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Sunday, October 2
Introduction & welcome 

Round of introductions (see Annex 1: Participants list for details) 
· New ISG participants: 
· Rifaat Hussain, new Executive Director of the Regional Centre for Strategic Studies, Regional Initiator for South Asia
· Kwezi Mngqibisa, ACCORD, Regional Initiator for Southern Africa 
· Stacy Kosko, developing content for www.peoplebuildingpeace.org 

· Tom Glaisyer, technical development of www.peoplebuilingpeace.org 

Welcome remarks by Paul van Tongeren 
· update on activities since conference

· DPI NGO conference – ECCP facilitated a panel & ran a workshop; Paul had the opportunity to present People Building Peace II to Kofi Annan

· Peace education and conflict resolution education conference in Ohio – a network established, interested in linking with GPPAC as an issue-based network 

· Vasu Gounden (ACCORD) & Paul participated in UN Security Council meeting on 20 Sept on conflict prevention & resolution; several representatives (Canada, Peru, EU) very positive

· funding update 

· Austria: has committed funding for communications & steering

· DfID: committed but activities to be determined 
· we have limited window of opportunity with some key players at the UN: Jan Eliasson as GA President, Annan as UNSG – we must work quickly. 
Agreement on agenda

Adoption of minutes form July meeting as final
Morning agenda: evaluation
Facilitators: Guido & David 

Three questions put to three break-out groups:

1. Key accomplishments
2. Key process issues that need to be dealt with

3. Key programme & content issues ISG should address – general rather than specific issues

With specific attention to the regional perspective:

· How was process seen in region?

· New regional feedback since Conference

However, there was some confusion between process versus content / programme issues, and it is clearer to present the outcomes as ‘achievements’ and ‘challenges’

1. Key achievements 

· Establishment & strengthening of regional networks
· Examples: Arab Partnership, Latin American Platform 

· Regional Conferences & Regional Action Agendas

· New relationships between UN & civil society – facilitated by increased credibility of being part of GPPAC

· Increased cooperation with governments  

· Contact with other regions 

· Steps towards global solidarity taken

· For example, Taiwan issue: difficult, but showed the potential of united civil society challenging convention, as at least a Taiwanese delegation came to the conference
· Some public attention: 

· some media interest at the Conference

· invitation to Security Council meeting

· ISG structure worked well
2. Past and future challenges
a. Process issues

· Global coverage: GPPAC needs to include the whole world –Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, Mexico, amongst others, currently left out
· Regional input: how to ensure regional input into global GPPAC activities

· Engagement with the weaker civil society actors: should be a priority, as they could benefit more than the stronger ones who already dominate in the regions. 

· Addressing regional capacity-building 

· An operating principle should be one of responsiveness, to the needs of the regions, not a global strategy (disputed)

· Legitimacy & capacity of Regional Initiators (especially in cases when they were chosen by ECCP) 

· For example, Central Asia: held regional elections to reinforce legitimacy of FTI

· Re-evaluating whether Regional Initiators are willing & able to take on post-conference tasks

· Institutional support & funding: transitional & long-term
· Turning political support into financial / practical support (example: Europe, Canada).
· Cooperation with / support from the UN: on the global, regional and national levels

· Cooperation with / support from regional organisations: how to engage better with them, share experiences 

· Engagement with governments (cited frequently)

· GPPAC should remain aware that government actors may see civil society as a competition in their realm of conflict prevention and we need to instead fill this gap by showing governments that civil society is a necessary partner in conflict prevention.

· Keeping up the momentum from the Conference: keeping people interested

· Building awareness & communicating to a wider audience

· How to build a constituency

· Using the media: reaching out regional media outlets, and reinforcing messages at the global level

· www.peoplebuildingpeace.org tools are good but more is needed, and there needs to be more regional focus

b. Content issues

· Limited recognition of the value / potential of civil society – still problems of legitimization in some regions 
· Establishing the identity of GPPAC versus its outreach strategy

· Regional processes: how to move forward in the regions? 
· Regional input: how to ensure regional input into global GPPAC activities

· Content / focus: too broad, need priorities 
· For example: programme of the Global Conference was too broad 
· How to really have an impact on conflict, through agendas and networks

· How to strengthen early warning/early response and monitoring & evaluation
· What do we want GPPAC to look like and become?

Afternoon agenda: Decision-making & Purpose and Priorities
Decision: at this meeting only, there will be one vote per region and one vote for each separate organisations, including the International Secretariat, www.peoplebuildingpeace.org volunteers (Stacy & Tom), CPWG (World Federalist Movement – Nicole), governments (Sweden – Ragnar), and INGOs (World Vision International – Ekki). 

Purpose & priorities discussion: determining vision, mission & priorities of GPPAC
Facilitated by Guido & Tanja
Based on the Discussion Note on Purpose, Focus and Priorities in the background document, Guido & Tanja introduced the discussion on GPPAC’s mission, vision & priorities with a brief PowerPoint proposing a mission & vision statement drawn from the content of Global Action Agenda and the statement of commitment, and the determination of priorities through a group discussion.
Each region was asked to present their 3 regional priorities 
( Please see Annex 2 for full text of regional priorities, as presented on flip-charts 

3 break-out groups were then asked to identify 5 priorities and future steps for GPPAC for next 1 – 5 yrs 
( see Annex 3 for full presentations from break-out groups 

Synthesizing the priorities
Common themes from the break-out group presentations were identified and condensed into five key points below. Disagreements on these points are also noted below. 

