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1 Abbreviations


ACP


African, Caribbean and Pacific

AidCo


EuropeAid Cooperation Office

AU


African Union

AUC


African Union Commission

CIDO


African Citizens Directorate

CIVICUS

Global Umbrella Organisation of CSOs

CONCORD

European NGO Confederation for Relief and Development

CSOs


Civil Society Organisations

CS


Civil Society

CSCG


Civil Society Contact Group

EC


European Commission

ECOSOC

Economic Social and Cultural Council

EESC


European Economic and Social Committee

EP


European Parliament

EU


European Union 

GSC


General Secretariat of the Council 

iJEGs


Informal Joint Expert Groups

NGOs


Non Governmental Organisations

MDGs


Millennium Development Goals

MS


Member States 

M&E


Monitoring and evaluation 

PAP


Pan African Parliament

SAG


Stakeholder Advisory Group

ToR


Terms of Reference
2 Objectives of the meeting
As a follow up to the meeting organised by the European Commission, the Council Secretariat and the Portuguese Presidency on 17 October 2007
, a conference was organised by the Slovenian Presidency, the European Commission and the Council Secretary-General to discuss possible entry points for CSOs in the implementation phase of the Strategy on the basis of the various possibilities foreseen by the joint Africa-EU Strategy and Action Plan
 approved at the Lisbon Summit in December 2007.  The meeting was attended by about 50 representatives from different civil society organisations (CSOs) from the North.  It was hosted by the Portuguese Permanent Representation in Brussels, Belgium and was moderated and facilitated by the European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM). 

This report was written by ECDPM and has not been endorsed by any of the actors present. This report is therefore ECDPM’s own record of the meeting which is made available to participants so as to share our understanding of the ideas that were voiced during the meeting on how to involve civil society organisations in the monitoring and implementation of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy and its Action Plan.
The meeting had the following objectives:

1. to share information on the terms of the progress made on the institutional mechanisms to be set up to monitor the implementation of the Strategy 

2. to discuss the entry points for CSOs in the institutional architecture of the implementation of the Strategy and Action Plan

3. to discuss options on the methodology to conduct the mapping of civil society networks

3 Where do we stand?

3.1 Introduction

James Mackie, ECDPM, officially opened the conference by emphasizing that this meeting should be useful for civil society to organise itself and to reflect on how to intervene in the monitoring and implementation of the Joint Africa EU Strategy. Ana Novak, representing the Slovenian Presidency, saw the meeting as a great opportunity to exchange views and knowledge about the current implementation phase of the Joint Strategy as well as a possibility to strengthen and consolidate the dialogue between CSOs and the European institutions. She recalled that the meeting was organised on the basis of the Action Plan that stipulates the involvement of civil society in the monitoring and implementation of the Strategy. Gerard Karlshausen, Member of Concord Board, supported this view and underlined the importance of transparency in this process, as well as the proper involvement of all actors concerned, especially African civil society. In that perspective, CONCORD is available not to undertake the mapping exercise but rather to reflect upon the Terms of Reference. In order to ensure proper involvement of all actors’ concerned, adequate means should be provided, i.e. both ‘time’ – since it will be a lengthy process – and ‘financial resources’. Another guiding principle should be to avoid repeating what has already been done and to capitalize on it. A possibility could be to create a steering committee to guide the mapping exercise that could be composed of one of two persons per sector/family of CSOs on the European side as well as relevant African CSO representatives on the African side. CONCORD would be available to participate to such a committee. 

3.2 State of play of the current institutional architecture of the implementation of the Joint Africa EU Strategy

Presentation by Ana Novak, Slovenian Presidency, and Roland Zinzius, European Commission

Since the adoption of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy in Lisbon in December, the European side has been discussing the monitoring mechanism that should be put in place both at the European and joint levels. These discussions are currently on-going. The focus went away from the negotiation with the African side to a focus on the institutional set up of the Council, which does not currently allow for the European Union to relate with Africa as one continent. The ad hoc working group was originally meant to be a temporary group that could have an overview of the negotiations on the Joint Africa-EU Strategy (since the Africa working group did not meet often enough to take that role on board and is capital based) The Council discussed, whether there is a need to expand the ad hoc working group mandate – whose mandate has so far only been postponed until April - or to reform the functioning of the Africa working group. Apart from the major issue of the relevant group that should coordinate this matter within the Council, the Council has also been talking about which group should follow on which partnership and the necessity to avoid overlap between the different partnerships. A list was sent around to the EU Member States to indicate the partnership in which they wish to get involved. The question of the institutional structure is at the moment the foremost important one on the European side.  

