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Report of the technical seminar, Leuven, June 22-23, 2000

Participants: Ivo Aertsen, Antonio Buonatesta, Gerd Delattre, Joep Hanrath, Juhani Iivari, Daniel Jullion, Siri Kemény, Marzena Kruk, Katrien Lauwaert, João Lázaro, Anne Lemonne, Robert MacKay, Jaime Martin, Tony Peters, Dagmar Rasmussen, Cecilie Schlösser Möller, Lodewijk Tonino, Jesús Trujillo, Leo Van Garsse, Martin Wright, Jolien Willemsens.

Raporteur: Robert MacKay (finalisation: Jolien Willemsens)

Chairs: Siri Kemény, Martin Wright, Jesús Trujillo and Lodewijk Tonino.

Thursday, June 22

1. Introduction

· Welcome by Tony Peters

· Presentation of the participants and apologies for absence

· Overview of the agenda and practical arrangements

· Updating and exchange:

· Feedback on the conference: The reactions of the participants during and after the conference were very positive. Only few people reacted to the request in the closing session to send feedback to the secretariat.

· Activities of the secretariat since October 1999: These activities included: editing the conference book, answering requests for information, development of a database, preparatory work for a web-site, organisation of the consultation round on the draft constitution, putting together the first edition of the newsletter, writing the final reports for the Grotius-committee and the King Boudewijn Foundation.

· The book: The book became available on the 21st of June. Copies of the book will be sent out for review in magazines. Promotion materials will be sent out by the publisher. The prospects are good since there were already orders. 

· The reports for the Grotius-committee of the European Commission and for the King Boudewijn Foundation: Both of these reports are due at the end of June. They are available from the secretariat upon request (report for the King Boudewijn Foundation only in Dutch).

· The newsletter: Discussion planned on the second day of the meeting.

· The logo: The secretariat found out the day before that there are some problems with using the letterhead by e-mail. These problems will be solved as soon as possible.

· The constitution: The consultation round on the draft constitution in May involved all the people who attended the conference and other people who showed interest in the Forum (about 200 people). The secretariat only received about 12 comments, some of which were very short and others quite extensive. Some of these comments, however, were represented the views of several individuals or were formulated by (national) working groups. Jesús composed a document which integrates all those comments. Martin prepared a document with proposals for change to the constitution, based on the comments that we received. 

· Positive news from Finland: Juhani announces that Finland will probably finance the Forum for 3 consecutive years (three times 300.000 BEF). The agreements still need to be finalised. 

· General meeting: It is necessary to decide if, when and where we will organise the general meeting this year and who will do it. We should also decide whether it should be linked to a conference. 

· Further prospects: Discussion planned on the second day of the meeting.

2. Housekeeping

2.1. Administration

a) Constitution

The purpose of this discussion was to decide on firm recommendations for the constitution. The goal was to make amendments to the draft constitution in such a way that it would be - as far as possible - ready to propose for adoption at the first general meeting. 

General remarks and discussion

· It is remarked that the question on the name of the organisation and whether to include victim-offender mediation and restorative justice in the title is related to the question whether it should be an independent organisation or an organisation that is strongly linked to other organisations. It has become clear that most people are in favour of an independent organisation.

· It is stated that we must keep in mind that restorative justice practice is not exclusively associated with mediation practice. Focusing too much on mediation could have the consequence that people who are working with family group conferencing, for example, would not feel invited to join the Forum. 

· The constitution needs to cover a range of circumstances which might arise, but it should not get too much into detail. A constitution should contain only the things that really need to be there. The other things should be dealt with through regulations. We must keep in mind that it is not easy to change a constitution once it is adopted.

· Question: Should there not be a preamble to the constitution which contains information about the work of the Forum and its objectives? This could help governmental organisations in deciding whether to support and fund the Forum. It is agreed that such a preamble should be made.

Article 1. Name

· A majority of the people who sent in comments were in favour of leaving out ‘victim-offender mediation’ in the title. The views were nevertheless mixed.