1. Awareness-raising / peace education

2. Early warning & (for) early response

3. National, regional & global capacity-building & knowledge-sharing – to act in specific conflict situations 
a. Should not be included separately, as it is a cross-cutting theme & applicable to all other points

4. Interaction with UN, IGOs, CSOs, gov’ts (stress on IGOs)
5. Dialogue and mediation

6. Good governance, democratization & HR 
a. Disagreement whether this is a theme applicable to the whole network, or just for a region or two (ie Middle East & North Africa), and whether it is so particular to regional differences that it is better tackled at the regional level in any case

b. Disagreement about whether this is an overriding, core aim of a conflict-prevention network

c. Lack of understanding on how exactly this is pursued

General comments on this exercise challenged this approach of developing priorities, believing they should instead flow from a long-term vision, which should be determined first. Annelies Heijmans questioned whether the above list will help to achieve our aim of a shift to prevention. There was also some confusion and argumentation over whether our priorities concern the issues we need to address or the methodologies to address them. Peter Woodrow suggested we keep the three priorities we all agree on (1,2, & 4 above), and flesh them out further. 
Based on some of these concerns, Andre Kamenshikov put forward an alternate approach and set of priorities:
Alternative approach to GPPAC priorities 
Priorities are:

· Supporting the implementation of the RAA

· Improving interaction between CSO and governments / international organisations in the conflict prevention / management field

Achieved by:

· Lobbying / advocacy of regional-specific and – derived from them – global issues on an international level (UN, regional orgs, etc)

· Assisting the implementation of key regional actions (like having a “GPPAC” stamp on proposals and wide access to donors)

· Supporting the thematic networking / interaction on specific issues and strategies

· Maintaining the global network including:

· global conference every 5 years

· technical assistance / support to regional GPPAC networks (technical staff person in the regional networks)

· Identified themes could be promoted, within this broader framework of our common purpose
General comments suggested that this alternative constitutes stepping backwards, as we decided long ago that we would do these activities – they are basic assumptions of the network. It was also acknowledged that the two proposals / sets of priorities are not necessarily incompatible, and one document could include both our thematic priorities and our operations around them. 
It was decided that a sub-committee (Sam, Peter, David, Guido & Tanja) would work on a written proposal combining the two sets, to be presented to the group at a later point in the schedule.  

The working day ended with a film presentation by CRIES, entitled Heartbeats of Peace (Latidos de Paz).
Monday, October 3
Facilitators: Sam & Adriana
- Day opened with phrases / sayings for ‘Let’s go!’ or ‘Keep going’ in different languages: 

Japan: gambate, Philippines: padayon, Urdu language (India) koshish garne, 

Kyrgyzstan: alga, Balkans: ai dezhevny.
- Agreement on agenda

- Presentation of Vision, Mission & Functions proposal developed by subcommittee


- suggestion by Tanja to review it based on yesterday’s flipcharts; will help to integrate these

- new proposal to be discussed & agreed upon on Wednesday

Quick vote on perceptions of the distinction between People Building Peace and GPPAC

a. there is none: 10

b. one is a movement and one is a network: 10

c. confused: 4

General discussion on Structure & Governance

David presents the Structure & Governance proposal from the background document, which also includes insertions made by the International Secretariat (see page 10 of the background document).

· General comments were very positive, supporting a simple approach. Andre questioned whether an Executive Committee was necessary, in the interests of simplicity. Issues that were missing: a model for choosing regional representatives (for legitimacy & representation purposes), guidelines on how to determine membership (if people want to join, for example), how to deal with weak regional networks and differences between weak and strong regional networks, criteria for size & composition of a region.
· Specific comments:
· Issues of the International Secretariat: has its own board & structure, adding another layer of governance to GPPAC, especially in terms of finances. 
· Paul’s response: there is a board meeting on October 17th, where these issues will be discussed. In the future, ECCP will also start working on ECCP-projects, and will strive to separate GPPAC and non-GPPAC staff, for simplicity in financial matters.

· Need for a ‘replacement’ member nominated to the ISG in the event a Regional Initiator can’t make it
· Regional size: should there be a minimum requirement or standards?  

· Suggestion for larger regions to have more representation

· Suggestion for national focal points of big & important countries to participate at the ISG

· Pacific: is working on reaching out to Australia & New Zealand, does not need to justify itself as a region

· Language barriers and number of conflicts can add to burden on Regional Initiator; should also be looked at when considering regional structure / size.

· Size of civil society suggested as a criteria for regional size 

· Diversity is key: no one denominator for all

· Criteria based on size has the potential to become very political; should be like the UN, one region one vote

· Regional structures: how to ensure adequate representation & access to representation at the regional level; possibly imposing minimum requirements or standards for a region, without being too rigid. 

· Indian and Chinese representation was low in numbers at the Conference compared with their global population dominance – how do we deal with their absence? 

· Transparency: Secretariat at least should know regional structure & participation, especially as it varies so much
· Pre-existing regional networks bring along their own baggage to the regional process; on the other hand, it is necessary to take into account the pre-existing situation and not reinvent the wheel

· National representation: has potential to become unwieldy; one organisation, as long as it has legitimacy, should be able to speak for region. Also should be able to take account of national interests.
· Canada-US representation needs to be resolved, as other regions (who have conflicts in their region) would also like national representation if possible

· Peter noted that US representation is important, for content & for lobbying influence – but decision-making power is not necessary

· Again, diversity is key: no one denominator for all

· Capacities of Regional Initiator: another criteria for regions & initiators could be their ability, given other activities, to take on the huge workload of GPPAC coordination 

· Suggestion of institutional criteria for Regional Initiators: to ensure that the RI is a good institution

· Interest / commitment in the regions – an important point we need to recognise is that without tangible value-added at the regional level, ie bringing regional issues to the global level, there will be no more GPPAC (regions would lose interest)
· Status of INGOs – perhaps those involved thus far can nominate one representative to participate at the ISG level and vote on their common behalf?

· Generally agreed that this wouldn’t work: INGOs wouldn’t agree & can’t be combined into one
· Disagreement over desirability of INGO participation in steering: on one hand, they have no regional representation and therefore shouldn’t have this role; on the other, they are important partners and have much to offer.
Three break-out groups tackled three separate issues:
a) Regional representation

b) Decision-making in ISG

c) Representation at ISG: outside of regions

Group presentations

Regional representation

Regional Steering Group (RSG)

· RSG should try to ensure its representative character by working closely with geographic and thematic focal points.

