do we expect to see this partner doing if there is some early progress? What do we like to see them doing once change starts to take hold?  And What do we love to see them doing when the change is profound and expanding?

In brainstorming Progress Markers we were to answer two questions:
1. “If these Boundary Partners were contributing ideally, what would they be doing? 

2. “If they were beginning to move towards this ideal what would we see them doing?

Participants formed three small groups to formulate progress markers for: (a) school teachers who face violence at school; (b) ex-combatants; and (c) elements in the UN (missions, DPKO)

	Progress markers for school teachers who face violence at school

Expect to see school teachers:

1. Using respectful language towards students and colleagues;

2. Treating students fairly;

3. Stopping fistfights on school property;

4. Taking time to mediate disputes or arguments between students;

Like to see school teachers:

5. Posing questions in class that elicit reflective or critical thinking on peace issues;

6. Using lessons and material for peace education prepared by others;

7. Suggesting peace-oriented reading materials to students;

8. Assessing changes in students’ attitudes and behaviors; 

Love to see school teachers: 

9. Preparing and using their own lessons on peace education

10. Teaching conflict resolution and mediation skills;

11. Discussing changes in students’ behavior and attitudes with other teachers;

12. Sharing their materials and experiences in peace education with other teachers




	Progress markers for ex-combatants:
Expect to see ex-combatants:

1. Engaging in informal conversations with former members of former enemy groups;

2. Sharing experiences with other former combatants; 

3. Leaving their weapons at home;

Like to see:

4. Searching out and applying for jobs;

5. Organizing their own groups to support each other;

6. Working in civilian jobs earning stable incomes;

7. Handing in their weapons;

Love to see:  

8. Collecting and handing in weapons from others;

9. Organizing regular meetings for former combatants;

10. Inviting former members of enemy groups to engage in dialogues;

11. Organizing peace committees


	Progress markers for UN (missions and Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO)
Expect to see UN missions and DPKOs: 

1. Meeting with and joining the Group of Friends;

2. Discussing the outcomes from this conference;

3. Inviting civil society groups to their meetings;

4. Requesting and using civil society materials as input to their meetings;

5. Endorsing the Global Action Agenda;

Like to see UN missions and DPKOs:

6. Discussing GAA and the conference outputs with GOs in their home countries and with regional organizations:

7. Referring to reports written by civil society groups;

8. Writing reports that reflect the perspectives of the local communities affected;

9. Consulting regularly with civil society groups; 

10. Using relevant, realistic information from these consultations in their speeches;

11. In speeches and reports, articulating the differences between men and women in conflict situations

Love to see UN missions and DPKOs:

12. Showing respect and consideration to other member states;

13. Voting based on principle and evidence not based on “bloc” positions;

14. Asking for civil society input before making decisions;

15. Contributing funds to non-violent responses to conflict situations;

16. Cooperating with other missions and organizations in the field;

17. making timely decisions in GA and SC on conflict prevention before conflicts escalate;

18. Promoting the integration of gender issues in all member states actions and resolutions;

19. Engaging with women at grassroots level;

20. Writing reports that reflect local perspectives on security situations through gender and age lenses.




At the end of day two of the workshop, participants were asked how comfortable they felt to try using some of the Outcome Mapping concepts in their work.  Below you find the results:

	Gradient of Comfort (or Agreement)

How comfortable would you be to try using the concept of “Progress Markers” in your work?

1. definitely will not try

2. very doubtful

3. remote possibility

4. Neutral (not sure which way I lean)

5. probably but need thought before deciding

6. yes, if opportunity occurs                                                 X

7. definitely will try something                                              XXXXXXXX




This exercise is useful during many kinds of group activity (training sessions, decision meetings, etc.) to get an idea where people stand in the issues under discussion.  Discussing the results can help a group decide how a proposal could be changed to win greater support or commitment.

More on Outcome Mapping can be found on www.idrc.ca/evaluation
This workshop was organized and facilitated by Terry Smutylo (IDRC) and Annelies Heijmans (ECCP)


Fundraising and UNDP Update 

(15 September 2005/ RH)

Fundraising update
The first grant for the post-conference period is a fact: the Austrian government will support the communication efforts of GPPAC with 152.000 Euros.

Fundraising proposals have been sent to the governments of Sweden, Norway and Germany. Also, a proposal is still pending at DFID (UK). 

In the coming period proposals will be send out to the following:

1. Basque country

2. Belgium

3. Cordaid

4. Denmark

5. France

6. Folke Bernadotte Academy

7. Ireland

8. Luxembourg

9. Spain

10. Switzerland

We have to develop several guidelines for fundraising in the future. Some possible guidelines could be:

· Regional Initiator is main responsible for fundraising of regional activities, but the International Secretariat will include regional activities its approach to donors as well.

· International Secretariat will present overall programme to donors.

· Efforts should strengthen regional capacities as well.

· MoU is necessary (f.e. as developed prior to the conference)


UNDP update

Beginning of September Paul and Renske met with Alejandra Pero (BRSP), Celine Moyroud (BCPR) and Chetan Kumar (BCPR) in New York to discuss possibilities of cooperation. 

The best way to engage with UNDP following advice from Alejandra, Celine and Chetan is through UNDP country officers & regional offices (where available). This engagement can be best based on themes. There is not a specific frame for setting up pilot projects. But the advice was that regions should discuss with country representatives, and see where there are issues that UNDP is already working on and where the regions can help developing such programs. 

Alejandra, Celine and Chetan can help us by identifying persons to approach, but it is needed to do research on what UNDP is already doing in the country/region in order to develop partnerships in joint-developed projects. Furthermore, the regions could look at different type of cases for pilot projects, not only the ‘obvious’ cases, but trying to find entry points to work with governments and UNDP. The word pilot should be avoided, but regions should discuss partnership/cooperation instead. 

UNDP is open to develop partnerships. It would be great if projects are developed in cooperation with UNDP/DPA, and to evaluate in a couple of years the experience of interaction between UN and CSOs and where it could be strengthened and improved. UNDP/DPA have already several programs, for example a project in Niger where a national civil society forum in this field has been set up. This is similar to what for example West-Africa is undertaking as well. Several have already showed interested to working together with UNDP on developing joint projects, these are Central Asia, Philippines, Timor Leste and Indonesia

During the conference UNDP disseminated the reader “Experiences from the Field: UNDP-CSO Partnerships for Conflict Prevention”. Probably you all took a copy, if not, you can find the reader in PDF file at www.undp.org/cso/documents/cpr_case_studies.pdf
The reader consists of different cases, for example it describes a case study in South East Europe where UNDP engages with a network of local NGOs and think tanks in developing early warning systems; the Colombia case study focuses on mechanisms and tools that can be used to strengthen the capacity of CSOs in post-conflict environments and highlights some lessons learned from a pilot small grants project; and the case study in Nepal addresses the issue of enhancing the capacity of community-based organizations in peacebuilding efforts at the local level. The reader provides a good overview of the different projects UNDP is working on in cooperation with civil society. 

Annex 1: July 2005 ISG meetings draft report
(August 2005/ GD, AH, AF)
Sunday, 17 July 2005

Transitions at the UN

Danilo Türk, who in his role as Assistant Secretary-General for Political Affairs had been an ally and key focal point for conflict prevention in the UN system, resigned in June.  However, Ibrahim Gambari was promoted to Under Secretary-General for Political Affairs. Gambari is seen as a friend of NGOs and GPPAC has established a good relationship with him. Given his interest in conflict prevention, Jan Eliasson’s election as President of the GA would likely offer some opportunities to engage.

Conference Planning

Kofi Annan, who had planned to attend the opening ceremony of the conference, could not come because of a shoulder injury and planned to send ASG Stephen Stedman to deliver remarks on his behalf.  

About 370 civil society delegates from the South were able to come to the conference, a far stronger turnout than had been expected given funding constraints.  The number of delegates from the North was expected to be around 240, and an additional 200-300 UN staff and mission representatives were also expected.  

Taiwanese delegates were blocked from attending the conference activities in the UN building and other conference participants were asked to refrain from referring to Taiwan by name while in the UN building.  A reference to support from Taiwan for the GPPAC process on the back cover of the GAA had to be covered before copies could be handed out.  

There was a discussion on the “key messages” to be delivered by regional initiators at the opening ceremony.  Some messages that were not yet in a suitable format required further refinement, a task that was taken up by a small drafting group over lunch.    

Political Strategies:

· GPPAC hopes to reach out to UN officials, increase our capacity, engage with UN discource and have UN outreach to CSOs

· With regard to the role of civil society, since the Cardoso panel there haven’t really been any significant references to that role – why?

· Since the Iraq war, the UN is marginalised and at a cross roads, therefore Kofi Annan organised a high level panel and the report on ‘A more secure world’ which introduces the idea that development is limited to security.

· GPPAC should strengthen the Group of Friends and engage with the Human Security Network 

· We have to consider the types of governments we need to address: governments that are open for CSOs, governments that are sceptical about CSOs, gvernments without any thoughts on CSOs. This third category is probably who we should start to concentrate on. 

· The GAA could become an official document within the UN

· The General Assembly would formulate a Resolution if Kofi Annan comes up with a follow up report on the Prevention of Armed Conflict, this could like to the GAA and the GPPAC process. The report should be done this fall, followed by a resolution in the Spring. We have an important lobbying power via Jan Eliasson.

· We need to find out why missions are interested or not, although we won’t get commitments on paper, we should get something to go back to the regions and continue GPPAC cooperation. 

Presentation by Nicole Deller, World Federalist Movement:

This presentation focused on current topics of discussion within the UN:

· Norms on Conflict Prevention:

· Commitment to a Culture of Prevention

· Capacity

· A Comprehensive approach which would include all bodies and SG coordination

· The role of women and integration of gender perspectives

· Strategic presence of peacekeepers of civilian capacity

· European Union and African Union capacities

· Peacebuilding Commission and Support office, for which modalities will be negotiated in fall ’05. Right now the CSO role is omitted and Early Warning is blocked but perhaps it is our role to suggest modalities at the Conference?

· Responsibility to Protect: will try to negotiate a GA resolution on this which questions the right to use force, UN charter is the only framework. 

· Human Security as a means to empower people, but the sovereignty language has been deleted

· Human Rights Council

· Small Arms: marking and tracing the treaty

· Subtext: Interface between Mediation and Democracy building

· We should highlight our roles and contribution in proposals.

Engaging Governments

The German and Swiss governments are the strongest allies in the informal Group of Friends.  With a possible change in leadership following early elections in Germany, ECCP suggested GPPAC should make an effort to expand the group, perhaps by working at the regional level, and identify a new champion to ensure that momentum is not lost.  A regional initiator suggested the Human Security Network as a logical venue for taking this forward.  He suggested approaching the Thai mission to extend invitations to other members of the network.  The ISG member from the US reiterated an often-repeated recommendation to invite the US to join.  

The ISG member from the US noted there is growing interest within the USG in conflict prevention, and US NGOs are actively working with USAID and State Department offices on these issues.  He also briefly reported on efforts to influence the G8 process.  While the commitments on development financing agreed at Gleneagles were disappointing to many, he indicated the communiqué includes some strong language on peace and security that could be used in future efforts to lobby G8 governments.  

Another ISG member reported that while interest from Arab governments has been limited, the perm rep from the Arab League expressed strong interest and planned to participate in a panel at the conference.  He suggested the motivations for interest in the GoF merit careful consideration.
Global Strategy:

Tactically, it was agreed that a meeting with Eliasson as president elect of the 60th session of the GA would be good in order to discuss the outcomes of the conference. We are trying to design a global process for achieving a shift through the MDGs. The next 6 months offer windows of opportunity to raise our agenda, which might not happen in the future. A meeting was already held with Jan Eliasson during the conference, please see Annex 1 to this report. 