· To keep in ‘victim-offender mediation’ could, for some, be regarded as the Forum favouring ‘victim-offender mediation’ above other restorative justice practices. On the other hand, the term is recognisable in Europe, whereas ‘restorative justice’ may not be yet. Others feel that the term ‘restorative justice’ is already recognisable by now. Nevertheless, the development of restorative justice in Europe is still largely limited to victim-offender mediation.

· The term ‘restorative justice’ is more inclusive.

· Question: Would it be possible to have a short title with a longer subtitle?

· By focusing on restorative justice in the title you are making a statement about the philosophy which is being proposed. It also defines your identity vis-à-vis family mediation and school mediation, for example.

· Question: Could ‘victim-offender mediation’ be replaced by ‘victim-offender reconciliation’ to get around the issue of the particularity of mediation as a practice? Most feel that this is not a solution. 

· It is stated that ‘Forum for Restorative Justice’ is a very ambitious statement, a market claim. It is suggested that this might be too big a task. On the other hand, some would like the Forum to be ambitious, including academic debate and other practices.

Since the discussion was stuck in an impasse, it was decided to pick it up later during the meeting.

On Friday the discussion on the name of the Forum continued. It was decided to focus on a short title with a longer subtitle. A proposal for “Suggnomè” was considered. This is the name of the Belgian umbrella organisation. In ancient Greek Suggnomè means ‘knowing together the same reality’ and has the implication of reconciliation. However, concern was expressed that in modern Greek it simply means ‘excuse me’ or ‘sorry’. This may not be appropriate. 

In principle the group agreed to the idea of a single word title with the subtitle “European Forum for Victim-Offender Mediation and Other Restorative Justice Practices”.

Since there was no time left to continue the discussion it was agreed that the members of the group would give it some thought and communicate ideas to the steering group. The steering group will then make a recommendation on the name to the first general meeting. 

Article 2. Registered office

· According to Belgian law the registered office must be in Belgium. Moving the registered office abroad would be contrary to Belgian law and would thus require that you dissolve the association and start a new one somewhere else. 

· It is questioned whether the forum should be definitively linked to the academic world. This, of course, gives a scientific independent air, but could put off practitioners because the Forum may seem too inaccessible for them.

· The idea of rotation of the office base may help to enable different countries and their governments to own the work of the Forum. Although it is not possible to move the registered office out of Belgium, it is possible to have the secretariat in another place. The experience of other similar organisations is that it is difficult for a chair to work with a secretariat in another country.

· It is said that we could either include in the constitution a fixed rotation of the secretariat or we can review the question of moving the office base. Even when the secretariat would rotate, it is suggested that it would be an advantage to keep a part of it in a fixed place. The issue of keeping a good set of data in one place has considerable advantages. 

· It is agreed to include in the constitution the possibility of the rotation of the secretariat.

· For the constitution it is agreed that the registered office is in Leuven. It is possible to move the secretariat. The Board may decide to move the office within Leuven, but the Board cannot decide to move the office to another country. The secretariat may be moved by agreement of the general meeting.

This means that article 2 will read: The association has its registered office in Leuven, Belgium.

Articles 3 and 4. Aims and objectives

In this respect it was only necessary to look at the constitutional arrangements, and not to the policies that the Board or the general meeting might make.

Comments on article 3:

· Czech comments proposed to add ‘provide opportunities for the exchange of information, knowledge and experience in the area of restorative justice activities’ to the aims of the Forum. It is argued that this is rather associated with the objectives than the aim. Since it is not the goal to mention the objectives in a limitative way, this will not be included.

· There is a proposal to merge articles 3 and 4. Most people feel that it is better not to do so. 

· It is recommended to take out the repetitive reference to Europe. This is accepted. Also, the preamble should include a definition of ‘Europe’.

· It is proposed to make reference to ‘restorative justice practices, including victim-offender mediation’ in the aim. This is accepted. 

· It is agreed that there should be a definition of restorative justice in the preamble.