· Members of RSG should be selected through a process of regional consultation among focal points 

· The tenure of the membership of the Steering Group should be two years

RSG tasks

· Nominate the representatives to ISG

· Help implement the RAA and GAA

· To assist the thematic and regional focal points in their activities

· Adopt and approve members for regional networks

· To promote efficient cooperation in the network.

· RSG should ensure transparency and , accountability in the work of the regional initiator. 

Criteria for membership in the regional network

· Committed to the RAA and GAA programmes and objectives

· Should have established bonafides in the area of peace building and conflict prevention.

· Demonstrated capability to meet the RAA and GAA agendas.

Principles for the work of Regional Focal Points 

· Inclusiveness

· Manageability

· Transparency

· Accountability

· Demonstrable capability to carry out the RAA and GAA
Decision-making in ISG

· Consensus to be tried; where impossible, strong majority acceptable

· Structures: ISG, Secretariat, Executive Committee. Secretariat roles determined by the ISG.

· Regional Initiator kept as name (no focal points)
· Executive Committee: Chair meetings & subcommittees. Empowered to make urgent decisions, inform group – NOT routine matters. Otherwise, generally the same as proposal text.

· Comments from others:

· Majority voting: generally 2/3 to ¾ required. 

· Consensus can be realistic, as long as it means no rejection (abstaining allowed)
Composition of ISG

· Initial note that every Regional Initiator must have a deputy/alternate so all regions represented at ISG

· Suggestion of an “invitation subcommittee” of ISG

· Will make decisions on non-seated participation at the ISG

· Or ISG could delegate decision-making responsibilities on invitations to Secretariat

· Whatever the composition from different non-regional groups, note the importance of manageable size
· ISG meetings will continue to include both governance and strategy, issue-based content
· These actors may only be required for part of the meeting

Categories of participants 

· National Focal Points

· A limited number tied to issues/topics under discussion
· Regions and issue task force should recommend participants
· International networks
· Should be represented at the ISG
· Suggest a structure to include in voting, but with a cap.  There should not be such a large number as would be larger than # of votes from regions.   (so total number of ½ of regional orgs or 2/3 less than the number of regional orgs)
· Ideas of INGOs recommended to have vote  

· who have vote now

· WVI 

· International Alert 

· Red Cross 
· who aren’t yet on ISG.  Suggestions include:

· ICG

· HRW

· IPRA

· IANSA

· Safer World

· others
· UN Agencies

· More focus on regions
· should consider involve more UN agencies at regions
· possibly regional organizations 

· noted that Peacebuilding commission secretariat would be important 
· RIs and Issue task force could recommend; should go to invite committee 
· Group of friends
· inclusion for some may be on meeting by meeting bases will depending on tasks that are prioritized, their participation determined by invitation committee
· for others, overall commitment to peacebuilding may make their presence more permanent, for example, on a task force on strategy and lobbying
· agreed that should not have voting rights

Task forces

· Suggested topics:

· Advocacy/lobby


· Communication

· Governance

· How linked to ISG - could look at 1 person from ISG taking the lead; but perhaps these task forces could be vice chairs of on the executive committee

· Some may be ongoing, others (like governance) could be operating for set time.

General comments on working group presentations:

· How is the ISG member from a region determined? Is there an automatic connection between ISG member and the Regional Initiator?

· Deputy or alternate should come from a national focal point

· What are criteria for an Regional Steering Group member to attend ISG rather than Regional Initiator 

· If you miss more than 2 ISGs, you are banned
· If the region can’t decide who can join their network, does the ISG decide?

· INGO participation: they could enter the ISG with different identities – could be a Regional Initiator, part of New York group and also as an INGO – we must resolve the terms of their participation
· INGOs good for broadening constituency, advocacy at the global level; their participation is good. 

· Same with UN: regions should be able to invite them, though their number should be capped.

· Invitation of all ISG members not from regions should be nominated by the regions, for regional / local ownership. 

· What about regional INGOs: EU, AU, ECOWAS?

· Suggestion of a list of terms with definitions at the beginning of Structure document: Regional Initiator, Focal Point (national, topical, city)

Decisions
RSG: nominates representative to ISG
Regional representative to be called Regional Initiator (no focal points)
Principle of regional coverage

Regional structure to be determined at the regional level – not everyone has the same type of focal points/contacts, but they are necessary 
· Secretariat should know structure of each region (their RSGs); exceptions to RSGs need to be formalised on paper (ie Europe, North America, Caucasus)

Terms to be defined in Structure document: 

· Regional Initiator: institution/network coordinating the regional processes.
· Focal points: national/city/thematic/subregional = contacts 

· Regional Steering Group
Structure proposal to be reworked, incorporating working group proposals; re-presented on Tuesday

(Text of Structure document as it stood at the end of ISG can be found in Annex 6.)

Tuesday, October 4
Facilitators: Andres & Adriana

Presentation of revised Structure & Governance proposal by David

· this is an advanced draft document: structure / voting system, location / staffing of Secretariat still to be discussed
· suggested that agenda items on structure & governance to be submitted on chart paper, can be worked into the schedule on Wednesday

· a task force to carry the work on this document forward – filling in details, getting lawyer to review etc; will re-circulate in the coming months 

· David will collect all comments in writing 

- Text of Structure document as it stood at the end of ISG can be found in Annex 6.

Revised Mission, Vision & Functions proposal: discussion 
· Revisions: addition of thematic priorities as knowledge areas (key areas we can tell our members about; NOT priorities, rather they are what some of our members are working on)
· Vision and mission altered to not reject all conflict & to clarify the stakeholders & their inclusion

Comments on the paper:
· Capture to be changed to generate knowledge

· If donors will see this document: must be more focussed on action-able, capacity-building activity, with civil society taking responsibility for funding and peacebuilding rather than advocating for changes
· Response: advocacy work does require innovative ideas, can be concrete, and is also about effective interaction – maybe the language in the document could be made more dynamic 

· There is a difference between our workplan and our vision; the latter is necessarily less donor-focused and can be more general

· Ragnar: donors will still look at vision statement, see if it directly connected to action; important to consider this

· Dialogue & mediation missing 

· Approach still misguided: no acknowledgement of primary purpose of implementing the Regional Action Agendas

· This would take us backwards – we have already committed to the RAAs

· No specific reference to capacity building: maybe could be a key function, or fit in ‘primary approach’? 
· We promote resolution by peaceful means – this is particularly important to Northeast Asia – could it be specifically mentioned in the mission statement?