Outcomes of the group work on Global Strategy:

· Pilot projects to implement specific GAA recommendations to build an International Programme of Action

· General Assembly strategy centres around our link with Eliasson

· Modalities/mechanisms for cooperation between civil society and UN need to be identified, such as the Peacebuiding Commission. 

· Civil society could play a monitoring role to see how agreements are implemented (the Human Rights field is a model in this respect)

Regional Strategy:

· Networking events in the region to define how to implement the Action Agendas 

· There is a need to prioritise the issues for implementation

· Mechanisms for interacting with governments should b developed especially on conflict prevention and peacebuilding

· Inter-Governmental Organisations: they vary greatly between regions and their actions are partly based on the politics and interests of goveremnts of the day

· Inter-regional networking is necessary for an exchange of experiences

Friday, 22 October 2005

Reflections from ISG members

· Many ISG meetings have been centred around the process toward the conference, now we need to shift our gears of focus toward the purpose of GPPAC and how we might best achieve those purposes considering our means.

· From the government perspective, working in a political context GPPAC has strong support from DPA, the main avenue being Valerie at this point, but there are many within the UN who are committed. Gambari recognises the connection between security and development. Also the Germans have expressed their strong support. 

· The first phase of the process was creating GPPAC, the 2nd phase should be reaching out beyond our own typical audience.

· The conference showed lack of inclusion of the Muslim World

· The Arab partnership is Muslim but don’t present themselves as such. There were also Muslims from South Asia, but there is a challenge in getting heavily faith-based CSO into GPPAC

· Accumulation of new people, ideas, range of people, ideas on structure, focus on GPPAC but there is also uncertainty about what is next. What’s important is inclusiveness, representation and transparency

· Prioritisation is needed now regarding how we will continue

· From South Asia’s perspective we need to carry forward what we put together, engage with UN OPEC, continue the process with the Summit, commitment to increase networking toward the grassroots.

· It’s important to note that the applause at the end was meant for al of us. Although there are evaluation forms for the conference, we should have a broader evaluation for GPPAC and set up a M&E system.

· We have a need for priority setting, which should take place during the October meeting

· If we have a link with issue-based networks this will also increase our capacity to pull governments in such as Ministries of Education regarding Peace Education

· It would be good not to have more conferences in regions, but to focus on training in the regions including UN. The recommendations in the GAA are not really strong. In some documents the mandate of UNHCR was incorrect. 

· Too many issues were discussed and we have to prioritise; each region could send their priorities and these could be collected globally. There is a need for further awareness raising regarding the context of UN agencies in the regions and providing materials.

Finance and Fundraising:

· Financial reporting for regional delegations was requested to be in a matrix which was sent to everyone early the following week.

· RI’s were alerted that they should submit proposals to the Germans by mid-August because of the elections

· There is an opportunity through UNDP and DPA to have pilot projects at the national level regarding better interaction between government’s, UN agencies and CSOs regarding conflict prevention and peacebuilding.

· A frame or outline should be developed for the regional proposals. 

Future of GPPAC

Before breaking up into buzz groups there was a brief plenary presentation and discussion on the future of GPPAC. Please see Matt Scott’s powerpoint presentation in Annex 2 of this document. In his presentation he alluded to a proposal from one member of the US Steering Committee to narrow the focus of GPPAC to operational prevention.  Although there was broad consensus that the network needed to prioritize, most participants seemed to think that it should not limit itself to late-stage prevention.  

Andrés cautioned ECCP not to bypass the regional initiators in contacts with governments.  A political consultation is needed to ensure coordination within GPPAC.  He also expressed concern about ECCP proceeding with fundraising plans without adequate consultation with the ISG.  

The observer from the UN urged the group to keep the focus on “doing prevention better”, i.e. building the capacity of members of the network.  UN staff also have an interest in the partnerships aspect and hope the network will foster increased collaboration between civil society, governments, and international organizations.  

Group 2

Purpose:
Sharing experiences and information



More consultation at the regional level



More interregional exchange

Function: 
How to deal with political dimension, actors, decisions?



Management of network has been good



More direct involvement of grassroots in deeded in network and 

conferences

Awareness raising at regional level

What name to use, GPPAC or PBP

Structure: 
ISG/Int’l Secretariat should have more legitimacy by having an Int’l Board



Increased political coordination is essential



Decentralisation to regions by issues/themes and ECCP as a hub to bring 

these together



ISG meetings should be rotated to take place in the regions



Regions add budget line for GPPAC in fundraising

Group 3

Purpose: 
To reduce suffering of people affected by conflict



To increase the number of conflicts resolved peacefully

Methods:
Address root causes of conflicts

Connecting people working for peace

Lobby for policy change agenda

Complementary to other networks

Through engagement with governments, UN, etc

Group 1

· The network should be more regionally focused

· Shift from recommendations to implementation

· Global network should assist regional networks with that

· Bridge building function as a network (globally, regionally and locally)

· Focus on practical issues (ASEAN should have policy on conflit prevention)

· Secretariat with people from the regions

· ISG should be strengthened

· Fundriaising is a responsibility that’s with ECCP

· Global network in solidarity to regional network (instead of the other way around)

· Need for Gambari’s speech

· Structure should follow activities

· Int’l Secretariat should be stronger in bridge-building between UN and regions in support to regions

Concluding remarks:

· We should focus on how to build international solidarity between CSOs

· We should broaden ownership in the regions

· ECCP should be also seen separately from the Int’l Secretariat, ISG should be more in the centre

· Communication should go through the network

· There is a need for concrete decision-making mechanism

Task forces:

Purpose: Tanja, Anne, Jack, George, Gus, Simon, Andre, Gottlieb, Raya, Tina, Ragnar

Structure: Sam, David, Gus, Sridhar, Gottlieb, Andres, Matt, Florence, Yoshioka, Senzo

Lobby and Advocacy: Gottlieb, David, Ragnar, Matt, Guido, Nicole

ANNEX 1: Gottlieb Duwan’s notes 

MEETING WITH JAN ELIASSON

July 19, 2005

NOT FOR ATTRIBUTION OR FURTHER DISTRIBUTION

Notes on a private meeting with Jan Eliasson, the president-elect of the General Assembly, attended by Paul von Tongeren, Matt Scott, Emmanuel Bombande, Andres Serbin, Gottlieb Duwan and David Lord.  Eliasson was also the first USG for Humanitarian Affairs, the post now held by Jan Egeland - prompting the joke that if you want to be USG having the name Jan E. is a good start.  
 

Eliasson is a champion of civil society and has made significant contributions to the field of conflict prevention, and the meeting was called to explore options for advancing the GPPAC agenda in the GA context before and during his upcoming six-month tenure.  

 

He suggested that we ask current GA President Ping to circulate the Global Action Agenda to member states.  He also offered to work with DPA chief Gambari to try to get movement on a follow-up report on conflict prevention from the SG that was delayed with the abrupt departure of the outgoing head of DPA, Danilo Turk.  He suggested thematic debates in the GA as another possibility for moving the CP agenda forward.  Civil society should continue to push member states on prevention in a wider sense, using the human security framework.  He warned that a narrow message, particularly one too focused on the intervention piece of R2P, could become a polarizing issue splitting member states along North-South lines.  Instead, advocates of R2P should emphasize the other pillars of this emerging norm.  Rather than pushing for legal obligations under R2P from the start, they should promote it as a political and moral concept first.

 

On the Peacebuilding Commission, he said he was initially disappointed that concerns from some member states prompted the removal of the prevention mandate from the original HLP proposal, but that we should "not despair" as there still is a window for a pre-conflict function when member states request such assistance.  Since more than half of violent conflicts emerge from failed post-conflict transitions, the post-conflict mandate of the Commission is itself a significant step towards prevention.  He suggested talking with the Danish and Tanzanian Missions as they are the key negotiators on the PBC proposal.  

 

He repeatedly emphasized the need to develop a culture of work in the UNSC that reflects the Council's mandate to deal with threats to peace and security, including before these threats erupt.  He noted that all major recent crises were preceded by months or years of early warning - often from civil society - so pushing the UNSC to act on this information earlier is "absolutely key".  In Darfur he noted that he relied on NGOs to get good EW information many months before the issue finally got on the Council's agenda.   

Resorting to his trademark pocket charter, he also urged continued focus on the regional level, which is where the charter says conflicts should be addressed in the first instance.  He offered a follow-up meeting with his Chief of Staff after the September Summit.

ANNEX 2: (Matt Scott’s PowerPoint)
Future of GPPAC: The People Building Peace Movement

Overview

1. Review of the process  of the last three years 

· Global and regional perspectives

· Preliminary feedback from interim review

Key Question – what has been the added value of a global  network?

1. Expectations, ideas and tasks for the future - regional and global  level

a. Ideas so far

i. Research, analysis, documentation

ii. Lobbying & advocacy

iii. Popular participation/campaigning

iv. Networking

v. Capacity-building

b. Additional ideas

2. Legitimacy and future governance of  GPPAC
a. How do these existing networks and relationships need to evolve as a governance framework to accomplish new tasks?

Selected Regional Lessons
SA Asia

· Network brings coordination

· Hampered by resource constraints

· GPPAC was impetus and catalyst

· Regional action agenda was constructive as a process and product
North America

· Support/solidarity

· Regional connections useful, esp. with Latin America/Caribbean add depth and credibility

· Policy change dimension important
Central Asia

· Challenge: nascent CSO sector

· Discovered ‘new’ organisations interested in prevention

· Used alternative language to describe conflict prevention to governments as non-threatening

· Learned a great deal from contact with other regions (through ISG)

· Financing a challenge

· Internet not always a wonderful tool – surveillance

· Facilitated inter-governmental discussion about civil society and prevention

· Established a first-ever working network for that region, including both CSO and gov’ts

Interim Review - Global
· Overall enthusiasm about what GPPAC has accomplished, especially the conference

· Very diverse views: policy change, networking, capacity-building, documentation, research

· Real movement should be more representative: questions about current configuration 

· Need more human rights activists

· Big US-based NGOs under-represented

· Question: Are CSOs capable of such an ambitious agenda? Time to asses our capabilities honestly.
· Donors: complain CSOs too critical, not constructive enough

· Can CSOs actually tackle the big issues by themselves?

· “Prevention is everything” GPPAC key messages too broad: landmines campaign was successful because of focus

· Balancing regional vs. global: implementation should happen at regional level in the next phase

· Still have not engaged governments sufficiently at regional level
· Should GPPAC tackle controversial issues? 

· Iraq, “war of civilisations”, war on terror, use of force, etc.

· Dilemma: positive focus or negative focus

· Which constituency should take priority now? UN, EU, AU, OAS

· Governance:  speed and integrity of decisions made in the International Steering Group. ISG more of a decision-making body while deliberation should happen at regional levels

· Relationships between ECCP (as Secretariat) and GPPAC

Expectations
· In 5 years, I expect GPPAC/PBP will…

· “Provide training workshops in my region”

· “Lobby ECOWAS/AU/IGAD for increased spending on mediation & dialogue”

· “Publish books highlighting best practice and/or profiling similar organisations in my region”

· “Create a popular peace campaign in my country”

· Other ideas…

Future Tasks (chart on following page)

Governance

1. Legitimacy and future governance of  GPPAC
How do these existing networks and relationships need to evolve as a governance framework to accomplish new tasks?

Challenges

· Consistency: Some regions existed as vibrant networks before GPPAC; other regions have only just come together for the conference. Does a uniform global structure work or should it be adapted to the special needs of each region?

· Size: Some regions include dozens of organisations in every country in the region; others have small membership 

· Funding: some have stable local sources of funding; others are reliant on outside assistance, which in some cases can damage their credibility

· Membership: some regions have high percentage of community-based organisations (CBOs) but very few academics; other regions benefit from many academics but fewer NGOs or grassroots organisations.