Article 3 will then read: The general aim of the Forum is to help establish and develop victim-offender mediation and other restorative justice practices throughout Europe.

Comments on article 4:

· It is proposed to change the order of the objectives in order to take into account priority of focus at the time. Since the promotion of international exchange of information and mutual help will be very important in the beginning, it is agreed that this objective will be mentioned first. Putting this point first is considered a good strategy. However, the objectives will not be numbered.

· It is argued that in the second objective the promotion of effective victim-offender mediation services should also be included. This is accepted.

· It is said to be important to promote restorative justice and victim-offender mediation among policymakers since they have the resources to develop pilots. It is also important to distinguish between national policy and practice policy.

· There is a proposal to take out the reference to the criminal justice system in the fifth objective mentioned. There are proposals to replace it with ‘criminal matters’ or ‘in relation to social and penal reactions to crime’. Finally it is decided that the formulation should be as open as possible. Therefore we leave out reference to the criminal justice system all together. In the preamble the field of action of the Forum should be dealt with.

· It is important to acknowledge that the Forum may adopt other objectives in pursuit of the general aim. This can allow to avoid that in a few years the scope of action of the Forum is limited because of what is stated in the constitution. However, we must keep in mind that according to law, the objectives can only be changed by unanimity of the general meeting.

Article 4 will thus read: To further the general aim the Forum will, amongst others, pursue the following objectives:

· Promote international exchange of information and mutual help;

· Promote the development of effective restorative justice policies, services and legislation;

· Explore and develop the theoretical base of restorative justice;

· Stimulate research;

· Assist the development of principles, ethics, training and good practice; and,

such other objectives as the general meeting shall from time to time determine.

Article 5. Tasks, activities

· The Portuguese proposal to include a point in article 5 in relation to ‘representing the views of the organisations that are a member of the Forum to the European Parliament, the European Commission, the Council of Europe and, after consultation with the member organisations, with national governments’ was discussed. It was decided to include part of this proposal in the section on liaising with European bodies.

· Concerning public education it was considered that the task of the Forum is more to support it instead of promoting it. The Czech and Slovenian proposal to include issues of the community in this respect was accepted. A decision was taken to delete in this sentence ‘of crime, and the action which needs to be taken’.

· Since the word ‘community’ can have very different connotations, it was proposed to include a definition in the constitution. However, it was felt that the definition should not be in the constitution, but in the preamble.

· The proposal to include ‘promote dialogue between practitioners, policymakers and researchers’ as a task was accepted.

· The proposal of Slovenia to include ‘assist in the establishment of restorative justice and its practices when so requested by the governmental institutions or NGOs from those countries’ is rejected on the basis that it is implicitly included in the tasks that are already stated.

· It was not found necessary to keep the last sentence of article 5. Instead the tasks would be summed up as being examples.

Thus, after the amendments article 5 would read: The Forum will undertake all reasonable actions to further the aims and objectives of the Forum, for example:

· Promote dialogue between practitioners, policymakers and researchers.

· Support public education aimed at increasing awareness about issues for victims, offenders and the community.
· To make representation to and/or liaise with European and international institutions or organisations, including the Council of Europe, the European Union and relevant non-governmental organisations.
· Raise, hold and administer funds in the name of the Forum and disburse such funds in furtherance of its work.
Article 6. Anti-discrimination clause

· The group agreed to omit the word ‘namely’.

· The Slovenian proposal to include non-discrimination on the base of nationality, national origin and language was debated for some time. The proposal was finally not accepted for several reasons, one of which was that it might have far-reaching consequences for the work of the Forum. A partial answer to the proposal was given by replacing the word ‘race’ with ‘ethnicity’.

· The group could not agree with the Bulgarian suggestion that the character of article 6 is too general and that it is not needed in this document. To get funding from certain institutions it is necessary or at least useful to have a non-discrimination clause in the constitution.

· The proposal to include non-discrimination of groups was accepted.