· We could make mention of our guiding principles & values, which do mention this – they should be part of our mission / vision documents in any case
· Vision statement not very inspirational – nothing about ‘saving lives’

· Can we aim a bit higher than ‘building an international consensus’?

· Thematic concerns: are they permanent, or just for next 3 years?

· These can always be revised; this is a living & evolving document
· Disagreement around role of regions and the priority of global vs regional activities; we must have collective global activities to be a global network, but it is through the regions that our initiatives will be implemented, and that will be driving force for ideas & change

· Introduction to workplan to state that things will be implemented differently at the regional level?

· What we do at the global level must have resonance at the regional level, otherwise it will not be relevant – we should use approach of how to use the global to reinforce regional activities

· BUT there need to be some themes to be pursued at the global level, perhaps the ones that echo most loudly at the regional level. We need to escape the ‘functional trap’ and see what issues we’re promoting!

· The themes were derived from the regional priorities in the first place, so they should have relevance in the regions

· Solidarity missing as a function 
Document will be revisited tomorrow, after workplans are developed in the working groups. 

Working groups 

1) Lobby, advocacy and interaction

2) Knowledge sharing

3) Communication

4) Networking & strengthening regional processes – EW/ER

Objective: to develop a workplan for GPPAC, focusing on activities, timelines & resources needed.

Debate on methodology: how to ensure working group plans adequately represent and incorporate regional planning

· suggestion to first hear presentations on all regional workplans

· suggestion for RIs to be able to participate in more than one working group (before and after lunch)

· suggestion to develop broad planning in working groups and fill in with regional-specific planning in the afternoon
Final decision: Regional Initiators to write down ideas / plans on each working group theme and submit them to the groups over the break, so that they can be incorporated into working group plans
· next ISG to set aside at least a full day to sharing regional experiences & plans

Lobby & advocacy 

Regional Organisations

The working group discussed several actors to engage with. One of them is Regional Organisations. It was discussed that we need to do more homework on what research is needed on this, and each region will have to feed their information into this research. Aims are to 

i) to strengthen capacities of Regional Organisations in conflict prevention & peacebuilding, 

j) to open up to civil society, and 

k) to have a stronger link between Regional Organisations and the UN. 
More actors that are already engaged with Regional Organisations, for example EPLO, WANEP, and CRIES, should share the lessons learned from these experiences. And GPPAC should identify others who might have this experience as well. Other actors mentioned in this regards were regional parliaments and foundations. 

Concrete activities in lobbying Regional Organisations:

July-Dec 2006: Finland EU presidency

· Finnish CSOs (including KATU) are working on an action plan and conference in defining windows of CSO involvement in EU crisis management, with taking into account ‘our’emphasis on conflict prevention (thus not meaning military capacity enlargement..)

· NEA- 6 party talks: rumour that conflict prevention is part of the discussions; NEA together with US groups should organise a meeting

· Asia-Europe people’s forum under Finland presidency

How can GPPAC help?

· focus on Africa within EU Presidency of Finland( African regional initiators should write concept paper on avenues where conflict prevention support is most needed

· dialogue between OSCE Headquarters( open up to civil society to also discuss policy, and not only that civil society is asking for funding. 

· Finland chair of OSCE in 2007

UN

Paul presented the ‘10 point lobby document’- based on the GAA, RAAs, 2005 World Summit outcome document and other sources. We should develop building blocks for coherent plan of action in conflict prevention and peacebuilding. A lobby should take place with the Group of Friends, and they should put it on the agenda of the General Assembly. It is timely and urgent, as we need the support from both Kofi Annan and Jan Eliasson, and the Secretary-General is in his last term, and Ambassador Eliasson is GA President just for 1 year.  Several building blocks are the Peacebuilding Commission, EW/ER, and defining mechanisms for interaction (CS/UN, UN/Regional Organisations), and a strong leadership from the UN. 

Short term priorities linking to international agenda:

· Peacebuilding commission debate( the mandate of the PBC has to be negotiated. GPPAC drafted a letter to Ambassador Eliasson mentioning the need for opening up to CSOs during this negotiation period, building on the letter that Nicole had brought on behalf of NY based CSOs (which GPPAC also signed). 

· 1325 SC review in October- good to link up with them, and see how conflict prevention is on their agenda 

· R2P- discussed in SC & GA

· June/July 2006- IANSA week

Furthermore, GPPAC should write a reaction to the 2005 World Summit outcome document, and linking paragraphs that are relevant with action points of GPPAC. Also capacity needs to be built to lobby key regional issues at the global level. Also an overview/calendar of next presidencies (EU, OSCE, G8 etc), plus the agendas will be developed. This is the responsibility for all to keep this updated. There is a need for GPPAC presence in New York to do practical work with liaison with missions and UN.

Statements of governments during the 2005 World Summit can be found on www.reformtheun.org Finally, we need to discuss during the structure/governance debate who speaks on behalf of GPPAC.  

Lobbying Taskforce for lobby is needed – established on Wednesday 5 Oct.
Knowledge sharing
(the text of Sam & Juliette’s presentation follows)

Aims

· Knowledge sharing (cross regional and cross level)

· Develop region specific capacity (such as training)

· Exchange best practices

· Contribute to policy development and recommendations for global action and advocacy

· Maximize efficiency, economize and strengthen GPPAC

Guidelines for developing activities

· Different methodologies for the different topics

· Link up to other functions in GPPAC, such as advocacy and awareness raising activities

· Link up with existing issue based networks

· Build on the experiences in the regions

· Responsibility for taskforces lies in the regions based on their experience and history in the particular area, and to give visibility to region

· all processes, to decentralize the global partnership’s activities, and to be in solidarity with that region at a global level.