· Secretariat: current Northern location facilitates donor fund-raising and liaison with headquarters of multilaterals; Southern location would increase credibility among Southern partners. (South Asian proposal – rotating Secretariat)
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Mid-Term Review of the Global Partnerhsip for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC)

(August 2005, Anna Matveeva & Hans van der Veen)
The mid-term review of ‘GPPAC: Reflections on past & future’ has been conducted upon the request of ECCP in July 2005 by two independent consultants Anna Matveeva and Hans van der Veen. The review does not constitute a formal evaluation but rather presents an analysis of the past and solicitation of ideas on future strategies. It was done through informal primary research and is based on some fifty interviews with a diversity of participants: regional initiators, grassroots NGOs, governmental representatives from the Group of Friends, donors, UN and regional organisations. These were conducted around the time of the Global Conference in New York Conference (19 – 21 July) and were preceded by a briefing at ECCP.

The main objectives of the review were:
· to get views from the different stakeholders in the Global Partnership on the past experiences, state of the art and on future; 

· to get views on the (perceived) added value and results so far of GPPAC;

· to get an impression of the strategies for a policy change agenda.

The final text has been drafted by Anna Matveeva. The team would like to express its gratitude to so many people who were so generous with their time in New York, willing to engage in discussion and expressing many stimulating ideas. We are also very grateful to ECCP staff for its excellent facilitation of our work. 

VALUE OF THE GLOBAL PARTNERSHIP: GPPAC AT A GLANCE

All interviewed respondents have been very satisfied with their participation in GPPAC. A number of regional initiators and grass-root participants stressed that experience of GPPAC has exceeded their expectations, that the Partnership has been impressive in numbers and diversity and that the UN Conference was a remarkable endeavour. Obviously, in some regions the initiative was more valuable than in others. In the Balkans, for instance, it was noted that although many different regional networks exist, this was the only one which explicitly focussed on conflict prevention and peace-building. 

Connections GPPAC made possible the connections which were never made both vertically and horizontally, and opened channels of communication which were not fully functioning before. Owing to GPPAC, a number of partnerships with the UN, regional organisations and governments have been established. A distinguishing feature of GPPAC was that it created a link between regional and global, and allowed feed ideas from bottom-up and top-down. Its major contribution was its global outreach and the power of solidarity it has brought about. By going beyond the regions, GPPAC made connections on thematic issues in the field of peacebuilding.

Catalyst GPPAC has made a significant impact as a catalyst and created momentum for civil society in the regions to act. The process has energised civil society’s thinking about conflict prevention and highlighted the idea that conflict resolution is possible. An important achievement was raising awareness of contributions made by civil society to conflict prevention nationally, regionally and globally. Such awareness also served to empower civil society and made its voice stronger. 

Knowledge Sharing The network added value of lessons learnt from the field and brought them into public domain. It has promoted important messages in the regions it worked, such as conflict prevention through peaceful means (in the Middle East, where conflict prevention through the use of force is often tried), concept of human security, or gender and conflict issues in South Asia. It has also shifted focus from high-profile, open conflicts which make headlines to less obvious local issues or to structural causes of conflicts. It attracted attention to the regions of the world, which are normally off a ‘conflict map’. 

Global Voice Peace-making community does not have a global voice and representation at international level, such as development organisations have. GPPAC was an effort to create such a voice. GPPAC created a momentum for recognition that civil society should be able to fit into the ‘international architecture’ somehow, and international organisations should provide space for it. Timing of GPPAC was right, as a decade ago this space has not opened yet. The UN Conference has created ‘a global highlight of the hidden capacity of civil society to take care of conflict prevention’. 

Sub-Regional Scope It has been expressed with satisfaction that division into 15 sub-regions (as opposed to broader regions) has worked well. It created a tangible format, not too diverse, so that the NGOs participating in a sub-regional network were united by a similar sets of issues and enough in common, so that could develop sub-regional platforms. Those who managed to hold national consultations prior to the regional ones, have been especially satisfied, while others noted their absence with regret.

High Quality Events Not only the New York Conference, but other major events organised by ECCP have been commended for their high quality, such as Dublin conference or Soesterberg  meeting. Energy and commitment of ECCP leadership and staff have been highly appreciated. 

POLICY CHANGE AGENDA

Vision

The strategic shift ‘from reaction to prevention’ is well accepted by all interviewed actors and has become a predominant discourse in the conflict/ peace-building field. However, it remains unclear how this shift should be operationalised. Many respondents felt that some sharper discussions on controversial topics with more radical suggestions could have taken place during the regional consultations, over preparation of the Global Action Agenda and during the Conference. 

For instance:

· How to reform the UN so that it can better address conflict prevention and peace-building? It was said that the UN in its current shape better responds to conflicts between the states (as it was originally designed after the WWII) than to conflicts within states and to self-determination movements. It is time to state that at present challenges to security come mainly from within the states, or stem from global issues, and to advocate that the UN adjusts accordingly.

· What are concrete suggestions from the civil society side on establishment of the Peace-Building Commission? What should it do differently from what has been done before? 

· Should the Conference held a debate on the war in Iraq and a major failure of civil society to prevent conflict there –could this have been one of the panels?

· Should GPPAC have initiated a broader discussion on Islam, terrorism and the West? 

The overall goal of the Partnership was understood as to bring about some functional change in policy and in the situation. Although networking has benefited many people, especially from underrepresented regions and from grass-root organisations, concerns have been raised about the content of the policy agenda. There was a sense that the Partnership should be more idea-driven. It was commented that GPPAC did not have enough capacity to readjust the initiative to the emerging political issues and challenges, as it had too much momentum towards the UN Conference and too much effort went into preparation and management. Questions were asked whether it has a capacity for policy innovation. 

Some INGOs and international organisations articulated that in future bringing people together is not enough. Networking without a clear strategy and vision may become meaningless, distract energy and resources and undermine credibility of civil society in the eyes of the governments and international organisations. Thus, development of ideas and conceptualisation of the existing material from the field is vital for future progress. In the words of one GPPAC participant, ‘If we don’t have a clear vision, we will just be a service network. The chances are that the whole initiative will die then. You have to fight, you need activism. Why not target for a High Commissioner of Peace-building?’

In future, more realistic objectives should be established, for which appropriate capacity in human and financial resources is available. Lobbying should have clear landmarks and concrete targets. Effectiveness of the network is key – it should achieve some real goals. 

A number of regional initiators expressed readiness to take up sensitive issues and noted that they already done so during consultation process in their regions, such as ‘Religion and Culture’ in South Asia or an applicable definition of ‘terrorism’ in the Middle East (which enabled civil society to work with some groups who were marginalized otherwise). At the same time some participants from the regions observed that established networks themselves may become obstacles to talking on hard issues: people tend to become too friendly as individuals and reluctant to tackle difficult subjects, as they might upset relationships built through the network.

Clear Message

Global Action Agenda has been an inclusive and participatory document in which interests and concerns of many regions were represented. The German donor especially highly praised it. In the words of one participant, ‘the Action Agenda has chosen the right wording about prevention: the responsibility to prevent. I am glad about that; by putting it this way it avoids becoming too political for UN-countries to handle it. The emphasis on the need to tackle root causes of conflicts is also very good.’ 

Although praised by some as quite balanced and not too radical, it was criticised by others as lacking new big ideas which could revolutionalise the field. The sense was that it contained too many messages on too many topics. Approach has been too open-ended. Participation has superseded identification of priorities and gaps. Objectives were set up only in very general terms and it remained unclear which specific issues the network tries to tackle. To sum up, the Global Action Agenda has been instrumental in building consensus around the issues and in increasing awareness, but did not make a bold and novel statement in conflict prevention field.

For future: there is a consensus among the respondents that the messages GPPAC sends should become more focussed, clear and tackle more tangible issues. A comparison with the International Campaign to Ban Landmines was made, pointing to the latter’s easily digestible message. The meaning of ‘peace’ needs to be qualified and legitimised, as there may not be a ‘real peace’ if it stipulates an unjust status quo. There was advice to define ‘conflict prevention’ and ‘peace-building’ better and articulate it in everyday language for a lay person to comprehend. Some felt that the ‘conflict prevention community’ developed too much jargon that makes it harder to communicate with the world outside. 

SUSTAINABILITY OF PARTNERSHIP

There was a strong message that participants would want the Partnership to continue and sustain the network. In this sense GPPAC has a clear mandate from civil society to develop further. There has been a reasonably good balance between the clear directions from the ECCP and the space for dialogue. Thanks to this, and to the regional processes, most people have a feeling of ownership of Partnership. That is a great achievement. The initiative has been rated highly as already more sustainable as compared to other networks in which CSOs from the regions participated: it had regular meetings, distributed material electronically, maintained sound communication, brought together relevant people. Other regional networks were more like one-off undertakings or generated too much internal controversy. 
The downside was that the overall programme appears too ambitious as it sought to do too much on a thin budget. At times pressure was too much, and some participants questioned how long they can continue at such speed.

Diversity: let hundred flowers blossom? 

The respondents who actively participated in GPPAC as regional initiators, local NGOs, support group in New York etc. noted that they all got some benefit out of the process. However, their views on what the network is and what it does are quite diverse. The understanding of the value of GPPAC ranges from:

· Bringing regional (or sub-regional) dimension into areas, severely divided along national/ ethnic lines, and making others appreciate that regional approach is possible. Regional networks allowed to maintain contacts between the ‘opposite sides’ which are unwilling to engage in direct contacts, while a multilateral format ‘softens the edge’;

· Organised structure to lobby the UN and perhaps other international players, such as the EU;

· Representation of interests of grass-root organisations at a global level, establishment of a kind of a ‘civil society embassy’ at the UN to resolve concrete issues;

· Improving standards and professionalisation of peace-building organisations;

· Networking: making contacts, providing access to important players, travel;

· Capacity-building and learning from each others’ experience;

· Research and documentation, compilation of ‘People Building Peace’ publications;

· Increasing their profile and of their sub-regions through GPPAC and the UN Conference.

All these functions were rated as positive by the participants. However, their sheer diversity may be a problem in future, if understandings of what the Partnership is all about are so varied. The question is of what can be done with the structure as it de facto emerged? Efforts to streamline the network in order to ensure its sustainability would inevitably lead to some dimensions to be strengthened and some sacrificed.

Into Future

Regional initiators and local NGOs – participants in GPPAC largely see the future development of the network as a combination of policy and project work, such as research/ documentation and activism in the field. For this, regional dimension needs to be strengthened, where most emphasis should lie. 

Organisation or Movement?

Opinions have been voiced that in order to make a more convincing stand on issues and to be taken more seriously by the UN and other international players, the Partnership should be transformed into a truly global movement. Such movement should have a membership base, - such as Amnesty International, - and should unite a broad range of civil society actors, including human rights and development organisations, as conflict prevention cannot be accomplished without their involvement. ‘GPPAC should establish itself as a global constituency, not a new organisation, with structures and so on. We want a global coalition based on solidarity and connecting people from all over the world.’ Practically, such approach would partially resolve the problem of reliance on governments’ funding, as a movement is likely to attract contributions from diverse sources, i.e. private foundations, individual payments etc. 

The critic of this approach has been that the core peace-building and conflict prevention strengths and focus would be diluted if membership becomes too broad. It was noted that the UN Conference was possible because it has been focussed enough and brought together relevant groups. Moreover, conflict prevention message is so nuanced, region-sensitive and novel that it would be hard to sell it to a wider public. ‘Community of practice’ and capacity-building would be difficult if everybody can get into the field. For instance, the ‘Hague Appeal for Peace’ has proved unsustainable. Thus, membership in GPPAC should not be endlessly open, but presuppose recommendation and invitation to join. Organisation rather than a movement would be a more manageable vehicle to ride. Network should crystallize into one institution, but its structure should be open to accommodate other relevant groups.