The African Union is clearly involved in the implementation phase of the Joint Strategy. The African Union has started its own consultation process with a consultation meeting of African civil society organisations in Bamako, Mali on the 3-5 March 2008. It will do further meetings on the implementation of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy in Burkina Faso (19-20 March 2008) and in Lesotho on the 14-15 April 2008 with African Member States representatives. 

Discussion

CSOs were concerned about the organisation of the informal joint expert groups (iJEGs), especially on how they will be distributed on the African side. Concerns were raised on the regional distribution as some regions in Africa might be more interested by one partnership than another. According to Roland Zinzuis, the European Commission will not and can not intervene in this process since it is led by the African Union. If there are any serious constraints with regard to the regional distribution at a later stage, a solution will be found. 

3.3 Consultation of African CSOs, Bamako, 3-5 March 2008

Presentation by Sophie Le Rue, European Commission

Sophie Le Rue attended the Bamako meeting and thus made a short report of its conclusions. The Bamako meeting was organised by CIDO, the AUC department that deals with relations with civil society, and is the 3rd CSO consultation on the joint Africa-EU Strategy following Accra’s meetings of March and October 2007. The African CSOs were invited to come up with ‘actionable suggestions’ for an ‘engagement strategy’ towards the Africa-EU Joint Partnership on top of autonomous CSO action. 

The key recommendations on the mapping of the CSO networks were the following:

1. to be coordinated by CIDO

2. to be inclusive (not only CSOs but also Diaspora, research institutes and think thanks- non governmental)

3. to build on existing mapping processes or databases

4. to cover the 8 thematic partnerships

5. to follow ECOSOC selection criteria

The key recommendations on the role of CSOs in the institutional architecture were the following:

1. Pre-Ministerial Troika AU-CSO consultation to submit consolidated reports

2. need for research –founded policy engagement

3. strengthen interaction with PAP & ECPSOC

4. regionally balanced representation of CSOs in the iJEGs to reflect wide range of expertise available

5. CSO networks in sectoral areas

6. revitalise Steering Committee with proper workplan and improved communication to cope with rapid pace of action
According to Jimni Adisa’s speech (CIDO director, African Union) held in Bamako on 3rd of March 2008, African civil society organisations should also be invited to these meetings
. 

Discussion

Complaints were raised on which criteria the AU has selected CSOs to this conference. Some CSOs present at the meeting said their African partners – that had been involved in the joint Africa –EU Strategy consultation process – had not been informed about the conference at all. Additionally, CSOs have questioned the use of ECOSOC criteria for the African CSO mapping exercise.  

3.4 Entry Points for Civil Society Organisations

Presentation by Sophie Le Rue, European Commission

The aim of the presentation was to outline the entry points for CSOs in the implementation and monitoring process of the Joint Strategy. On the basis of the joint Africa-EU Strategy and Action plan, the six following entry points for CSOs could be mentioned
:

1. to establish mechanisms for closer cooperation and dialogue between the Pan African Parliament (PAP) and the European Parliament (EP) as well as between the AU, Economic, Social and Cultural Council (ECOSOC) and the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC)

2. to create a mapping of existing European and African civil society networks

3. to organise a platform for European and African research institutes and think thanks to provide independent policy advice

4. to form a web portal to facilitate consultations with CSOs ahead of key policy decisions

5. to invite representatives from European and African civil societies to express themselves ahead of Ministerial Troika meetings

6. to establish informal joint expert groups on all priority actions identified in the Action Plan. These informal joint expert groups will bring together African, European, and international key-sectors (including CSOs) with the necessary competence and commitment to work on the priority action concerned. The groups will discuss the implementation and financing of the respective priority actions and in addition they will decide on their own efficient working arrangements. Eventually, they will report to the Troika, and will provide inputs to sectoral Troika Meetings. 