Mechanism for the knowledge sharing:

· newsletter, reports or publications

· global and regional seminars on lessons learned

· applied research

Proposed activities for the coming three years

A. For the following themes 

1. Peace education

2. Civil society interaction with regional and UN agencies

3. Capacity building 

The International secretariat will 

-
link with issue based networks (ex. on peace education)

-
collect research and experiences from the regions

-
support inter and intra cooperation and activities (ex. on capacity building)

-
make direct links with advocacy task force of the ISG (ex. on interaction)

B. The ISG will compose three Task Force Groups for the following three themes:

4. Dialogue and mediation and participatory processes for prevention

5. Early warning/early response systems

6. Governance and democratization

These Task Force Groups will be responsible for developing concrete activities such as organizing seminars to discuss experiences and best practices, applied research, develop, plan and undertake training, develop policy recommendations etc.

ISG will decide on final day of ISG meeting in Netherlands on the composition of the three taskforces (October 5, 2005).

In more detail the following is proposed:
d) Dialogue and mediation and participatory processes for prevention
a. Issue at stake: little involvement of CS with stakeholders to promote ‘dialogue to prevent’
b. Task force leader, location of actor & role of International Secretariat to be determined

c. Plan of action: after three months develop and send proposal by taskforce coordinator to ISG in cooperation with task force (either electronically or after meeting) and monitor progress in next ISG meeting in 2006.

e) Early warning/ early response systems
a. Issue at stake: there is little knowledge and training in this theme. 
b. Task Force leader: WANEP, in cooperation with other ISG members, to benefit GPPAC regions that have little or no experience in that particular area. Why? WANEP has experience in this area, and to globally support and bring visibility to one of the regions.
c. Location of action: West Africa (and other regions as needed)
d. Role of International Secretariat: to facilitate the establishment of the taskforce, bring it in contact with other actors in the field where needed, assist in fundraising for staff person for WANEP for this particular task, disseminate this knowledge to GPPAC (newsletter, advocacy activities)
e. Plan of action: after three months develop and send proposal by taskforce coordinator to ISG in cooperation with task force (either electronically or after meeting) and monitor progress in next ISG meeting in 2006.

f) Governance and Democratization
a. Issue at stake: poor governance and little democratization increases the possibility of the rise of violent conflict.
b. Need global research action (in the form or small/mid level global conference in one of the regions to look at root causes of conflict in the regions and highlight cross-cutting issues (arms trade, conflict over resources, international political meddling in other people’s affairs, terrorism, socio-economic challenges, challenges to local governance structures).  The focus would be to anticipate future conflicts and discuss how best to deal with them from the perspective and capacity of GPPAC.
c. Task Force leader, rationale, location of action (somewhere that is democratically-challenged) to be determined 

d. Role of International Secretariat: to facilitate the establishment of the taskforce, bring it in contact with other actors in the field where needed, assist in fundraising for staff person for taskforce leading organization for this particular task, disseminate this knowledge to GPPAC (newsletter, advocacy activities)
e. Plan of action: after three months develop and send proposal by taskforce coordinator to ISG in cooperation with task force (either electronically or after meeting) and monitor progress in next ISG meeting in 2006.

Sam adds that it is up to ISG to deal with issues at same time, or doing one each year. 

Yoshioka wants to add demilitarization to category A. Juliette informs him that the themes were based on discussions from Sunday. 

David mentions not to restrict taskforce idea to thematics or functional issues, but also specific conflict situations, or emerging conflict situations.
Communications

The overall aim is to promote conflict prevention and peace. The specific short term aims are i) to strengthen GPPAC, and ii) outreach to peacebuilding community. The long term aims are informing, engaging and empowering the public on conflict prevention.

We work with two sites: www.peoplebuildingpeace.org and www.gppac.net The PbP site has approx. 1 person per day signing up for the e-newsletter (about 1.800 sign ups now). The PbP is for the broader community.

The GPPAC site is for the network, and for ISG communication. It contains lots of information about meetings, documents etc. Furthermore, the international secretariat produces a Newsbulletin on what is happening in the network, and the secretariat produces brochures, which are meant to educate people who do not know about GPPAC. Also the directories should continue to be updated. Targeting primarily people involved in GPPAC process, often includes donors. There is more potential for this tools, as it is being used now. 

Another part of the communication tools are the media focal points (MFP)- stories etc. are much more valuable if reflecting info from the regions. The media focal points being core to this process. Media focal points before the conference, one contact person at regional initiators organisation, played big role at the conference; but not as many as hoped were active; need more input.

Input from ISG about future planning is needed on :

How can we best involve MFPs?

How can we best empower regional initiators?

GPPAC tools are not working:

· are they the right tools?

· How they could be improved?

· Are their additional tools to support local capacity?

Communications Taskforce was established on Wednesday 5 Oct. 

General comments:

· Clarification is needed on ‘rebranding’ GPPAC and PbP

· Media strategy & assistance on working with the media in the regions is required.

· We need to consider how to link our messages to political objectives, make sure they are related to activities. How do we make sure we have an integrated strategy?

· There is a need to have one person in each region to work full time on GPPAC, not only on media, but other issues as well; local staff is needed in each region with clear full time engagement.

· Need for editorial board for approval for publications, websites and newsletters. 
Networking & Strengthening regional processes
What do people want to do in the regions? It seems that 1) networking and 2) early warning/early response are the ‘categories’ and the working group tried to fit in other things in these two as much as possible. 