A related issue was discussed as to whether participation should be broadened, or whether the existing core group should be strengthened. A prevailing opinion seems to be that broadening of Partnership is needed, as it was obvious that some influential players were not included. At the same time, too broad participation can make the process amorphous and structurally unmanageable. Thus, a ‘golden middle’ should be found.

One suggested way of sustaining the Partnership was to form task-oriented working groups which would unite individuals and organisations already engaged with a thematic issue from different regions (peace education, child soldiers etc.). Such groups can link up by email and meet as necessary. Then a network as a community of practice can generate issue-based responses. 

Quality of Representation

Many of the regional networks have been established without an in-depth assessment of civil society development in a given region, for which ECCP had no in-house capacity. Rather, contacts were made through personal recommendations and that of the INGOs, such as EPLO members; the regional initiators have been largely appointed by ECCP. The results have been mixed: in a number of regions, genuinely viable coalitions have been built, while in others some important players remained excluded. 

Many ‘outsiders’ to GPPAC (international organisations or Western NGOs) and some insiders raised concerns over the quality of representation which appears uneven. It was said that if the goal is to create a  real movement (or organisation), it should have a representative following. In Latin America, for instance, interviewees from international/ regional organisations expressed a view that well-known and respected organisations were not included in the process and raised doubts regarding the capacity of those who were represented.  The same refers to the Caucasus and partly to the Western CIS. The India-led network appeared quite academic, while more activist organisations and networks from Sri Lanka were not on board. Some UNDP representatives from the Country Offices noted that they have successful partnerships with civil society actors in the field and recommended their local partners to be invited to the UN conference, but their participation was declined by GPPAC. This made them raise more doubts regarding quality of organisations represented and question the GPPAC’s ‘right to veto’. 

Some regional initiators admitted that they failed to engage a number of key ‘agents of change’ type of groups and individuals from their regions. They did not see a value in the process and did not get involved, ignored invitations or sent interns to the meetings. 

In future, emphasis should be on inclusion rather than exclusion. The task at hand is not to exclude existing NGOs from the network, but to include and promote those influential people and organisations who are not yet part of the process. They should have incentives to participate and would need to be convinced that the Partnership would bring a new quality to their regions. In order to do that, more regional expertise is required. This can be accomplished by establishing of working partnerships with regional organisations (such as the Organisation of American States), UNDP Country Offices or international NGOs. Such decisions would require additional consultations with experts.

Into the Future

Implementation of regional action plans is the next key task. However, some regional initiators raised concerns over viability, especially since many recommendations are for the governments to act upon and often the governments are the main obstacle to prevention of conflict.

Cooperation between regional initiators should proceed on the basis of implementation of regional action agendas. An expectation is that in the next 6 months some tangible progress should be made on implementation, at least sharing expertise and start working with governments.

CAPACITY-BUILDING

Raising Standards of Peacebuilding Organisations

The network has been praised for its capacity-building achievements, although it was not explicitly stated from the start that networking would improve capacities. For instance, civil society in the Middle East learnt a lot from NGOs from South Asia, as their experience has similarity. GPPAC made this possible. NGOs also learned how to better relate their work to bigger issues, such as early warning. It was suggested that in the next phase network members can use each others’ services as experts or resource persons when NGOs need outside facilitators, evaluators, consultants etc. This would enable a more productive sharing of experience than mere training, and highlight differences and similarities among sub-regions.

Experience of networking was a useful learning exercise as it conveyed knowledge on how to run a network. Through the contacts within GPPAC useful experience of regional networks was shared, for instance, the way the West African network WANEP deals with governments and with regional organisations. Some regional initiators (like in Central Asia) have established other conflict prevention networks through other donors and applied lessons from GPPAC to their projects, i.e. how to build coalitions, resolve conflicts between network members and conduct meetings. 

Research into NGO work and documentation of programmes and projects done consistently by ECCP has been an important contribution to the development of the field of practice. However, some expressed that now it is time ‘to move from story-telling to extraction of the lessons learnt.’ This leads to a need to improve an understanding of ‘civil society’ and its role in politics and society.

What is civil society?

An idea was expressed that civil society should be better understood. It was articulated that GPPAC was a very ambitious project aimed at transformation of global society. It has opened to question whether this can be done through NGOs. 

From a donor perspective, it would be good to hear more on how civil society can improve conflict prevention in real terms. The sympathetic donors also need ammunition and arguments against hard-liners in their own governments who insist that NGOs achieve nothing and conflict prevention should be better done by security structures to whom funds should be channelled. More positive examples of civil society brokering peace and diffusing tensions should be identified and promoted. It can raise the importance of dialogue interventions before peace-keepers are deployed. Civil society should be a critical friend of the donors, but it should have enough intellectual calibre and social standing to provoke a debate with non-like minded constituencies. 

There was a discomfort with a narrow definition of ‘civil society’ as NGOs only, while religious leaders, businessmen, community leaders are not a part of the process, despite their influence in society and actions towards conflict prevention, sometimes quite profound. One regional initiator commented that ‘donors created NGOs, not civil society’, others mentioned ‘NGO business’. There was some frustration that civil society has been presented in a somewhat idealistic fashion as an answer to all problems. It was noted that ‘we should not seek to replace the governments with civil society, but understand how they can work better in a partnership’. 

Some respondents, especially from regional or international organisations, but also from NGOs raised an issue of the remit and limitations of civil society. In the words of one regional initiator, ‘if we define serious political questions which need to be tackled, do NGOs in our region have a capacity to do so? Or should we define the agenda which is realistically based on our capacity to implement it?’ The following considerations have been expressed:

· Capacities of civil society and local cultures differ vastly in different regions – in some, like in Latin America, it can topple governments, while in others, like in Uzbekistan, authoritarian regimes more or less stamped out independent activitism. Thus, general assumptions may not be applicable.

· Civil society can do both good and harm. It can be not only a part of the solution, but also a part of the problem. In some places it is so powerful that politicians are scared of it, while accountability of CSOs remains low.

· In general, the issue of CSOs’ legitimacy and accountability was raised. In many cases CSOs are accountable only to their foreign funders, are recipients of money from the governments and are projects-driven. 

· In a donor’s opinion, CSOs sometimes demand a place at the table, but it is unclear what they bring to it. European donors are prepared to fund CSOs who criticise them, provided that they offer workable alternatives. Criticism and exposure of abuses is the role of the media, but a more positive stance is expected from NGOs to go hand-in-hand with legitimate criticism.

· In quite a number of developing countries, NGOs flourish exclusively with Western funding. This leaves them open to perceptions that they are in essence a tool of Western domination, that they promote values alien to the mainstream society, that their power stems only from being funded by influential donors. Moreover, national governments view NGOs with a degree of envy and resentment because of a significant pay gap between NGO workers and  civil servants;

· NGOs not always live up to the values they teach. Rivalry, competition, personality differences are also a part of NGO world, as they are part of society at large. There was a hope that GPPAC in some perspective would be able to establish better rules of engagement for CSOs, perhaps of a ‘Code of Conduct’ nature (formally or informally) and help to resolve problems between competing organisations and networks. If this could be done, it would be a commendable contribution to the field.
A comment on this ‘list’ was that ‘it may all be true, but what are the alternatives in the developing world’? What is needed is a realistic assessment of what civil society is at present. It would require taking stock of the past (building on research and documentation already done by ECCP) and taking a friendly, but critical look at problems and capacities. A sober analysis of strength and weaknesses may be a more effective advocacy tool than an uncritical belief. This would help to improve the quality of conflict prevention/ peace-building practitioners.

From a UNDP viewpoint, benchmarking, monitoring and mapping the field are needed, and this is one of the roles GPPAC can play in future. It can facilitate research on real contribution of civil society to peace-making and do systematic monitoring over time (which can be measured) of what impact civil society has on conflict prevention and democratisation.   

CONNECTING THE LEVELS AND PLAYERS

Regional and Global

The common perception was that the process has gone from the local to the global level, now it should go back to the regions again. Local groups should use their expertise to tackle conflicts nationally and regionally, supported by an international network of solidarity. In the end, GPPAC will be judged by the implementation of the Global Action Agenda.

Each regional dimension has its own specific issues. Only issues which are truly global in their remit should be taken up globally, otherwise the message gets diluted. There should be a process of identification of the priorities that can be tackled only at a global level, the rest should be transferred to the regions. However, it was stressed that it is important to keep the global remit and maintain the linkages built.

There was a strong feeling that regional perspective should be strengthened. The regional platforms should set themselves the tasks to begin implementation of their action agendas. In this process it would be beneficial to get input from ECCP and other participants. From a donor perspective, regional platforms should take more responsibility for their parts.

Networking and Partnerships

A number of participants said that networking globally is the most important outcome of the GPPAC. However, the big issue is whether networking makes a difference in a real situation when political tensions rise and conflict is fomented? One regional initiator commented that when situation in her region deteriorates, no contacts and networking help.

It has been understood by everybody that civil society on its own can achieve only so much. Thus, building partnerships with the governments, regional organisations and the UN is essential. It was stressed that such partnerships should and are built primarily in the countries. GPPAC process has helped, because the UN and other internationals in the field spoke publicly in its favour. 

It has been articulated that partnerships are not a solution, but an instrument. The danger of partnerships is that civil society may tend to avoid confrontations as it becomes more integrated into the system. Moreover, at present civil society is not always strong enough to have meaningful partnerships with governments or the UN.

UN

The UN has been the main target for GPPAC’s lobbying at the global level. Since UN Secretary General’s Report was published in 2001, the UN has opened up much more to civil society. GPPAC, and Paul personally, has made an important contribution to this. Some people say that, at times, there was too much emphasis on the UN conference. Which was not good because that should only be an instrument, not an aim in itself; the goal is to resolve the conflicts on the ground. Especially the people who are directly involved in the groundwork, do not see the UN as the most important level. However, being in New York provided access to the UN officials for a number of civil society representatives who otherwise would not have such opportunity, and this has been commended.

UNDP and other UN agencies’ staff noted that they are already committed to work with civil society and partnerships in the field happen. They were disappointed that GPPAC did not bring out the examples of successful partnerships between the UN system and NGOs and has not sufficiently capitalised on the existing processes. Moreover, many among the current UN staff started their careers in civil society and do not need more awareness of its validity. Rather, civil society needs to be educated more about the UN and how it works. Outsiders to the system tend to view the UN as more powerful than it actually is. UN agencies have certain mandates – sometimes narrowly defined, - operational procedures, bureaucratic structures which preclude programming or interaction, competition among agencies etc. 

Some UN staff expressed that GPPAC has many allies within the UN system, sympathetic to its goals and values. For GPPAC as a civil society actor is it easier to articulate some controversial notions that for the UN staff. However, it was also felt that this existing goodwill has not been sufficiently utilised. The fact that the UNDP COs have not been involved enough in the Global Partnership process is largely GPPAC’s own fault, as it has not looked enough into the role UNDP regional and field offices could have played. The global letter that was send by UNDP HQ was not sufficient to influence the UN officials. UNDP is a decentralised organisation, programmatic in orientation, and instructions from HQ’s would be still subject to the COs’ judgement. 

Some regional initiators commented that partnership with the UN works in those places where senior leadership at the COs is committed to the idea. Instructions from the headquarters can achieve very little, if there is resistance locally (and when NGOs in question have little standing – AM). From UNDP’s perspective, its strength is that they can facilitate the links between the governments and civil society, but CSOs should regard them as partners for change. The experience in some cases has been that UNDP staff in the COs received ‘carpet bombing’ of general emails from regional coordinators and requests for money, but when UNDP sought to establish meaningful dialogue and cooperation, it was either silence or reply was discouraging. It was said that while UNDP is convinced that it should be more proactive in working with civil society, doubts exist whether GPPAC is the right vehicle.