Thus, article 6 would read: The Forum engages itself not to discriminate against any individual or group on grounds of age, sex, ethnicity or religion.

Article 7. Expression of difference

· The Flemish-Belgian comments proposed to leave out the word ‘apparently’. Including this word could suggest that the Forum denies that there might be well-founded contradictory points of view. The proposal was accepted.

· Bulgarian comments included the proposal to change the second ‘forum’ in ‘opportunities’ in this article. The word ‘forum’ was used twice but with a different meaning. This proposal was accepted.

· It was agreed to leave out the second part of this article for being obvious.

Article 7 would thus be changed into: The Forum actively seeks to provide opportunities for expressing contradictory points of view by everyone who is working for a humane system of justice for the benefit of victims, offenders and the community.

Articles 8 and 9. Independence and attitude of openness and respect.

No amendments were made to these articles.

Article 10. Duration

The only remark on this article was that the word ‘paragraphs’ should be substituted with ‘articles’.

Articles 11-14. Membership

General comments:

· There were many comments to the draft on this issue. This reflects the complexity of the issue. The main concern was that the Forum should remain independent. Many felt that having only national organisations as active members would jeopardise this. Also the involvement of governmental organisations was questioned in this respect.

· Many people were in favour of individual membership combined with observer status for national organisations. 

· Another concern with the proposal in the draft was that the situation in each country is so very different that it would be difficult to realise an equal situation for all the countries.

· Many expressed the wish to have an open forum in which anyone can participate.

· Someone commented that having different types of voting membership may be problematic.

· There are very different views about categories of membership. Some would prefer to work solely with individuals as members. Others prefer to have only national non-governmental organisations as members. Still others propose combinations.

· There are many practical problems that need to be taken into account: number of votes, the decision-making process, etc.

· Question: Should there not be a maximum number of members for the organisation? When deciding on important issues (e.g. change in the constitution) a 2/3 majority of the members would have to be present or at least represented during the general meeting. When the membership is getting very large this would become almost impossible. 

Comments on membership of individuals:

· Concern: Individuals alone could outnumber national organisations which represent large numbers of people.

· Concern: Will organisations pay staff to come as individuals?

· It was said that it is not recommendable to create an organisation that is solely based on individual membership. One of the arguments was that it is difficult for individuals to get their expenses covered. It was proposed to have a combination between the membership of individuals and that of organisations.

Comments on membership of national non-governmental organisations:

· One of the main problems with this is the uncertainty that these organisations really represent the individuals in a certain country. Moreover, these organisations not necessarily represent the whole country (certain regions of a country can, for example, not be covered by the ‘national’ NGO).

· One of the concerns with what was proposed is that the Forum would become an organisation of organisations. This could have the effect that it could loose its independence, dynamics and creativity.

· Problematic: different countries have different organisational structures.

Comments on membership of national governmental organisations:

· Their membership was questioned. Commitments made within the Forum could have far-reaching consequences on the national level. Moreover it might be difficult to get clear commitments from them. Nevertheless it was agreed that national governmental organisations should be able to become members. It is not possible to ask from them to fund the Forum but to deny them the opportunity to be a member. It was then discussed whether they should have the right to vote. At first instance there seemed to be some agreement on the fact that they should not have the right to vote. But there was a concern that governments could withdraw their support if they do not have voting rights. 

Since the discussion was getting into an impasse, the chair asked to formulate some concrete proposals. Following proposals were made:

· The Forum could have three types of membership: individual, national non-governmental organisations and national governmental organisations. 

· Look at membership from the producer-consumer viewpoint. The producers would only need to be a very small group of people with responsibility for the functioning of the Forum. They would define what the product would be, and would therefore be called members. The consumers would then be the participants to the activities set up by the members/producers. However, looking at it from this viewpoint was not a solution because the relationship between ‘producers’ and ‘consumers’ was found to be more complex since some people would belong to both categories.