1) Networking:

Five main areas are identified for global action, capacity and resources on what people want to do in the regions:

i. Best practices in networking and sharing of lessons (example of the LAC case was given)

ii. Exchanges of experiences of working with regional, sub-regional organisations as well as UN and UN agencies (example CSOs & Regional organisations meetings)

iii. Skill and resource exchange- joint training

iv. Fundraising support

v. Accompaniment/solidarity (example was given for accompaniment: long-term engagement of civil society in trying to engage in a peace process from beginning, middle to other side- how do you sustain that?; example of solidarity: relevant for Southeast Asia is looking to other regions that are relevant for Burma and looking for support in lobbying UN for support for Burma)

2) Early warning/Early response: 

· Solidarity action (example Burma)- seeing as part of mechanisms for response;

· Dedicated staff person for EW/ER who has ranges of duties, exchange in information, liaison btw. Regions (based at the secretariat or elsewhere within the network); 

· Website- communication- resource point—place where is information about emerging situations, and network would gain information; 

· Developing mechanisms for global/regional response to regional request for action (for example the need for somebody working at the UNDP country level, CS representative, who could be liaison person)// (action alerts in particular situations). 

General comments:

Peter mentioned that the conversations within the working group were chaotic, as it was difficult to figure out capacity building of networks, getting organisational house in order, and how then to get this to move further and support them in doing this; how to support regions in action, and how to link people from region to region, and to UN, who then can support the work in the regions. Two things that we need to keep in mind are organisational development work and capacity to act. 

Tanja stated that horizontal and vertical coordination are both important.

Letter to Jan Eliasson

Nicole introduced a letter a group of New York-based NGOs, including the World Federalist Movement, are submitting to UN General Assembly President Jan Eliasson to convince of the need for NGOs to be present in negotiations on the new UN Peacebuilding Commission, requesting GPPAC support. 
· This is a process letter: about being present, not submitting recommendations to the Commission

· Text cannot be changed

· The New York group (CPWG) will inform on reaction / developments from letter
Proposal to sign on as GPPAC, and also have own GPPAC letter, in civil society language and demonstrating that we’re becoming an entity / player on our own. Kwezi to draft a short letter, referring to the existing letter, making the case for the inclusion of civil society, and referring to the Global Conference and Global Action Agenda recommendations on the Peacebuilding Commission. To be reviewed on Wednesday.

· Dissent: we could also show solidarity with our New York partners, support their initiative without doing our own
GPPAC / People Building Peace 

General discussion points:
· Historical explanation: there has long been discomfort with the name GPPAC; at London meeting (early 2005) and possibly earlier, People Building Peace suggested as a replacement

· with development of a new logo, but reluctance to change the name & logo of GPPAC so late in the process, People Building Peace emerged as a ‘key message’ at the Global Conference, partly to cover up for lack of clear vision of the network and to make it more accessible to a broader public

· What is the current status of People Building Peace – what is it?

· Those who contributed to the PBP book; People Building Peace Netherlands is a network of Dutch organisations promoting the Global Action Agenda; website www.peoplebuildingpeace.org   

· Clarity between the two required, whatever their respective roles / functions are: movement, slogan, network, whatever
· Whatever is chosen as the name of the network is fine, but the existing tools (particularly the websites) cannot be easily or logically merged – two must exist

· Arguments in favour of having only one name / brand (either just GPPAC or GPPAC with PBP as a slogan)
· Currently there is just confusion; would continue

· Concern about the fact that resources are limited, pursuing two separate ideas is a waste of them 
· You can’t label a movement before it even starts; only at a later stage

· PBP could easily ‘take over’ GPPAC, as is much more attractive
· Credibility issue: confusion undermines our credibility, as does operating something that could easily get out of control 

· PBP doesn’t translate well into other languages; relatively useless in some regions

· Arguments in favour of maintaining GPPAC AND People Building Peace (the latter is a vision, or a looser movement):
· Our first priority, in the Mission, Vision, Functions proposal, is on awareness-raising, which is what People Building Peace is trying to do

· PBP is very inclusive and appealing, and invites a very different commitment – to build peace – than GPPAC does

· GPPAC alone limits us unnecessarily – we are aiming for something broader than a technical network

· PBP can just be a slogan under the GPPAC name

· PBP is a good lobbying tool, and gives more flexibility (as is looser); GPPAC logo and name can be more strictly guarded & used more carefully (will never be ‘stolen’ as PBP might)
· We need to think of ways to involve a broader section of people; PBP could help

· PBP is an ideal of how to promote civil society in conflict prevention – much more general, and can be much more organic. Why don’t we just pursue it to see where it goes? 

· GPPAC seen as European, so PBP could open this up a bit

· Management of PBP: is it necessary?

· Yes: logo and identity will have to be protected somehow, as GPPAC brand still at stake

· No: there is no membership; anyone can participate on website, are never called a ‘member’ of PBP; excessive management will stifle it with time delays, too many rules
· Maybe GPPAC can be more of an ‘engine’ or core, which a movement definitely needs – PBP is the vision, GPPAC would like to drive this – but how?

· Some criteria for using logo is perhaps needed

· Outstanding issues:

· What are limitations on the usage of People Building Peace? Can it be the logo for the new Arab Partnership?

· What is the cost of PBP, in terms of staff time & money? – to be discussed Wednesday

· ECCP to look into registering the PBP logo 

Final decisions (majority vote): 
· To keep both People Building Peace and the logo

· There was a common understanding that: ‘GPPAC uses People Building Peace as an outreach strategy to engage peacebuilders who are not members of our network’ 

Day ends with a film presentation from Initiatives for International Dialogue (Southeast Asia)
Wednesday, October 5
Facilitators: Gus and Annelies

‘Tying up loose ends’ or ‘Decide tomorrow’ day

Purpose & priorities: Mission, Vision & Functions proposal

Presentation of new draft by Peter & Tanja

General comments / decisions:

· This paper, merged with Structure paper, could form the basis for a ‘GPPAC constitution’ or charter document. The ISG supports (by consensus) that this is a draft text for such a document.