Other international institutions

Representatives of regional organisations rated the process positively and appreciated the contribution of GPPAC. They can see a value of partnering with NGOs because ‘realistically regional organisations cannot attend to every conflict’, such as, for instance, pastoral issues in Africa. NGOs can mobilise resources quicker and address root causes more flexibly. It was also noted that in some cases large NGOs (especially international ones) can act as rivals of regional organisations. 

It was felt that the capacities of regional organisations in the field were underutilised. Some regional organisations and UNDP COs offered help to conduct regional consultations, but this was declined. At times, the tasks of managing these processes surpassed the capacities of the NGOs selected by GPPAC. In future they would welcome more operational partnerships between GPPAC regional processes and relevant international organisations, for instance, in Africa and in Latin America. 

On the role of civil society more generally it was commented that ‘if international structure would not give a clear role to civil society, they would carve a role for themselves and become self-appointed’. NGOs cannot have a role beyond a certain threshold, after which governments should take responsibility. Regional organisations from outside of Europe/ North America expressed that sometimes they had been pressurised by funders to involve NGOs into a peace process while they did not see their relevance or were not sure about validity of certain organisations. In general, regional organisations would welcome a role and structure for civil society’s involvement in conflict prevention, but should know what it would mean in real terms and be convinced that the organisations are capable to play the role they claim.

Many expressed that the UN should not be the only target for lobbying. The Partnership has already achieved much in this respect. In future, it is equally important to lobby the EU and the donor governments.

Governments

Most people thought that partnerships with the governments and politicians have not yet worked out, although for some it was not the top priority. However, there were promising developments. In a number of cases (for instance, in the Middle East) the governments began to take civil society more seriously thanks to GPPAC which raised the stakes of local NGOs. In other regions initiators commented that GPPAC was not attractive for the governments who saw no role for themselves in it and had little stake. Moreover, some felt threatened by the ‘armed conflict’ formulation.

From a donor perspective, implementation mechanism should be elaborated together with the willing governments with whom civil society should consolidate partnerships. Such partnerships can result in deployment of preventive missions, mediation and joint analysis, so that there is a core group of conflict prevention specialists in each region. 

There were interesting views on the level of activism the Partnership should invest into building partnerships with other stakeholders, especially governments. This may lead to civil society’s compromising its own roots and distracting energy from their ‘core business’. While the links with the governments and international organisations are important, it should keep its own identity to remain a distinctive force in society.

Other Civil Society Actors

Absence or passivity of a number of prominent, mainly US, NGOs have been noted, such as the International Crisis Group. Some opinions were expressed that leading human rights organisations, such as Amnesty International, should have been present. ‘There is still the danger of an ongoing power struggle, especially between Europe and the US. The groups from the South even tried to mediate. Some soul-searching has to be done here. Europe seems to be the winner in this struggle, but a concerted effort had to be done to get the Americans back into the Partnership.’

In some regions competing networks operate who have not been brought into the process. Explanations of why this happens differ. One regional initiator said that she made efforts to invite other networks to the meetings. Their representatives attend, but in their own capacity rather than that of a network.   

Opinions have been expressed about the need for ECCP to build their own capacities in lobbying, strategising, research etc., as most of facilitators, eminent persons, researchers are from outside the ECCP. Realistically, this is too much to be desired in a short period of time. Rather it is worth exploring how the capacities available in other organisations, especially from Europe and North America, can be utilised more effectively for the Partnership’s benefit. It should be noted that some relationships have been controversial, which is perhaps inevitable when coalitions are being built, and conflicts over strategies can be creative. In the next phase, however, it would be desirable to mend relationships where possible. Big players would come on board if management and secretariat are more balanced, equal and inclusive, and organisations would get profile out of the process.

UN Conference

UN Conference was viewed as an impressive event, positive for profile, awareness and networking. Most people were highly appreciative about being at the UN, the number and the variety of participants, how worthwhile is has been for networking and for learning from each other. However, not many people said they had learned a lot from the meetings themselves. Most critical remarks centred on the insufficient results of the conference. A person commented that the conference was ‘like a dream came true’, but is the beginning or the end of a process? There was an apprehension that a momentum would be lost after the event. 

Comments were made on low participation of the UN and the governments, even the friendly ones. What was a bit lacking was the ‘opposite side’, i.e. those people who are needed to be convinced, be it national governments or UN staff from the COs. As a result, it had a bit of a ‘preaching to the converted’ feel and it generated more rhetoric than talk about hard issues. Experience of working groups and interactive panels was mixed: some were very pleased with the quality of the panels and discussions, while other groups almost collapsed. A general comment was that there were too many panels on too many topics, and it was hard to decide which one is more relevant. The advice was in future to group issues around more general themes and have more participants in a working group, so it could generate enough momentum for debate. Working groups could have concentrated more on strategies, and elaborated a tighter conceptual meaning of conflict prevention and what its different aspects entail. As a result, not everybody got something useful out of discussions which they can feed back to their regions. 

Some comments were that ‘people management’ lacked sensitivity, such as unnecessary rigidity of who attends which panel, barring participation or inability to ask a controversial question. An example was given of a participant from Iraq who tried to put a question about the war in his country both verbally and in writing, but was not allowed to speak. This produced a discouraging effect.

Some opportunities have been lost, for instance, to solidify the relationship between the UN agencies and civil society. Some felt that the Conference (as it was held in July) missed an opportunity to elaborate proposals to be presented at the September Heads of States meeting on the UN reform and how a new UN structure could incorporate conflict prevention agenda better. If a number of concrete proposals have been worked out, they could have been advocated through sympathetic governments to be included into the final resolution. One suggestion was that ECCP could have used (or still can do so in future) an expert who knew the workings of the UN and could tie it up with GPPAC by, for instance, taking 5 – 6 recommendations from the Global Action Agenda and trying to promote it within the UN, also use them in preparation for the UN September meeting.

Thus, the final session was a bit of a disappointment after many discussions held during the event. The overall sense was that it contained too much rhetoric and too little summing up in terms of innovative ideas and results of a serious debate. With the power of the people the Conference has brought together a stronger finale could have been accomplished. It was also referred to as too much government speak and that strong civil society voices were not heard as powerfully. There were reservations regarding facilitation of the final plenary. As a result, those people who came to the Conference to move the Agenda forward, sensed that the progress was not sufficient. From the UN perspective, an opportunity was missed to put across a coherent, clear message.

The UN conference could have been an opportunity not only to raise the UN awareness of civil society, but rather raise NGO awareness of the UN. UN staff has attended the conference, although not many people stayed for the full duration. However, not many were given a clear role to play, such as to make a presentation, facilitate a working group, lead a panel, which would have enabled them to have more profile and be able to discuss working of the UN system. It was noted that the Conference was held ‘at the UN, but not with the UN’. 

STRUCTURE AND ORGANISATION ISSUES

Management and Organisation

GPPAC was developed with a strong institutional imperative. This had its highs and lows. Management reflected an equilibrium between a participatory approach versus practical constraints of implementation, and shortages of time and human resources. Perils of fundraising, the needs of relations’ management resulted in a process which was a bit uneven, but, as one regional initiator put it, ‘it did not generate mess beyond the norm’. When asked, participants did not come out with major flaws. 

Competition over resources and profile between components of the network has been noted. It has been stressed that relationships, organisational reputation and credibility can only be built over time. This is a long process, and three years of Partnership could do only so much. 

There is still uncertainty about the future role and structure of GPPAC. Obviously, the most involved people (ISG, regional initiators, ECCP) have the most outspoken ideas about this. Many others however are unaware, and are sometimes complaining about it. They would have liked to have been better informed about this at the conference, saying that the conference should have been more clearly the official starting point of the Global Partnership. There is an overall consensus that the structure should be revised and adjusted. Some Western NGOs were mainly interested to talk about the process, and had relatively few comments on larger strategic issues which appear to have generated less controversy. Recommendation is to first define the priorities and strategy more concretely for the next phase, and then assess what kind of structure would suit this purpose best. While streamlining the structure, one should be mindful of a danger to throw a baby with bath water: the network, although messy at times, generated a great deal of creativity and spontaneity, and these qualities should be preserved. 

ECCP has been commended for its efforts in communication field. In a short period of time a great deal of information has been passed around through emails, telephone and meetings. Some people have been more active than others in correspondence, depending on how busy they are and on their proficiency in English. 

Remarks were made about a demanding process. Lots of time and energy have gone into the process. The outcome has been great, people say, but it can’t go on like that. It has largely been on vapour so far, with sometimes unrealistic timeframes. As George Wachira says: ‘We are all small organisations, at times we are in the field and nobody replaces us at the office. Then you come back and there are ten or twenty GPPAC-mails about things that had to be done already a few weeks ago. The time schedule was so tight that it did not allow us to bring in our experiences from the field.’ 

Leadership and Participation

All respondents commended ECCP on the great achievement it has done to build the Partnership and organise the Conference. There is a whole variety of views on the quality of leadership ECCP provided and on the future role of ECCP. The majority of the interviewed people however say that ECCP should have the credit for getting things started. The mainstream opinion seems to be that ‘on the whole, ECCP has practiced a balanced approach and GPPAC did not become a project of one organisation’ which often happens with networks. In future, however, regions should have stronger voices and take more active part in defining strategy and making decisions. They should also be more responsible for fundraising for their own activities and let ECCP fundraise only for the global level. Otherwise the danger would be for ECCP to be viewed mainly as a donor rather than a partner. 

It was pointed that a danger exists that ECCP would become exclusively dependent on GPPAC, and its continuation would be the organisation’s survival strategy. Both GPPAC and ECCP should mature in the next stage to take up new roles. For example, GPPAC should have a permanent representation in New York, and there are enough people and groups in the US apart of ECCP who are capable to organise that.

Some regional initiators have stressed the ECCP role as a leader. Others noted that ECCP rather played a role of an enabler than a leader: ‘the boats have been already sailing in the same direction, ECCP rather has connected the boats than set out the destination’. A few people felt that although the route has been defined (UN Conference), the final  destination (what will be practically achieved) remained less clear.

There have been various suggestions on how to make the process more participatory. To avoid being seen as a Northern-inspired movement, ECCP should let go, some respondents say. One suggestion is to have a rotating secretariat, but even those who are in favour of the idea admit that practicalities would be a Herculean task. There were strong voices urging the Secretariat to be moved to the South and be based in a developing country. This was criticised as too cumbersome, especially since there still will be a need to keep a presence in the North for representation and fundraising purposes. In future, however, it should be much more clear who is at the steering wheel of the Global Partnership.
Decision-Making

A number of regional initiators raised the issue of how decisions affecting GPPAC are being made and who takes responsibility. A boat comparison was made: ISG members are the owners of the boat, while ECCP is a captain. While the owners trust the captain’s professional skills, the captain should take instructions from the boat owners. In this connection the ‘Taiwan – China’ issue has been mentioned:  participants from Asia did not feel comfortable with exclusion of Taiwan and stressed that GPPAC should have stood its ground and achieved some compromise solution, such as that, for example, the Taiwanese can be present, but not allowed to speak, or be present during a part of the meeting. At least they felt that such decision needed to have been discussed collectively.

The ISG appears to be a strong group which should be capable of playing a larger leadership and decision-making role. In the words of one observer, it unites ‘people of high quality, from all over the world, who address the root causes, linking their efforts to the grassroots level.’ There are disagreements and difficulties too, but they seemed to be creative and made the group even stronger.