The EU side will hold regular meetings between CSOs and relevant Council bodies on progress made in implementing partnerships by institutions and CSOs while the African side will hold regular meetings between CSOs and relevant AU bodies on the progress. 

The graph on the ‘Implementation of the Africa-EU Strategy’ was presented to better illustrate the entry points of the CSOs
 by Sophie le Rue. 

Discussion:

Many clarification questions were asked to the European Commission. In order to get a clearer idea of the state of the discussion, it was suggested to make a before/after (the Lisbon Strategy) mapping of the dialogue process between the European Union and the African Union.

4 Discussion in Plenary Session- What is the best way for CSOs to be involved in the implementation of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy?

Presentation by Jane Backhurst, World Vision; Guiseppe Porcaro, European Youth Forum; Suzanna Baizou, EESC Secretariat

In the plenary session, two actors from CSOs and one actor from the EESC described the best way to be involved in the implementation of the Joint Africa EU Strategy. Jane Backhurst, World Vision, stressed that an effective involvement in the process of the implementation of the Joint Africa EU Strategy can be only guaranteed if we built on the past and do not repeat the mistakes that have been done previously. She insisted that work should not be duplicated but rather made more efficient. Therefore, the relevant questions are: how can we build on existing mechanisms? What kind of mechanism exists already? Who are we engaging with? Do we have the capacity to engage with so many actors? How does our time line look like? What are our terms of reference and finally do we need training? These questions have to be answered first before moving to quickly into the process of involvement and also to avoid past mistakes.

Giuseppe Porcaro, European Youth Forum, outlined the involvement of the European Youth Forum in the Joint Africa-EU Strategy. Youth deals with everything – from health to climate change – and can therefore be engaged in every partnership. In general, the actors involved in the follow-up of the Strategy should not be limited to development NGOs. In terms of methodology, the European Youth Forum shared its useful experience with the Council of Europe where they used a “co-management” approach which goes further than consultation and includes joint responsibility and monitoring with the Joint Council of Europe.  Having undertaken a mapping exercise of African Youth organisations, he warned about this exercise needing to be very planned and building on what already exists. In terms of content, the European Youth Forum would be especially interested in providing some inputs on MDGs, migration and youth and children rights.

Suzanne Baizou from the European Economic and Social Committee stressed that actors involved should also include trade unions and other socio-economic organisations. Partners, as for instance, Business Partners, might be useful in certain partnership such as energy, infrastructure etc. The mapping exercise is indeed a very challenging task, but manageable. Yet, it should not only be about listing, it should also describe sector, capacity and the comparative advantage of this organisation and should also be based on what has already been done. Forty one delegations in ACP countries have done a CSO mapping in their country and that knowledge should be used. Funding plays also a significant role in the involvement of the CSOs in the implementation of the Joint Strategy and should be clarified soon. The EESC could contribute to the mapping exercise by providing access to its database of hundreds of organisations including high-level representatives from Pan-African social and economic organisations.

Discussion

Participants questioned the availability of funding for civil society organisations to be involved in the process of the implementation of the Joint Strategy. If the EC wants to make sure that the CSOs are involved, they should make funding available. In addition, concerns have been raised on how to involve CSOs, in the implementation phase of the Joint Africa EU Strategy, that have no capacity, as for instance, those who are represented in conflict countries. It was also asked who will set the agenda for the involvement of the civil society in the implementation and monitoring of the Joint Africa- EU Strategy?

Besides, before any discussion takes place, it would be essential to get some clarification on the terms of reference of the various Joint Expert Groups and to know to what extent CSOs could influence the set up of the priorities inside each partnership. 