· Specific changes to the text:

· To add guiding principles to the text 
· Demilitarization, disarmament & arms control must be included; will be worked in
· Building capacity: to be added as a priority area or should constitute its own ‘function’? --> to be added as its own point (not just priority issue) 
· Dialogue & mediation & participatory processes of prevention to be added as a priority area

· Primary purpose section to be rewritten to clarify that GPPAC seeks to present local issues at the international level & strengthen regional activities 
· Point 4 to be redrafted to clarify that priority areas are current suggestions only (can be changed in future)

Redrafted text to be distributed after lunch; final approved text can be found as Annex 5.
Letter to Eliasson

Kwezi presents draft letter text; a few semantic changes requested, plus more about why it is important to include civil society and connect to regions; also to refer to letter Nicole introduced.
Next draft circulated just before lunch; agreed to be sent through Nicole in New York, signed by Execom. (In practice, the letter was not available on letterhead before the end of the day, it was thus signed by Paul van Tongeren on behalf of the Global Partnership)
Structure & Governance: final decisions

Text of Structure document as it stood at the end of ISG can be found in Annex 6 (to be worked on further by Structure & Governance task force)
Several issues need to be decided immediately in ISG: 
Voting system

Adriana distributed a document clarifying consensus and majority voting (2/3 or ¾).
A general discussion followed, reinforcing the importance of consensus as the way we have always worked (and that has worked in the past), but also mentioning the importance of being able to force a decision.

Final decision: Consensus is the rule; in exceptional cases, 2/3 majority can apply. 

Exceptional means: when decision can’t be delayed, all other options are exhausted.

A simple majority will be needed in order to put a decision to a vote; objections will be solicited.

This system will be clarified in the Structure paper.
EXECOM

Past experience of a ‘co-reference group’ of 3 ISG members: was imperfect; not sufficient consultation or response to requests; but the need for a decision-making mechanism between ISG meetings remains, and to broaden decision-making beyond the ECCP.

Many remaining questions over the role of such a group:

· should focus more on operational or political questions?

· ‘advisory’ or delegated with power to make decisions?

· Will this group also be spokespeople for GPPAC, represent the rest of the ISG?

· How are these individuals elected?

· How can the ECCP provide more support for the Execom, to ensure it works better than last time?
Suggested criteria for Execom (noted during discussion):

· Able to be ‘figurehead’ for GPPAC

· Gender-balance

· Regional spread

· Time availability

· Responsiveness

· Accessible

· Willingness 

· Confidence in their competence on advising on operational issues
Decision: 

There is a need for a group to make important decisions between ISGs. Its tenure will be between ISG meetings (so around 6 months); the current members will be an ‘interim’ sounding board who will refine the role of the Execom before the next ISG
· Current membership: Sam, Andres, Florence / Tanja (to share)

· Decided upon by mixture of volunteering and nomination

· Quorum will be three
Secretariat

Issues to be resolved: how the Secretariat is chosen, what tasks it has, and how its tasks are determined.
Proposal from Paul: tasks of the Secretariat in the Structure document were as the ECCP conceived them, and can be changed. There is an ECCP Board meeting on October 17, where the Structure paper will be reviewed and ECCP’s internal structure reviewed; it makes sense to present a short paper at the next ISG meeting responding to outstanding issues, such as finance / budget-setting (more ISG participation required), fundraising strategy, ECCP Board’s role, distinction of GPPAC and non-GPPAC staff at the ECCP. 

· idea of GPPAC and non-GPPAC staff is well-received, as GPPAC becoming its own entity

· Structure document can currently deal with Secretariat issues; can be a ‘working’ document that evolves

· More issues that should be addressed: ECCP as Secretariat of European Platform, as Regional Initiator for Europe, and having GPPAC presence in New York (to be addressed in workplan of Lobbying & Advocacy taskforce)

Decision: ECCP will make a proposal on the Secretariat, circulated to the Execom after the ECCP Board meeting and discussed at the next ISG.

Text of Structure document as it stood at the end of ISG can be found in Annex 6.

Monitoring & Evaluation

Presentation by Annelies (see Annex 4) 
· wanted to gauge interest & request help in pursuing this in the future

Feedback was very positive: confirmation that would be received very well by donors, could help to build capacity in the regions as reporting is always draining, and could assist in our efforts to identify regional activities & outcomes. 

· There should be a full-time person at the Secretariat working on it, should be a priority!

· Suggestion that everyone should develop short- and long-term goals & activities, in preparation for any kind of M&E training 

Decision: next ISG will include a session on monitoring & evaluation. Everyone will work to not have it as a low priority in the meantime. 

Finance & fundraising

Update on finances & next steps

· No overview on finances for Global Conference yet, but we did manage; negotiating with the UN to lower their bill helped 

· We’ll see about ‘left-over’ money to be spent before fiscal year end

· Austrian government: commitments for communications & steering

· DfID: less than hoped, but still 750,000 euros over 2.5 years; earmarking to be negotiated

· SIDA (Sweden): 225,000 euros depending on outcome of ISG meeting

· Germany: money is spent & awaiting new government to submit new proposal

· 15 other governments approached with proposal for the transition period after the Conference and to work on a workplan for 2006 – 2009 

Division of responsibilities: fundraising should be a joint effort; a wider network of donors can be tapped through GPPAC, and perhaps we should consider an endorsement procedure or ‘stamp’ on proposals for regional activities.
Regional needs
Regions expressed need for technical capacity in the transition period – particularly Central Asia and Western CIS (Andre) expressed need for this to be included in general fundraising.
· Central Asia: suggested OSCE as a potential donor and hoped Europeans could lobby for Foundation for Tolerance International to become a ‘partner’ through the TACIS program

· GPPAC has received 20,000 euros to develop Media Focal Points – these would be present at Regional Initiator organisations, could provide support on GPPAC-related activities 

Cooperation with the UNDP: they have released a report ‘Experiences from the field’ (report can be found at: http://www.undp.org/cso/documents/cpr_case_studies.pdf) ; meeting at UNDP in New York gave impression there would be support for local partnerships

· Openness to cooperation largely dependent on the region / country and the resident representative. UNDP BCPR promised to send ECCP a list of regional offices who would be interested in cooperation, but haven’t yet. 
· In some cases, civil society is totally excluded from development of plans; what is said at Headquarters not observed in the field

· Sometimes expertise can be offered 

· UNDP complicity with local government is also sometimes problematic – civil society doesn’t always want to be part of that reputation.