· The general meeting could be constituted of only individuals with voting rights. NGOs and governmental organisations could be supporting members. Both of these groups could create a committee. The proposals of both these committees could have to be considered by the Board, elected from the general meeting. One could also permit the Board to co-opt elected representatives from the governmental organisations committee and the NGO committee to sit on the Board as either voting or non-voting members. 

· There could be three categories of membership: individual, NGO and governmental organisations. If there are 9 Board members, each category could elect 3 Board members. The 1/3 of the Board that should resign during each general meeting would consist of one member of each category.

· Everyone can be an effective member, but the total number of votes would be divided between countries.

· A combination between individual and NGO membership, but the NGOs can have as many votes as they can ‘buy’ and can nominate a representative.

· A combination between 3 categories of membership, but 1 member 1 vote.

· A combination between 3 categories of membership, but have 2 different types: voting and non-voting members.

Finally it was agreed that there can be individual, public organisation, governmental organisation and NGO members working in the areas supporting the aims of restorative justice. Each member may decide whether to be a voting or non-voting member. Each member would only have one vote. The Board would be elected from the voting members. It should reflect the differences in Europe. 

According to Belgian law it is necessary to include a minimum number of members in the constitution. This was set to nine. It was decided to have no maximum number for membership. It was mentioned that it was necessary to discuss the issue of proxy votes or postal votes to facilitate participation of those unable to come to the general meeting.

Friday, June 23

The first thing that was discussed that morning was the proposal for the new articles 1-16, formulated by a small group that came together after the meeting of the previous day. These proposals were based on the discussions already held. There were some comments of the group on these new articles.

Then the discussion on the old article 15 (membership) continued. It was decided that candidates for membership should apply in writing to the Secretary or Chair of the Forum. The Board will decide whether the candidate is to be admitted to membership. This decision is subject to confirmation at the next general meeting. If the Board decided not to admit a candidate, he or she may appeal to the general meeting. The criteria for application for membership will be decided by the general meeting.

Article 16. Resignation from membership

A member who resigns has to inform the Secretary in writing. 

The Forum may terminate the membership of a member only on a motion supported by two thirds majority of the general meeting.

Article 17. Subscription/membership fee

The general meeting determines an annual membership fee of no more than 1000 Euro. This maximum needs to be included in the constitution since it is a requirement in Belgian law.

It was decided to leave out the word ‘subscription’ in the title of the article.

Articles 18-26. General meeting

· According to Belgian law there must be a general meeting every year. The constitution is changed accordingly.

· It was commented that one month is too short a notice for the general meeting. People must be informed at least three months before the general meeting.

· There should be a general clause in the constitution that states that ‘The Board will make such regulations as may be required for the implementation of an article of the constitution. Such regulations are subject to confirmation at the next general meeting’.

· It is approved that two things be added to article 19: membership matters and approval of the budget.

· Article 20 should read: ‘The general meeting consists of the full members. Associate members and staff members are entitled to attend and speak’.

· Add to article 21: ‘A member who cannot attend the general meeting may appoint another full member to act as proxy on any matter to be decided by the general meeting’.

· Changes to the constitution can only be made by a majority of two thirds of the members present at the general meeting provided that two thirds of the members are present or represented by proxy at the meeting. This is subject to consideration of legal advice.

· Article 22 was accepted without amendments. Only a small change was made to the formulation.

· In article 23 two things should be added: committees and working groups.

· There was discussion on how many members are needed to organise a special general meeting (article 24). The first proposal was to use a fixed number of people. This was changed because this would probably need to be changed if the number of members becomes much higher after a few years. Therefore the group decided to work with a percentage of the membership. The article should thus read: ‘Special general meetings can be organised on the initiative of the Board and shall be convened on the request in writing of 10 percent of the membership from at least three of the countries in which members are based, stating the reason for the request and any special resolution to be put to the general meeting’.

· Article 25 should be altered considering the decisions taken in previous articles.

· There were no amendments to article 26.