In the second part of the plenary session, the mapping exercise has been discussed. Questions have come up on the aim such an exercise and the management of the results of the mapping since the divulgation of certain categories of CSOs, such as the ones dealing with human rights issues, could be dangerous in certain countries. Regarding the mapping, the question is also whether it is a mapping based on European values and criteria or whether it is a joint mapping exercise based on consensual criteria but where the differences of approach should be addressed in the political dialogue. The session agreed that capacity, a timeline, and a calendar have to be part of the mapping exercise. The mapping is indeed a good possibility to built future partnerships and can achieve better responses towards policies. It was suggested to look at the CSO involvement at three levels: the first level should be held in a forum and would be very inclusive, a second level should concentrate on consultation and a third level should bring together the organisations that have an expertise in this area and would consist more of inputs directly in the various partnerships. Melis Alquadis from Concord stressed that the mapping exercise is not only a problem for countries in conflict but a broader problem based on the different levels of recognition regarding the role of civil society (between Europe and Africa). Will EU accept African states’ definition of ‘who’ is a CSO or will it engage in a dialogue to create the space for the ones that are left out from the process due to stringent criteria? Both are possible approaches but it should be clarified which one the EU will be taking forward. 

Philippe Darmuzey, European Commission, said EU Member States have already expressed their interest in leading / participating in some of the eight partnerships, now it is time for the CSOs to find the right partnership. He suggested to look at the partnerships in detail and to prioritize: What can we do now? And what can wait? Where can we work together? In the end, the iJEGs are a joint task. According to him, the mapping exercise can work and should be seen as ‘interest calling network’. A web portal should also be set up and there the EC was also looking for ideas and suggestions by CSOs. 

The funding is indeed an issue, yet there should be resources available such as funding possibilities of the Member States. Mr. Darmuzey stressed that AidCo is looking into the funding opportunities for this topic, especially through the Non State Actors programme. Some CSOs answered that in this case, it would be useful to look at whether procedures to access funding could be modified. Melis Alguadis from Concord additionally emphasised that funding is not only ill-defined but the resources that the Commission has referred to are already existing funding instruments and no additional resources were identified, which is not coherent with the defined objectives.
4.1 Working Group A: The Mapping of existing CS networks

The first group divided the discussion into three guiding questions:

Why this mapping? 

The purpose of this mapping is (i) to facilitate the dialogue between CSO in Europe and Africa with a particular interest in Europe-Africa relations, (ii) create joint spaces of dialogue between decision makers and CSOs for a large diversity of stakeholders and (iii) to raise awareness, exchange knowledge and build capacity on EU-Africa relations. The mapping can contribute to a better linkage between the work of civil society and the policy making world. 

Who to map? 

There was a common understanding, that the process should start from what already exists to avoid duplication and that a pragmatic approach should be followed. Some common guiding principles and criteria for the mapping of African and European CSO could be considered: 

· Expertise in one of the eight partnerships

· Capacity of the CSO networks (looking at thematic, geographic, organizational capacity and expertise)

· Potential for networking (at national, regional and panafrican levels)

· Levels of legitimacy (recognition by peer institutes, do you need state legitimacy?)

On the basis of these and other criteria a matrix could be established reflecting the diversity of CSOs that could be involved in the mapping exercise.

It was agreed that the process of finding the right criteria for the mapping of CS networks should be a joint task. Subjective criteria should be avoided. 

How to map (modalities)?

Proposals were made to have a parallel process where the European and African CSOs discuss a common approach and relevant criteria and principles for the mapping of CSO networks.

There are already some organizations that are reflecting on the mapping of CSOs such as Concord and European Youth Forum and which would be ready to further participate in the definition of the terms of reference of this mapping. It was suggested to work closer with the African partners, to exchange as soon as possible and to lay down possible criteria for the mapping.  While CSOs should be in the driving seat in the mapping process, the official institutions should create the necessary space (including funding) to carry out the mapping.  More technical and facilitating agencies could also play a role in the execution of the mapping exercise. It has been suggested to establish a steering committee on the mapping including European and African CSOs that could jointly agree on common mapping criteria and steer the mapping process. In that respect it was suggested to make use of the upcoming conferences in Africa where these issues could be discussed and agreed upon.

4.2 Working Group B: The place of CSOs in the institutional architecture of implementation of the Strategy and Action Plan?