However, the way decisions are made at ISG has caused some frustration, as it was unclear where consultation ends and decision-making starts. There was also some dissatisfaction with the way facilitation of ISG meetings was done as being too slow-moving and ‘participatory’ and not enough focussed. This left people with the feeling that nothing was firmly decided at a meeting, but ISG’s meetings were used rather as a sounding board and real decisions are made elsewhere. Suggestions for future included:

· Develop and distribute agendas well in advance to allow ISG members to consult with their constituents and come to a meeting vested with a mandate on what people in the regions think about issues in question;

· Give a clear signal that a discussion time is up and a decision time has come;

· There was no uniformity of opinions whether decisions should be made by consensus or by vote, but everybody agreed that ISG members should bear responsibility for the decisions made;

· One opinion was to have a rotating chair from among the ISG members for each meeting rather than use an external facilitator. If meetings are chaired by an ISG person, he/ she would have a stake that decisions are made;

· Minutes of the ISG meetings should be distributed promptly.

Style of Interaction

Even those who have been on the whole highly impressed with GPPAC, expressed that not always there was enough sensitivity and responsiveness to people’s concerns. In case of interaction with participants from Asia, this may be cultural. However, the UNDP Regional Support Center in Bratislava tried to contract ECCP with a view of building partnership within European region, but was met with an unwelcoming response. Some explained this by the fact that some of ECCP staff were very young and inexperienced, and had to handle tasks beyond their capacity to bear which produced undue levels of stress. 

Uncertain funding

Further capacity building, networking, interactions with other stakeholders depends on the availability of extra resources. Many people are worried about this issue. If no extra funding will be found, the Global Partnership may soon die. The dependence on government funds has been mentioned as a structural weakness of this field. 

Re-branding and Visibility

Some people from the regions noted that in their context the terminology of prevention of ‘armed conflict’ is too high charged and can scare off the national authorities. They used ‘prevention of conflicts’ or ‘peace-building’ instead. The network should capitalise on a name recognition (such as Amnesty International), while here is some confusion of how the Partnership calls itself – GPPAC or ‘People Building Peace’ (there may be a preference for the latter, but it is hard to be sure). It was commented by outsiders to GPPAC that the network needs more visibility in the regions, otherwise it is not so noticeable. 

Language Barrier

Issue of language has been raised, important, for instance, for North-Eastern Asia. There are many good intellectuals and activists n the region, but due to poor proficiency in English their participation is severely handicapped. There is an awareness that this is a question of money, but it should be factored in the future proposals.

ANNEX
List of interviews (Hans) – 25 persons apart from ECCP staff

Regional initiators

Samuel Rizk – Director, Forum for Development, Culture and Dialogue, Lebanon

Emmanuel Bombande – Director, West-African Network for Peacebuilding, Ghana 

Vasu Gounden – Director African Centre for Constructive Resolution of Disputes, South Africa

George Wachira – Executive Director of Nairobi Peace Initiative-Africa, Kenya 

Andrés Serbin – Director, Centre for Global and Regional Studies, Argentina

Sridhar K. Khatri – Director, Regional Centre for Security Studies, Nepal

Governments

Damien Cole – First Secretary Irish Permanent Mission to the UN

Ragnar Ängeby – Former Ambassador of Sweden to the UN, Project Director of the Conflict Prevention in Practice Project, Folke Bernadotte Academy

Sylvester E. Rowe – Ambassador, Permanent Mission of Sierra Leone to the UN

Alfredo Labe – Ambassador, Deputy Permanent Representative of Chile to the UN

INGOs

Johan Aufderklamm – Diplomatic Advisor, Humanitarian Diplomacy Unit of the Internatioal Commission of the Red Cross

Gavin Preus – Oxfam UK

Hiroute Guebre Selassie – Oxfam East Africa office 

Bill Lowrey – Director, Peacebuilding & Reconciliation, World Vision International

Peter Konijn – Head of Policy Unit, Cordaid, the Netherlands

Academics/Resource persons/Local NGOs

Lisa Schirch – Associate Professor of Peacebuilding at Eastern Mennonite University, US

David Adams – former Professor of Psychology, former Director of the Unesco-Unit for the International Year of the Culture of Peace

John Packer – Project Coordinator of the Initiative on Conflict Prevention through Quiet Diplomacy, former Director in the Office of the High Commisioner on National Minorites of the OSCE

Katarine Kruhonja – medical doctor, co-founder of the Centre for Peace, Non-violence and Human Rights in Osijek, Croatia

Edy Kaufman – Senior Research Associate at the Harry S. Truman Resarch Institute for the Advancement of Peace, Hebrew University of Jeruzalem 

UN

Gay Rosenblum-Kumar – Public Administration Officer, UNDESA

Chetan Kumar – Interagency Liaison Specialist, Strategic Planning Unit, Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery UNDP

The Peace Education network

Jennifer Baton – Ohio Commission on Dispute Resolution and Conflict Management, US

Tricia Jones – Temple University, US

Carolyn Benne – Consortium on Negotiation and Conflict Resolution, Georgia State University, US

ECCP Staff – Paul van Tongeren, Annelies Heijmans, Guide de Graaf Bierbrauwer

It has not been possible to do interviews with Jan Ruyssenaars (Novib – Oxfam The Netherlands), Adrian Tuyaga (Burundi), Iman Sani and Pastor James (Nigeria).

List of Interviews (Anna) - 25 persons

Regional Initiators 

Tatiana Popovic – Nansen Dialogue Network (NDN), South Eastern Europe

Tina Gogueliani – International Center on Conflict and Negotiations, Georgia

Raya Kadyrova – Foundation for Tolerance International, Kyrgyzstan 

Andre Kamenshikov – Non-Violence International, Russia

David Lord – Canadian Peacebuilding Coordinating Committee (CPCC), Canada

Jack Patterson - Quaker UN Office, USA

Gottlieb Duwan – InterAction, USA 

Matt Scott – World Vision, USA

Augusto (Gus) Miclat – Initiatives for International Dialogue (IID), South East Asia 

Yoshioka Tatsuya – Peace Boat, Japan

Jone Dakuvula – Citizens Constitutional Forum (CCF), Pacific

Donor Governments

Detlev Wolter – German Mission in New York, Germany

Robert Wilkinson – Department for International Development, UK

UNDP

Eugenia Piza Lopez – Senior Peace & Development Adviser, UNDP Indonesia

Geoff Prewitt – Regional Support Center, Bratislava

Kusuma Adinugroho – UNDP Indonesia

Christine Elich – UNDP Guatemala

Hans Buvollen – UNDP Guatemala

Celine Moyroud – BCPR, New York

UNIFEM

Klara Banaszak 

Maha Muna 

Sanam Naraghi Anderlini. 

Regional Organisations

Yadira Soto – Organisation of American States

Peter Marwa - IGAD

INGOs

Dan Smith – International Alert

Necla Tschirgi – International Peace Academy

Academics/Resource persons/Local NGOs

Sumona Dasgupta - WISCOMP
Kumar Rupesinghe

Neven Bondokji – Regional Center for Conflict Prevention, Jordan

Mari Fitzduff – Intercommunal Co-existence at Brandeis, USA

Guus Meijer – Independent consultant, The Netherlands

Sevil Asadova – Save the Children, Azerbaijan

Interviews did not happen with Asha Haga Elmi (Save Somali Women & Children) and some UNDP staff was lost at the UN canteen.

Annex 2: Discussion note on Communication
(September 2005/ AbC)

Introduction 

GPPAC is entering a new phase, in which communications, both internal and external, will play a pivotal role. With so many individuals and groups now involved in external communications (Ton Bervoets, Advocacy Project, Tom Glaisyer, Stacy Kosko, Aubrey Charette & Guido de Graaf Bierbrauwer, Media Focal Points, Ana Cutter) and the internal GPPAC structure up for discussion now that the conference is over, some sound planning is required to both determine what direction we want to move in and to coordinate all of our activities to that end. 

This discussion paper seeks to address some of the challenges faced by GPPAC communications people, both internally and externally, and identify some key goals and initiatives to achieve them. It is intended to provoke discussion amongst all the communications partners involved GPPAC, and is just an initial attempt to bring coherence to all of our ideas. 

We have divided the paper between internal and external communications, given their very different needs; however, there in some overlap in tools needed to achieve both, in particular the Media Focal Points idea, and so for simplicity it is just discussed where it first arises.

Finally, we have drawn some of the ideas and needs in this paper from the reviews of the GPPAC conducted by external consultants at the Global Conference, and from a research paper on communications undertaken by Michael Kraemer of the Masters in International Communications Management program at the The Hague University.

The story so far… 

From a communications standpoint, we have achieved a lot so far, forming a solid foundation for the future: 

· a global network of organisations that have now met face-to-face at the Global Conference to ‘form an international movement of people building peace.’

· A Global Directory of 1400+ peacebuilding organisations

· An International Steering Group which has become closer through more face-to-face meetings and the enormous challenge of the conference itself

· a degree of recognition from UN agencies (of GPPAC brand)

· a Global Action Agenda, uniting the network behind a common policy platform 

· A www.gppac.net website, with an easy content management system, by which the Regional Focal Points could publicise their own regional processes, promote GPPAC documents

· An secured ISG section on the GPPAC site for members of the International Steering Group for internal documents and for communication via task forces between meetings

· a catchy and versatile new logo

· two volumes of case studies of People Building Peace, the latter of which is currently being sold and promoted through Lynne Rienner Publishers and the ECCP

· the www.peoplebuildingpeace.org website, launched before the conference, connecting peacebuilders around the world via a blogging portal, peacebuilder profiles, news stories, a resource centre and news on GPPAC

· an e-newsletter which reaches all conference participants, all those who have signed up online, and other interested parties

· a News Bulletin on GPPAC activities distributed in hard copy (6 already printed)

· 7 – 9 ‘Media Focal Points’ identified in the majority of regions of GPPAC, 3 – 5 of which were very active in producing news articles at the conference itself

· a team of committed and talented media volunteers in New York

However, we continue to face some substantial challenges, both internally and externally: 

· Difficulties of coordination / cooperation across continents

· Possible residual negative feelings after retracted editorial / general coordination at the conference

· Uncertainty surrounding future, both structurally and programmatically, of GPPAC

· Reduced staff capacity at the ECCP

· Lack of a single or a couple innovative key messages / asks for conflict prevention 

· FUNDING

Overall Steering
It was clear at the conference in New York that the ‘chain of command’ as the conference support group called it, and the agreements made before the conference between the different parties involved, were not always clear. Respecting the principle of ultimate authority over all GPPAC/PBP communication tools & content residing with the ISG, a new proposed structure for GPPAC communications could take effect immediately.

ISG Communications Task Force: All GPPAC/PBP communications content & materials will be discussed in this forum, which reports to the ISG, meets in person in working sessions on the fringes of bi-annual ISG meetings, an via conference call once a month. Monthly calls determine the nature and content of the next month’s communications. 
Hierarchy: The ECCP as coordinator has final sign-off on all content of communications materials including newsletters, website changes, and other initiatives, and also coordinates meetings and reports to the full ISG.   

ISG approval: The task force requires full ISG approval for long-term strategic communications plans and all new communications initiatives. 

Participation: each member / unit of the task force (grouped above) has responsibility over at least one aspect / output of GPPAC/PBP communications, which is outlined in greater detail below.

Funding: ISG meetings have traditionally been financed by the International Secretariat of GPPAC, which is likely to continue. All other regular discussions and meetings will be covered financially by their coordinator at the ECCP.

The Austrian Development Agency committed itself to continue funding a part of the communication budget of GPPAC/PBP, including staff time of the ECCP communications unit.

ECCP Communications Unit: Will take the lead role in coordination, reporting and final oversight of the task force; will also be responsible for producing the printed News Bulletins on the activities of GPPAC members, and for updates and new features on www.gppac.net. It will report to the full task force at each monthly meeting on the planned content of each.