· Each department of UNDP has its own policies, planning, budgets etc.

· Visiting UNDP offices costs time & money; need for full-time person in New York to arrange meetings etc 

· UNDP – ISG meeting should be organised, to look for opportunities on different levels – regional, local, global

· GPPAC can help by lobbying in New York for: regional funding (not only by country) and to write letters of support for regional networks / organisations 

· A UNDP Review Meeting in mid-January, organised by Chetan Kumar – GPPAC should be involved 

· Chetan Kumar’s office has a budget for pilot programming – short list of specific countries listed in this programme, which GPPAC could look into?

Decisions: 

· In the workplan, there should be a ‘lessons learned on UNDP – CSO partnership’

· To investigate participation in January meeting, acquiring letters of support, follow up on list of offices interested in cooperation. 
Regional & global workplans 

Next ISG (April) meeting should develop a global workplan, based on regional workplans. 

Therefore, each region should schedule a regional steering group meeting, no later than January – February, to develop a workplan to circulate to ISG in March. 
· ECCP will look into funding for RSG meetings; need proposals before December 2005 (rough plan, who to invite, amount you would need) 
· RSG meeting not necessary in all cases; just developing a regional workplan however possible

· Workplans should be concrete, have real content, be based on our priorities
ISG / donor meeting 

Suggestion to set aside a day before or after an ISG meeting to meet with donors & discuss regional and global workplans, show diversity and dynamism of GPPAC
· To be approached for participation: UN Foundation, Soros Foundation, UN Human Security Fund, European Foundation Centre

· Warning about the independence of the ISG: donors could push for certain activities 

Decision: Donor meeting agreed in principle, maybe at Oct 2006 meeting

Also, ECCP should coordinate with regions when approaching donors in the region; some regions requested joint fundraising efforts (Northeast Asia in approaching Japan & South Korea governments) 
Taskforces 
Based on Structure proposal and discussions on Tuesday, a quick decision was taken on three taskforces:
1. Structure & Governance: temporary; following up on Structure proposal from this ISG 

2. Lobby & Advocacy: permanent

3. Editorial board / communications: name to be determined by group; permanent

Discussion around ‘Knowledge-generating’ taskforce: all six priority areas to be taken up by this taskforce, or recommendations from working group from Tuesday that EW/ER be its own taskforce, only Dialogue & mediation and Governance & democratization under taskforce

· Arguments for single taskforce:

· One taskforce should cover all issues, decide from there how to pursue them all – EW/ER is just one issue

· Having all six priority issues under one is more consistent with already having regional priorities & action agendas 

· More important to support regional activities than to push some global initiatives forward too fast; one taskforce can push things forward more slowly & thoughtfully

· Arguments for EW/ER to be separate, Dialogue & mediation and Governance & democratization under Knowledge-generating taskforce:

· Working group on Tuesday (Sam & Juliette) already considered next steps for all six priority issues – EW/ER concrete enough to be its own taskforce, Peace education should just link with the network that emerged from the Global Conference, civil society interaction is lobbying taskforce – only two ‘left-over’ for knowledge-generating task-force 

· Lumping all six priorities in one taskforce pushes us backward (disregards working group)

· Proposal to change its name to ‘Action / Reflection taskforce’ – to decide how to carry issues forward, not necessarily generate knowledge on them immediately – support for this idea
Final decision: Six themes to fall under one Action / Reflection taskforce which can also choose to divide itself

Participation on taskforces: each ISG member should be on at least one

( see Annex 7 for membership of taskforces 

Future planning 

Next ISG meeting:

· April 2006

· Proposed locations: Buenos Aires, Nairobi, Philippines, Beirut, Peace Boat

· To be decided based on cost / feasibility (Secretariat will investigate)

· Organisation done by host; funded by Secretariat 

· Focus on regional action plans 

· Will receive all plans in advance & circulate 

· 10-minute presentation per region at ISG itself 

· one full day of regional plan discussions 

· Only during the week: 5 days 

· Linked to an educational activity / ‘exposure’ activity (1-2 days)

· Proposal to meet with local steering group

Other matters:

Global Article 9 campaign – Peace Boat initiative

· with returned majority in the Diet (legislature), Article 9 could be removed from the Japanese constitution ( a proposal to do so is on the table in Parliament, now being discussed in committee

· Peace Boat chapters and partners are placing advertisements in newspapers, organising protests (November 3 & May 3) 

· Request for GPPAC solidarity: suggestions from ISG include articles in regional newsletters, letters to Japanese embassies, GPPAC letter to Japanese PM

· Unanimous support: each RI will do what they can, GPPAC to send joint letter

New vision, mission & functions document approved (for final approved text, please see Annex 5)
ECCP to investigate funding for translation

Letter to Eliasson – to be signed by new Execom

GPPAC letterhead to be corrected for new Middle East Regional Initiator

Burma: request from Gus to lobby Security Council members to not veto putting Burma on the agenda

· Nicole sits on a working group that meets with the Security Council, can ask questions if Gus would like to give them to her

Assessment of this ISG meeting
Positive aspects:
· Best ISG so far

· Good facilitation with the Regional Initiator +ECCP construction

· Singing together was nice

· Decisions were taken

· Non-ISG members can be involved

· The outing was nice

· Collegiality/friendship is strengthening

· It’s a growing group

· The pressure of the conference is off

· More responsibility is taken by the ISG

· Clearer sense of direction
Constructive criticism:

· we continue to forget what happened the day / days before

· proposals must be written down & distributed to make decisions

· decisions must be taken each day – not all at end of the meeting
· a more precise agenda is needed

· there should be one constant team of facilitators

· include background of host country in the reader

· prepare adequately for the meeting (institutional memory)
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