Chaired by ECDPM (James Mackie) the working group B chose two rapporteurs, Jane Backhurst, World Vision and Mr. Filippo Addarni from ACEVO.
It discussed issues under the following three topics

1. Terms of Reference for iJEGs
2. Running the iJEGs
3. Communication strategy

4.2.1 Terms of Reference for iJEGs
· Coherence and complementarity in EU external action

The EC representatives briefed the working group on the on-going discussions in the Council.  The EU stakeholders are well aware that the current Council configurations dealing with Africa issues are not the most efficient.  At the moment seven to eight groups, in addition to the ad hoc working group, are competent for relevant subjects (ACP, Africa, environment, climate change, three groups on military issues).  The present Africa group is essentially based in EU capitals.  While more ambitions solutions may be found after the ratification and commencement of the Lisbon Treaty and the revision of the Cotonou Partnership Agreement, the immediate solution will most probably be to enlarge the mandate of the Africa working group, including with a coordination role, and to move it permanently to Brussels.  While it is important to link up with all topical groups, this group could serve as a natural filter preventing duplication of coverage of too many issues in many different configurations.  The group needs to address the challenge of “treating Africa as one” facing EU’s special relations with the neighbourhood countries and the ACP group.  Such an enhanced Africa working group would also provide the CSOs with a clear entry point.  However, maybe some kind of continuation of the ad hoc working group is required in addition, as a focal point and coordination mechanism.
Some participants were concerned about the Division of Labour among MS and the CSOs in the different action plans and thought that the risks and dangers would have to be addressed openly.  Others complained that the EC did not always send adequate personnel to the implementation groups.
· Need to inform CSOs on EU institutional reform

CSOs welcomed the rationalisation of EU structures.  They pointed out that they need clarity and information about EU reform to be able to input efficiently and effectively.

· How will the priorities of the iJEGs be decided upon?

The iJEGs will determine their own rules of procedure and agenda.  

The EC officials present maintained that, however - in analogy to the process preceding the Lisbon summit - the majority of issues would be worked out at the expert level (the iJEGs).  They stressed that the purpose of the iJEGs was not to revolutionise but to move the work programmes forward, while big political decisions had already been taken.  The iJEGs would report to the ad hoc working group and to the meeting of senior officials every six months.  Only from there, issues would go up to the Ministerial Troika.  Hence, the iJEGs would be the adequate level for CSOs to input.  What was needed is thematic expertise to implement and monitor the action plans.  

CSOs pointed out that some of the action plans are very bland documents and priorities will have to be determined and activities will have to be detailed – decisions which have political aspects.  In any case, CSOs would like to exert influence not only at the technical but also at the political level.
· Are the iJEGs the main level of participation for CSOs? How can CSOs best exploit the three levels of opportunity to input?

According to the Joint Strategy, CSOs are “invited to express themselves in front of the Ministerial Troika”.  Some participants proposed to request a minimum of space and time at the Ministerial Troika and to use this as an entry point to bring more political messages across every six months as it has been done for the Lisbon Summit.  In order to be able to exploit this opportunity, the EC was requested to share the agenda of those meetings well in advance,  CSOs would have to organise internal consultations in preparation.  

Other participants found that, according to the Mediterranean experience the broad political level is prone to be used for political or populist messages, while working on a more technical consultation was more effective for CSOs. 

4.2.2 Running the IJEGs
· Rules of procedure

Considering the size and composition of the iJEGs, some participants maintained that it would be very difficult to arrive at common assessments and positions.  Consensual decision-making would be practically impossible.  Hence, the importance of rules of procedure, in particular with regard to decision making, was stressed 

The CSOs asked the Commission to ensure clarity and balance on decision making in iJEGs, including what and when to decide, but also on the balance of power in the groups. 
· Modalities for monitoring and evaluation (M&E)

M&E is meant to be one of the main areas of CSO participation in the Joint Strategy. 

Some participants rejected the idea of institutionalising M&E as the task of the CSOs.  CSOs could undertake shadow monitoring if they are interested and have the capacity.  The EU and AU would however have to ensure a proper M&E within the Commissions.  
It was clarified that the Joint Strategy was offering the CSOs to get involved in M&E, meaning that the EC has a certain obligation to support them in this task. 
Some maintained that a separation of actors tasked with implementation and with M&E was necessary to avoid conflicts of interest. 