Ana / media consultant: Responsible for media outreach around the priorities of the Global Partnership, through the coordination of the volunteer media team in New York, and coordination of the Media Focal Points in close collaboration with the ISG & International Secretariat (depending on funding and capacity: having regular contact with the Media Focal Points could also be a task that could be done through the Regional Coordinators at ECCP who in general know these persons already for quite some time and communicate more regularly with the regions)

Tom Glaisyer, Stacy Kosko, Advocacy Project & Sharon Roling: Responsible for the www.peoplebuildingpeace.org website, in close collaboration with the ECCP communications unit and the authors of the People Building Peace book, as well as editing / overseeing the bi-monthly e-newsletter of PBP and the blogging portal, with assistance from Media Focal Points and volunteer media team.

Funding

ECCP has until now taken a nearly exclusive lead in fundraising for GPPAC processes, and hopes to share this responsibility with the regions in the future. However, for GPPAC communications, it is logical that ECCP keeps its role, except for joint fundraising for the Media Focal Points. The current guaranteed funding for GPPAC communications is outlined below; there are also several more proposals out for additional amounts in each category. At the ISG meeting in October, the Communications Task Force must work out realistic workplans and funding arrangements for the next three to six months based on the available funding below. Any future, new initiatives could perhaps have a joint-fundraising strategy given the staff cutbacks at ECCP. 

Funding secured through the Austrian Development Agency:

Websites: 10,000 euros = US$12,900 for changes, maintenance & streamlining of www.gppac.net and www.peoplebuildingpeace.org
Media Focal Points follow-up: 20,000 euros = US$25,800

Brochures: 20,000 euros = US$25,800

Newsletters: 22,500 = US$29,000 (5 printed News bulletins and monthly or bi-monthly e-newsletters)

Internal Communications

ISG – Secretariat; Secretariat – GPPAC members

For a global network, few things are more important than solid communication between members, to coordinate activities, learn from each other, and instil a sense of common purpose. Communications are particularly important amongst members of a governing body (within the ISG, especially between the Secretariat and other ISG members), and between the governing body and the network’s members (the Secretariat, with delegated authority from the ISG, and GPPAC members), from which other network communication typically flows. Challenges and proposals for change are discussed for these relationships separately below. 

ISG - Secretariat

Problems / Challenges

Communication between ISG members, particularly with the Secretariat, remains problematic. The ECCP sends out countless messages, and most of the time receives little response. This may be caused by:

· information overload

· cultural differences in communication

· unclear roles within the Partnership: who to approach for what (currently everything is sent to everyone)

· standard use of tools; we may want to diversify our tools to the wishes of specific RIs. 

Goals & Evaluation

Our goal for the coming period is to improve communication within the ISG, reflected in improved survey / questionnaire results and general feedback at future ISG meetings.

Tools

1. ISG survey

We will review the way we communicated in the past and investigate what would work better in which circumstances through a survey / questionnaire to the ISG, rating different aspects of our past communications and asking for general comments. The areas that will be addressed are:

A. General communications tools: are they useful?

a. Websites: do they provide good info necessary to stay updated on the latest developments in GPPAC? Why are people not using it as we thought they would?

b. ISG section / task force section of the website: discussion boards only ever worked for the Drafting Task Force – should we continue with it, or only in certain circumstances when a true discussion and decision is needed? Is there a need for training?

c. NEWS bulletins: do people read them, distribute them? Are they interesting?

d. E-newsletters: same as above

B. Preferred communications mechanisms: what works best for each RI?

a. Email: centralised through Adriana, or decentralised through regional coordinators? 

b. Listserves: some people love them, some people hate them… Their one innovation on group emails are that they keep a record of all messages, in order. 

c. Telephone calls / conferences: relatively time-efficient for RIs, but no record is kept of discussions / decisions. 

d. In general: how do we become more ‘predictable’ in our communications – contact only at certain (scheduled) times? We once talked about a coding / filing system of priority for emails? 

C. Style: some of the RIs interviewed by Michael Kraemer indicated that the ECCP does not sufficiently understand the regional differences in style, process and language, and even suggested that ECCP staff undertake intercultural communication training. Financially, this is not feasible, but frank feedback and constructive criticism will help us to address these issues, if they are widely felt, internally at the ECCP.

2. www.gppac.net 

The site needs to be made more dynamic and attractive, and have more extensive links with peoplebuildingpeace.org. Changes will be drawn from the recommendations from the survey above, but some long-awaiting alternations can already be put into motion:  

· Revisions to content and structure have already been made after Conference; more regular maintenance of News section in particular required, with the assistance of the communications intern at the ECCP.

· MFPs will update Regions page; more regular requests for updates should be circulated

· Links to pbp.org: banner on homepage; already links to the news site in About, Network and Conference

· Proposals for making the homepage dynamic are included in Annex 1.

Management & funding: ECCP Communications Unit, with input from Media Focal Points

Secretariat – GPPAC members

Problems / Challenges

1- Communication from the centre to all the members of the network is fragmented and diverse, undertaken through the Regional Initiators with no central database or contact system. This has led to inefficiencies of cost and time for all involved, and has added to the burden of the already-stretched Regional Initiators. The effect on campaigns, such as soliciting endorsements of the Global Action Agenda, garnering attention for www.peoplebuildingpeace.org and gathering memberships directly to the Secretariat, has been excessive complexity at the Secretariat and an uneven distribution across regions. 

2- Equally, the Secretariat does not receive sufficient regular input from the grassroots members on their activities and projects to adequately promote them and the network as a whole on an international level.

Goal

Our goal over the coming year is to improve two-way communications between the Secretariat and the members of the network, reflected by more input of grassroots and regional activities in the external communications of the Secretariat, less time spent on distributing relevant information to the regions by the Secretariat and Regional Initiators, and a growing database of contacts. 

Tools

1. Developing a suitable database

Revamping and building on the current ECCP database is the most logical starting point for a centralised database, given its inclusion of ECCP and GPPAC donors, European partners, and the directory of peacebuilding organisations as well as the commitment of our tech partners to improve upon our system.

Revamping the database requires a three-stage plan:

a) Clean-up: ECCP communications intern to be hired, with this as a primary task – eliminating duplicates, eliminating superfluous groups (with assistance of JV, PvT and GGB) and updating contact info

b) Technical changes: increased search capabilities, no impossible email addresses, no duplicates, tags for new members, self-updating capacities 

c) Collection of the regional network contact lists from Regional Initiators and insertion into common database

Funding & management

ECCP will raise funds for staffing and technical changes through its directories programme, and will oversee an intern to maintain the database for two days a week.  It will also manage the central database.

2. Media Focal Points

Despite the difficulties inherent in initialising and utilising a network of Media Focal Points, as demonstrated at the conference, the idea of having a network of individuals in each region to both channel peacebuilding stories up to the international level and to do media outreach in their own region is still highly attractive. Salary funding for a designated amount of time per week and focussed benefits of participation in activities such as workshops would hopefully improve commitment levels. Much more thought and effort, conducted with current MFPs and with the commitment of RIs are needed for a global plan and regional coordination to ensure the success of this highly ambitious and highly risky project. 
Benefits: 

· Providing a civil society perspective on conflicts in all regions

· Potential for a media ‘early warning system’ of budding or simmering conflicts

· Strengthening the global GPPAC network by strengthening info-sharing between the regions and from the regional to the international level

· Developing regional media contact databases

· Increased opportunities for interregional network-building

· Opportunities for media & communications-related capacity-building in the regions

· More powerful awareness-raising at the international level

· Increased awareness & profile for regional activities

Risks: 

· Lack of commitment / gaps in international coverage

· Insufficient capacity for all activities

· Insufficient time / capacity for comprehensive regional coverage ( partial, selective, possibly unrepresentative

· particularly acute in large & diverse regions such as LAC, Eastern & Central Africa

Goals:

In the long run, we aim to have a ‘media early warning system,’ in which the Media Focal Points provide the media, both in the region and internationally, with updated information on conflicts as they arise and escalate. This system would also function as a network of spokespeople from civil society on conflict prevention and security issues, raising the profile of conflict prevention issues and being a credible source of information on important issues from a civil society perspective. In addition to improving the effectiveness of early warning systems, such a network would raise the importance and capacity of civil society in conflict prevention, a key aim of the Global Partnership in its Global Action Agenda.

In the shorter term (till 2007), we aim for a network of Media Focal Points from each region, who are able to channel information on their regional processes, regional issues and GPPAC priorities to local media outlets, the International Secretariat and international media. 

Suggested MFP tasks:

· contribute stories to peoplebuildingpeace e-newsletter (1/month, for example)

· submit peacebuilder profiles to www.peoplebuildingpeace.org
· blogging!

· responsibility for updating and maintaining regional process page on www.gppac.net 

· participation in regular meetings / workshops for networking and / or capacity-building

· general PR on peacebuilding & conflict prevention in their region, including:

· media outreach: developing media lists, cultivating contacts & soliciting the development of relevant stories

· submitting news stories to regional publications

Required activities / next steps:

· Identification of additional capacity needs or desired activities of the MFPs by the RIs and existing MFPs

· Serious commitment of RIs to this process from the beginning, with commitments of joint fundraising

· A presentation & discussion at the ISG meeting in October necessary?

· Development of detailed proposal including timelines & budgets, with approval of all RIs 

· Consultation with organisations that have expertise in this 

· Consultation with existing MFPs for their support & input into proposal

General management: 

20,000 euros has been secured for preliminary planning for this initiative. Next steps / action points will be determined at the Communications Task Force meeting at the ISG meeting in October 2005.   

External Communications

The external communications of GPPAC have thus far been largely focussed on the peacebuilding community that already exists, including UN representatives and friendly governments. However, in order to broaden the network into more of a movement, and to support the lobbying and advocacy efforts of GPPAC, efforts must be made to gain the awareness and support of the general public as well. However, this aim is secondary to the aim of improving internal communications.

Problems / Challenges

The concepts of conflict prevention and peacebuilding are more complicated, less catchy and less measurable than those of other successful movements, such as landmines or small arms. This complexity is magnified by the technical and difficult nature of many of GPPAC’s materials, such as the Global Action Agenda, and the lack of ‘key messages’ or visionary ideas that the network can rally around.

GPPAC has made some improvements to the public appeal of its message, seizing upon the slogan ‘people building peace’ and focusing on real stories of civil society peacebuilders to highlight the role of civil society. However, these efforts are hindered by limited participation by grassroots civil society organisations, on whose knowledge and stories the success of this approach relies. 

Goals & Evaluation

The goal in the coming period is to develop accessible messages and materials to engage public opinion in conflict prevention issues, and to disseminate them widely. 

Tools

The following tools will help GPPAC to develop a coherent message and strategy for a public awareness campaign, and gain the local information required to develop good materials and outreach to a wider audience.

1. ISG Strategy Discussions

A particularly vital aspect of GPPAC communications in the coming months are a couple of strategic questions with vast implications, which must be answered before we can proceed. These would be best addressed by decisions by the ISG in October and follow-up strategy discussions within the Communications Task Force.

A. Rebranding: PBP or GPPAC as the name / identity of the network?

Arguments for PBP:

· far more accessible & understandable

· better logo, more design & colour versatility

· simplicity of only one message

Arguments for GPPAC

· already known at UN, by some governments

· sets a distinction between network / coalition (GPPAC) and a movement of individuals interested in peace (PBP), given the support in the Interim Review for the Partnership to remain relatively selective and not open-ended

· this would also make communications easier, with two distinct target audiences targeted with different materials

Recommendation: 

1) To retain both GPPAC and PBP, while gradually migrating to the logo, colours and design of PBP materials (website, key messages flyer) for everything. PBP can refer to this new movement we are driving, and GPPAC to the network of ‘approved’ organizations who also subscribe to the Statement of Commitment and / or endorse the Global Action Agenda. Regional meetings and consultations will take place in the framework of the Global Partnership, with wider public initiatives, awareness-raising, the Media Focal Points and public lobbying efforts under the banner of People Building Peace. 