Articles 27-35. Board

· Article 27: Board members are elected from and by the full members of the Forum. In the text of the article election should come after nomination. It is proposed to create a selection committee to make nominations for the next election. This proposal is accepted (‘The general meeting will appoint a selection committee to make nominations for the next election of the Board’). It was decided that the Board shall consist of minimum seven and maximum fifteen members. The number should be decided by the general meeting.

· There were no amendments to article 28.

· For purposes of resignation, the third who are required are those who have the longest length of service (article 29). Re-election is possible.

· There were no amendments to article 30.

· It was agreed to delete article 31.

· The quorum was decided to be five (article 32).

· After the meeting the secretariat made a change to article 28. Since members have to be informed about any resolutions to be put before the general meeting, we had to include a deadline for sending in resolutions. A two months period before the general meeting will allow us to send out a definitive agenda to the members on time before the general meeting. 
· The secretariat also changed something in article 33 after the meeting. For the purpose of consistency in the policy of the Forum it is not recommended to change the composition of the Board each year. That is why we propose that each two years one-third of the Board resigns. 
· When making the report of the meeting it was not clear whether it was agreed to leave out the last part of article 30. According to Belgian law it is probably not possible to state that board members must come from at least six European countries. That is why we propose to leave it out. In the preamble we should include a sentence stating that the composition of the Board must take into account the different European regions. 
At this point the group gave a mandate to Robert, Ivo and Jolien to work further with the rest of the articles in the spirit of the discussions held.

b) Creation of sub-committees

There will be two committees: one for the finances and one for the newsletter.

The newsletter committee is composed of: Anne Lemonne, Marzena Kruk, Jaime Martin, Martin Wright and Jolien Willemsens (co-ordinates are attached to the report). In composing this committee it was tried to respect the regional spreading in Europe.

c) Staff/secretariat

There is a need to have at least one full-time co-ordinator and administrative support.

In general the tasks of the secretariat are clear. However Jolien is working long hours and we will need to out-source some tasks (e.g. the creation of the web-site). Moreover, the work of the secretariat would be facilitated if there would be one clear contact person per country.

For the moment these contact persons will be: Jaime Martin for Spain, Leo Van Garsse and Antonio Buonatesta for Belgium, Lodewijk Tonino for the Netherlands, Dagmar Rasmussen for Denmark, Siri Kemény for Norway, João Lázaro for Portugal, Marzena Kruk for Poland, Juhani Iivari for Finland, Gerd Delattre for Germany and Daniel Jullion for France. 

d) Steering group

The former co-ordinating group, now called steering group, receives a mandate to continue the management of the Forum until the first general meeting. The steering group, which consists of the representatives of the eight countries who originally served on the co-ordinating group, has the power to co-opt people when necessary. The task of the steering group is to manage the process of establishing the Forum and to supervise the committees (co-ordinates in attachment to this report).

2.2. Finances

a) Setting the budget

It is necessary to develop a funding strategy for the continuation of the work.

In the year 2000 funds come from 4 different sources: the Grotius budget, the budget for the newsletter from the King Boudewijn Foundation, the 300.000 BEF from the Belgian Ministry of Justice and the 300.000 BEF from the Norwegian Ministry of Justice. Until the end of March costs were still made on the Grotius-budget. There is also a reserve of 500.000 BEF on a bank account. In 2000 Jolien is employed on a half-time basis.

In the coming years more staff will be needed. The business plan that was developed last year can still serve as a guide. 

b) How to raise money?

We should follow different tracks for the coming years. 

Finland will probably fund the Forum for three consecutive years (each time 300.000 BEF). Juhani states that this will only happen once.

Some possibilities are:

· to ask 10 countries to give 300.000 BEF per year (this was the initial plan). It is remarked that it might be easier to ask one government to fund for the whole budget for one year. Going back to the government each year for the 300.000 BEF might be very difficult.

· to seek (structural) funding from the European Commission. The possibilities for funding may be favourable because of the framework decision of the EU relating to minimum care of victims, which mentions victim-offender mediation. This should be in the public domain next year.