Finally, it was stressed that M&E needs indicators, results and objectives – which do not exist yet in the action plans.  It is a first priority to develop those and this can however strengthen results-based-management

· Reporting

To further ensure transparency in the Joint Strategy, CSOs are invited to submit a separate report on the progress of implementation of the Strategy to the Senior Officials group, based on their M&E and depending on their willingness and strategic orientations.
· Mainstreaming of cross-cutting issues
CSOs were very concerned to what extent cross-cutting issues such as gender would be mainstreamed in all partnerships and whether the institutional framework would be adapted to do so.

· Communication strategy 

The working group repeatedly stressed that weaknesses in the EC communication and information would affect the work of CSOs and their ability to contribute.  The EC was said to be way behind with informing its own Delegations on basic principles such as the rules for the participation of non-state-actors in the Cotonou Agreement.  This must change with the Joint Strategy.  The EC should provide an example for the AU and give full access to information, so that African CSOs can demand the same from the AUC.  

The europafrica.org website was cited as an example for keeping the public informed on the progress in the Joint Strategy and its action plans in a transparent and inclusive way.  It was suggested to provide special incentives for African users, such as information or downloads for professional development and training.  

In addition, other media channels should be explored for the Southern audience, such as radio.   There was a lot to learn form post-Lomé and previous years.  The EC should get CSOs’ inputs to improve their communication.

4.2.3 CSO participation 

· Modalities for CSO participation

The principle of “regular consultation between CSOs and relevant Council working groups is an obligation of the Joint EU-Africa Strategy and constitutes as such a sound entitlement for CSOs, which they should take advantage of.  The EC officials stressed that the expressions of interest from CSOs for participation in one or more partnerships are welcome as of now.
The modalities for CSO participation need to be defined in detail, but the broad areas are implementation of the action plans and M&E.  
The first meetings of the iJEGs will only be attended by the EC, the GSC and the interested MS.  In those meetings, a preliminary road map, an initial list of priorities and a plan on how to best involve CSOs in each partnership will be developed.  
CSOs raised various issues at this point.  The EU should use CSO contact groups to support the process of identification of competent CSOs, instead of simply waiting for expressions of interest.  Some participants advised against starting the iJEG meetings without the CSOs.  The EC representatives explained that the time pressure made initial improvisation necessary, but that this was just the start of a process.
· Complementarity with existing consultation mechanisms
The participants highlighted the need for complementarity of CSO consultations on Africa issues within the EU framework, so that CSOs can concentrate their limited capacities and resources effectively.
· Identification of CSOs for the iJEGs

Discussants agreed that CSOs need to build on and strengthen synergies between African and European CSOs.  Many European CSOs have representations in Africa and strong pre-existing relationships with African CSOs.  They should aim at exploiting these linkages and at coming up with joint cross-continent CSO groups. The implementation of the action plans needs to support these synergies.

Various possibilities of starting a process of identification within the CSO world were suggested.  While some were more concerned about an inclusive process, others said that expertise mattered more than democratic representation in this case.  It was proposed to organise workshops on this topic at the CIVICUS meeting in June 2008.   CIVICUS, based in Johannesburg is global umbrella organisation of CSOs.  Around 700 Delegates will meet in Glasgow from 18-23 June.  The Joint Africa-EU Strategy is not yet on the agenda, but the event organisers were contacted by the rapporteur and are very interested.
The CSOs realised the need to move on to ensure that their position is taken into account.  They debated the set-up of a temporary CSO Steering Committee to immediately be able to influence the basic rules and TORs for iJEGs.  Some were is favour of using the existing Civil Society Contact Group (CSCG) or the Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) for that purpose.
· Timetable
The EC stressed that nothing will be cast in stone even after the first iJEG meeting.  However, there was agreement that CSO should try to input with their proposals on the modalities of CSO participation before this first meeting.  The timetable is ill-defined but things will move within the next 2 months: 

	What
	When

	Joint Expert Meeting (Troika on both sides)
	4 February

	Joint Task Force meeting (EC and AUC)
	17/18. April

	Ad-hoc-working group will debate and prepare report and recommendations to COREPER 
	