2) Another idea would be to call the network the Global Partnership of People Building Peace, with www.gppac.net becoming the website of the Global Partnership and pbp.org remaining People Building Peace. 

Next steps: development of a proposal with the different options for Oct ISG meeting, for final decision

B. Vision for the network / initiatives to rally around

Despite an extensive action agenda, there is no innovative couple or set of tangible goals that we want to achieve, aside from support for the Peacebuilding Commission, and some advocacy for the development of Millennium Peace and Security Goals. Iain at one point suggested something like a Conflict Prevention Fund to support civil society initiatives; Guido has discussed developing concrete recommendations for civil society inclusion in various fora and structures. David, Gottlieb and Catherine are working on a advocacy strategy which may come up with more concrete asks as well, but in the meantime we still have much work to do on our key messages, aims and initiatives.

Next steps: 

· Regular strategy discussions in the ISG Communications Task Force; agenda set by ECCP / GGB to ensure this happens

· Development of proposal by ECCP / GGB for the ISG meeting in October on possible priorities for the global network

2. www.peoplebuildingpeace.org  

The infrastructure has been created and momentum built around the site from the conference; we should address how to perpetuate this momentum as well as better integrate it with the rest of the GPPAC materials, in look and content. 

In general, in keeping with the approach of using real peacebuilding stories and in this website as a PR tool, there should be more focus on the People Building Peace book in the short term, which contains a collection of stories and photos, and on other ways of collecting peacebuilder stories in the longer term. We should also investigate opportunities for interested people to ‘get involved’ – adopt-a-peacebuilder programmes like IKV developed in the Netherlands or direct funding of grassroots organizations via PeaceDirect?

Recommendations for specific changes:

· General: we were hoping that the peacebuilder profiles (currently in people section) can become a more prominent part of the website, merging the current profiles with the more in-depth news articles in a short story about individuals and their successes in conflict prevention. This would also achieve some more integration with our other initiatives (the book), but I also think it’s the ‘sexiest’ part of the site – real inspiring stories.

· Case studies from the book can be adapted and used, in addition to the pictures we’ve been collecting

· We can continue to solicit stories of successful peacebuilding from MFPs and in general to make this more interactive and reinforce our network 

· Awareness-raising can centre more around these tangible stories, making conflict prevention more understandable to the general public. 

· These stories can be shared across regions in between book publications, sharing lessons learned & other benefits of sharing.

· Definition of PBP: mention of the PBP book and GPPAC, and perhaps a little ‘about us’ button which explains the conference, the Partnership and the book in more detail? I’d also like to add the designer’s explanation of the logo once we have it. 

· Partners section: another brief blurb on GPPAC and weblink to gppac.net; also perhaps the contact details for all the Regional Initiators as main contacts in the region. Also a place to sign up for e-newsletter and link to Directory of Peacebuilding Organisations.

· Stories section: Reorganisation of page with a toolbar on the right hand side to indicate all the categories of news that are on this page.

· People section: perhaps open with a selected profile-of-the-week or month, and a big picture, with the alphabetical country list above? This section could also link to the directory of peacebuilding organizations on the gppac.net site. 

· Resources section: we can add all the working group reports, once they are done. Also to mention that the categories of issues come from the Global Conference & the Global Action Agenda, with links to those

Management & funding: 

Upcoming content etc to be discussed at monthly communications task force meetings; responsibilities divided as decided at Communications Task Force meeting at the ISG meeting in October.

There is 10,000 euros in guaranteed funding for both this and the gppac.net websites; a further 20,000 euros has been sought in recent proposals for the ongoing collection and profiling of peacebuilder stories, the development of e-newsletters till the end of 2006 and the maintenance of the blogging portal. 

3. Brochures

Updated brochures, one in fall 2005 and one in fall 2006, are needed for donors and would-be members, to learn about the past, present & future of GPPAC and how they can help. 

Suggested changes:

· Language should be revised to be more accessible; less about past & process

· Rebranding in accordance with ISG Strategy discussion (see first tool in this section)

Management & funding: ECCP, with Ton Bervoets. 20,000 euros has been secured.

4. Newsletters

After the conference, GPPAC will perpetuate the two newsletters initiated before and during the conference: the PBP e-newsletter and the printed News Bulletin.

The PBP e-newsletter is directly related to the www.peoplebuildingpeace.org portal, circulating new articles and content posted on the site and drawing readers back to the site. The content is thus aimed at a general audience, and focussed on stories of pecebuilding that will interest and inspire the general public to get involved. Media Focal Points and the Media Volunteer Team in New York will be relied on extensively for contributions. 

Suggested changes:

· More graphics, including, at a minimum, the PBP logo

· Link to www.gppac.net as well as www.peoplebuildingpeace.org 

Distribution: will include all those who attended conference (whose emails we already have), those who sign up online and those whose information we receive from the Regional Initiators as members of regional networks  (see Internal Communications ( Secretariat – Members ( Database section).

Produced in print, the GPPAC News Bulletin, which was initiated before the Conference as a way of keeping members updated on regional processes in other regions, will continue to connect the network, inform interested parties of new GPPAC initiatives, and highlight successes for donors and potential partners. It will be primarily focussed on the activities of GPPAC members related to the GPPAC process, and therefore will be a more technical, network-focussed publication than the PBP e-newsletter. 

Suggested changes: 

· Guest writers from the regions will be invited to contribute directly 

· Language will be more newsy, less focussed on process and more about experience- and lesson-sharing

· An electronic version will be developed (in PDF) and circulated to all those for whom we have no mailing address

· Rebranding will be consistent with whatever decisions come out of the ISG Strategy discussions (see Strategy section)

· Link to  www.peoplebuildingpeace.org
Distribution: current list of interested parties & Paul’s contacts, all those who sign up on gppac.net and those whose information we receive from the Regional Initiators as members of regional networks (see Internal Communications ( Secretariat – Members ( Database section).

Management & funding: AP & Sharon Roling will develop PBP e-newsletter; ECCP will be responsible for News Bulletins; all content will be discussed and approved at monthly editorial conference calls. ECCP will fundraise for both, including database improvements.

22,500 in secured funding. 

5. Media outreach

(clearly Ana’s domain; below are just preliminary thoughts in the meantime!)

In the absence of an innovative rallying point or initiative, indiscriminate media outreach is probably a bit futile. Instead, focus on capacity- and network-building for the Media Focal Points, with one aim of cultivating media contacts in their region is probably a more productive strategy (see Internal Communications Tools ( Media Focal Points).

Ideas for the future: 

· op-eds at the international level around opportunities identified by the Advocacy Task Force

· developing celebrity spokespeople (like Jody Williams) to speak / raise awareness on our behalf

Management: Ana is key media contact / consultant.

Annex 3: How to get to KdK (ISG meeting venue)
Conference Centre “Kontakt der Kontinenten”

Amersfoortsestraat 20

3769 AS  Soesterberg

Tel. +31- 346 - 35 17 55

Fax. +31 - 346 - 35 47 35

www.kdk-nl.org

By public transport:
From Schiphol Airport / Amsterdam

Take a train from Schiphol train station to Amersfoort. The final destination of the train will be ENSCHEDE or GRONINGEN/LEEUWARDEN. The trains will be listed on the timetables under their final destinations. On the platforms and on the trains themselves the final destination will be listed.

The Schiphol train station can be reached from the airport arrivals hall by underground passage. After having passed customs look out and follow signs “to the trains”. Coming up from the underground passage the ticket office will be on your right hand side. A ticket from the airport to Amersfoort will cost approximately € 8. Money can be changed at the airport or in the train station (right hand side after coming up from the underground passage).
Travelling time from the airport to Amersfoort is approximately 45 minutes. The trains for Amersfoort (see also above) leave 11 and 41 past every hour. Ask for the platform number at the ticket office or look at the time tables. The destinations and departure times of the trains should also be indicated at the entrance to the escalators that go down from the station hall to the respective platforms.

Upon arrival at Amersfoort train station follow the exit signs. 

There are also buses from the train station to the conference centre. Coming out of the main exit you will find the buss station on your right hand side. Bus lines 52 or 56 will bring you to the conference centre (see time table below). The bus stop is opposite the conference centre. Ask the driver to warn you where to get off. 
Travelling time is about 10-15 minutes. You can buy a ticket for the bus (a so-called ‘strippenkaart’) at the ticket office at either Amersfoort or Schiphol train station. Ask for a 15 strippenkaart (costs  € 6,20). Buying a ticket in the bus is possible but more expensive. Upon entering the bus you should tell the driver where you want to get off and he will stamp your ticket for the corresponding amount of strips. The remaining strips can be used for the return trip or for any other bus/tram/metro trips any place in the Netherlands.
Timetable buses:

	Amersfoort

	BUsstop: Kontakt der Kontinenten. Traveltime 10 à 15 minuten

	Bus 52
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	0

	Monday- Friday
	
	11 41
	11 41
	17 47
	17 47
	17 47
	17 47
	17 47
	13 43
	13 43
	13 43
	13 43
	13 43
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Saturday
	
	47
	47
	47
	47
	47
	47
	47
	47
	47
	47
	47
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Bus 56
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	0

	Monday- Friday
	31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31 
	01 31
	01 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06
36

	Saturday
	
	31
	31
	31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 31
	01 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06
36

	Sunday
	
	
	36
	36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06 36
	06
36


EXPENSE ACCOUNT FORM

Activity: ISG meeting, Soesterberg, the Netherlands, 2-5 October 2005

Project:






Project Code:



Name participant: 


Institute: 


Address: 

Postal code, town: 
Country: 

Bank details: 
Bank name: 

Address: 

Postal code, town: 

Country: 

Account holder’s name: 

Account number: 

Currency of the account:

 ٱ Euro
ٱ Dollar
ٱ Other currency

Sort or Bank Code:

SWIFT (BIC) code: 

IBAN Code: 

(only needed when you have a bank account in one of the EU countries)

	Specification Reimbursement Travel Expenses in ……



	Ticket/Airfare
	EUR/USD

	Airport Tax
	EUR/USD

	Bus 
	EUR/USD

	Hotel
	EUR/USD

	Visa
	EUR/USD

	Total Amount
	EUR/USD


Date: 

Signature participant:



Please add receipts and return this form to European Centre for Conflict Prevention, P.O. BOX 14069, 3508 SC Utrecht, the Netherlands or fax it to: 0031-30-236 9268





Date: 

Signature staff member:



Signature project coordinator:

HUMAN SECURITY





PEOPLE BUILDING PEACE


GLOBAL ACTION AGENDA





GPPAC





Related fields / networks








Public Affairs





�





NGO





Public Affairs





�





NGO





Public Affairs





�





NGO





NGO-UN CPWG





= Informal involvement (when possible / desired)





= Formal involvement 





Training Group





Research Interaction





Expert Group PB 





Ambassadors





Task Force Advocacy & Lobby





United Nations (OCHA, DPA, UNDP, etc)





Group of Friends 





GPPAC/ISG





Research/�documentation





Lobbying/�advocacy





Operational 


prevention





networking





Popular


campaigning





Standards/ �codes of conduct





Rock concerts/symbol for peace





CSO<->CSO cooperation





Issue campaigns








Recognizable brand








Follow up of regional action agendas & UN








Multi-faceted





governance





engage �govt’s, regional orgs<->CSO





Capacity-�building





ISG Communications Task Force 





Coordination of GPPAC / PBP communications (general) and internal GPPAC communication: ECCP communications unit














Media consultant & media volunteer team: Ana Cutter





PBP website, e-newsletter & blogging: AP & Sharon Roling, Tom Glaisyer, Stacy Kosko





ISG members & Media Focal Points (2) 
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