In a review of possibilities at a national level a number of those present made comments:

· Holland may be able to assist with administrative costs (like costs for computers), but there are also revenue costs for staffing. It is mentioned that we should consider rotational support for the secretariat from governments who are members of the Forum.

· Norway might be able to assist for another year. We should have more news by the end of the year.

· France may assist next year through the budget of INAVEM. However, it will not be possible to do this directly to the Forum. It is suggested that we should mobilise our governments to set up an inter-governmental approach to the EU for funding.

· Both the Portuguese and German NGO can approach their governments. They remark that there are issues of strategy and timing for making approaches to governments. Applications need to be made well in advance. It might be difficult in Germany since the government just funded many projects. 

· Poland would probably be able to assist.

· In Denmark the government may not be supportive since mediation is not a big topic. There might be a possibility to get funding from the institute where Dagmar works.

· Rob is not very confident about the possibilities for funding out of Scotland. It would be necessary to approach the Minister of Justice. Rob and Martin should work together on this.

· In the UK the chance to get funding from the government is very small. However, there are probably possibilities to get funding from charitable funds.

· In Belgium the government may support the Forum through local organisations. This is similar for Portugal.

· In Spain the possibilities should be explored.

Several questions were raised:

· Is it better to ask governments to contribute a small amount on a continual basis or to work with a rotation system in which one government funds for the whole budget? It appears that different conditions hold in different countries.

· Is the budget provided in the budget plan sufficiently large?

· Is it possible to get funding for specific projects?

· Should the main source of funding be fees or grants?

· Should fees for organisations be higher than fees for individuals? It was suggested that organisations gain a greater relative advantage than individuals by membership and that this justifies a higher cost for them. Fees for individuals should remain symbolic. It is mentioned that VOMA charges 40 USD for individuals and 150 USD for organisations. 

· Would it be possible to approach commercial companies like insurance companies and big international companies (e.g. Shell, BP, Porsche Salzburg)?

· Can conferences raise money?

Some ideas were voiced:

· There could be work experience projects. Students could be given placements to assist the secretariat.

· Perhaps some work could be out-sourced to other organisations in different countries.

· There is the possibility of setting up an advisory board that has well known people in it. They could act as a fund raising committee on account of their contacts.

· Creating training opportunities on an international basis might be a way to raise funds.
c) Creation of a finance sub-committee

It is agreed that there should be a sub-committee to look at financing. Tasks: look at possible strategic plans, principles and structural possibilities for funding. They should also raise funding plans by October. There is certainty for funding required from January 2001 on. They should also revise the business plan (e.g. include administrative assistance, include a budget for travelling costs for committees and large meetings). They should also be concerned with facilitating involvement from members from Eastern European countries (e.g. lower fees for the East or because of special conditions).

The group agrees to trawl the views of the other people associated with the Forum. Moreover, everyone needs to think about how to raise money and feed ideas through to Jolien and the financial committee.

Members of the financial committee: Joep Hanrath (convenor), Rob MacKay, Jesús Trujillo (co-ordinates attached to this report). They are accountable to the steering group and work in close contact with Jolien.

3. Programme planning

3.1. The newsletter

· It seems that the newsletter was over-budgeted. However, during the meeting it became clear that 5.000 more copies of the newsletter were needed. The budget will be reconsidered afterwards.

· It has been agreed by the steering group that this year there should be two short newsletters. However, it is necessary to have a quarterly newsletter in the future. 

· Consideration should be given to making the newsletter electronically available. Jolien still has to sort this out.

· For the future an editorial committee will have to be composed.

· We should consider how to disseminate the newsletter in different languages.

· There were some comments on the first issue: sections should be divided with a line, justify the text, maybe include a section with short news from all the countries.

· For the first two issues we should try to distribute the newsletter as widely as possible using the services of national organisations. Those present indicate to Jolien how many copies of the newsletter they will be needing.

3.2. The first general meeting

We will organise the general meeting together with a one-day conference at the end of November or the beginning of December. The organisation is remitted to the steering group. 
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