	COREPER meeting to approve this report, publish timetable and convene 1st meetings of iJEGs
	

	1st meeting of iJEGs
	As of April

	Ministerial Troika

(after official AUC hand-over)
	May or June 


· Web-portal

The web-portal planned by the EC to support and facilitate CSO involvement in the Strategy, was found to be useful for information exchange.  It was however criticised as an instrument for calls for interest from CSOs.  First, the modalities of participation would have to be decided upon and then, calls fro interest could be published.  In addition, the web-portal is obviously not the best instrument for addressing a Southern audience. 

· Funding and capacity for NGO participation

There was agreed to not be enough information and funding as yet, but it is a priority concern for CSOs. Implementing innovative approaches anywhere needs adequate funding.  
5 Closing Session: Conclusions and Recommendations

After receiving summary reports from the two working groups, it was concluded that the present CSOs would :

· contact the Civil Society Contact Group (CSCG) – notably through CONCORD, the representative of the human rights network and the professional CSO leaders network, the trade unions – to put the issue on the agenda 

· see among their networks who would be willing to participate into an interim Steering Committee. Some CSO networks like CONCORD have already expressed their interest in contributing to such an interim Steering Committee

· put forward a proposal on identification and appointment of CSO participants to the iJEGs, as well as proposals concerning the ToRs of iJEGs.
The EC will put the issue on the agenda of the Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) to make sure all relevant civil society networks are well informed about the issues discussed during the meetings. Present CSOs, who are members of the SAG, agreed to pass on the message to the SAG meeting on Wednesday 12 March.
The mandate for interim interlocutor Steering Committee could include:
· to make some proposals concerning the ToR for iJEGs
· Clarify that decision making rules are balanced

· Transparency

· Monitoring – how, what?

· To make some proposals about how iJEG should organise themselves and put forward a proposal on identification and appointment of CSO participants to the IJEGs
Some members were not in favour of Interim Steering Committee and expressed concern about undue process of appointment as well as about the broad mandate.  In the end it was decided that the mandate of the future interim Steering Committee would be decided once constituted. 

Finally the reflection processes could start separately in Europe and in Africa but would have to meet in a common process at some point.
The final panel summarised that joint CSO Africa-EU structures are an established principle and that there is a need for more dialogue on how to integrate diverging processes.
In his concluding words, Phillippe Damurzey (EC) lauded that some concrete suggestions were made in the meeting, in particular with regard to the interim arrangement in the making.  A lot of progress has been made with regard to the follow-up of the 17 October meeting, facilitated by ECDPM.  The big challenge ahead is now the organisation and implementation of CSO involvement in the Joint Strategy.  With regard to mapping, it was very useful to already have some clarification.  But the timing has to be considered, when thinking about two parallel processes to agree on criteria and ToR etc. before the mapping itself.  The mapping should not be conceived as a one shot exercise but rather as a process with a capacity building component.  With regard to the second working group, Mr. Damurzey pointed out that the practicalities of the interim steering committee may not materialise exactly as discussed in the two working groups, but that an interlocutor was needed to move ahead seemed clear.  
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� http://europafrica.files.wordpress.com/2007/10/rpt-eu-cso-mtg-171007.pdf


� Finally, let me remind you of the key documents adopted at the Lisbon Summit in December 2007: 


Joint Africa-EU Strategy: � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_joint_strategy_en.pdf#zoom=100" ��http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_joint_strategy_en.pdf#zoom=100� Action Plan (2008-2010): � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_action_plan_2008_2010_en.pdf#zoom=100" ��http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_action_plan_2008_2010_en.pdf#zoom=100� 


Lisbon Declaration: 


� HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_lisbon_declaration_en.pdf#zoom=100" ��http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_lisbon_declaration_en.pdf#zoom=100� 





� See annex 7


�  The following are extracts from the Action Plan, p. 3 


� HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_action_plan_2008_2010_en.pdf#zoom=100" ��http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/EAS2007_action_plan_2008_2010_en.pdf#zoom=100�


� See Annex 3





