Dear Owain and members of co chair group,

First of all thanks Owain and all of you for all the effort to keep us on track and well informed and making all the effort to be as participatory and inclusive as possible.

I have read it as thorough as my mind can work ( bear in mind I just arrived from Peru, and was delayed more than 20 hours! I was supposed to arrive on the 2nd and made it only a day after) 

My comments are an attempt to reflect the main decisions made at GCAP regional meeting, my experience as part of WG and specially Feminist task force and also the suggestions and discussion I had with some AA Americas partners. Though I must say on this last point that I did not have the  time to consult with Adriano Campolina , so what follows is mainly my view and I hope later I can come with a more consulted response with AA Americas. 

GREAT – ANY FURTHER INPUTS V. WELCOME 
Again, this is a mix of personal experience but trying to highlight all the time the Lima agreements form which I just came and my sense is that the construction of these processes can be so costly and difficult that having reach some consensus and agreements is a complete success and this is what is permeating my comments on the  proposal on the future coordination of the GCAP .

Hope it is useful. I will circulate this , my reactions to FTF and AA Americas team as well.

I will not be attending Beirut meeting so I reallt feel responsible for all what we can do previously and I hope you take seriously all the comments you will receive of the ones who will not be there.

I HOPE THIS IS SOMETHING ALL OF THE CO-CHAIRS COPIED INTO YOUR MESSAGE DO. IF THERE IS ANYTHING ELSE YOU WOULD LIKE ME TO SHARE WITH THE MEETING OR POINTS YOU WANT ME TO INCLUDE – PLEASE JUST LET ME KNOW.
Best

Alejandra Scampini


DRAFT paper of Co-Chairs proposal on the future co-ordination of the Global Call to Action against Poverty

1. Intro

I think it would be healthy to say the names of the Organizations ( being part of the co chairing) that facilitated the preparations of the draft proposal. So we start avoding individualizations but legitimate organizations with representativity and experience at global/regional level).

DONE

Please make sure you include the challenges set out by the most recent LAC GCAP Meeting, if this is not possible, the draft should day that there was no time to include it

 I AM KEEN TO BUT HAVE NOT SEEN THESE NOTES- PLEASE CAN YOU SEND THEM TO ME.
2. Regulations for the GCAP Beirut meeting and further face to face meetings
The first thing for the audience is being clear and transparent about the fact that facilitators are that “ facilitators” and that the proposals are just that PROPOSALS to be amended, changed, rejected, etc. Be aware that only a few have been in the backstage of all this, and the fear or suspiciousness about others preparing and almost directing where to go is a feeling that is there and we should be prepared for that and try to minimise that and be always facilitators and negotiators of proposals. The meeting , is the one entitled to take decisions

I HAVE DELETED THIS SECTION COMPLETELY AS IT IS DIFFERENT IN PURPOSE THAN THE REST OF THE NOTE AS IT IS ABOUT HOW THIS MEETING SHOULD RUN – RATHER THAN THE FUTURE OF GCAP.

HENRI IS PREPARING A 5 SIDED NOTE  ON THE PROCESSES THAT HAVE BEEN FOLLOWED IN PREPARING FOR THE MEETING INCLUDING THE FACILITATORS AND THE AGENDA. 
THE LEAD FOR THIS PARTICULAR SESSION WILL MAKE CLEAR THIS IS A PROPOSAL – IF INDEED THECO-CHAIRS AGREE TO PUT FORWARD A SINGLE PROPOSAL.
The co-chairs make the following proposals to the Beirut meeting:


The Call to Action should cover 2006 and 2007. I think this proposal should be accompanied by a full account on why and what for this proposal. Advocacy opportunities? Windows for lobby at global level?
THIS HAS BEEN REMOVED. THE CO-CHAIRS WILL DEBATE THIS SEPERATLY AND IF IT IS PUT FORWARD IT WILL BE DONE  AS A SEPARATE PROPOSAL – AS YOU SAY IT NEEDS A FULL ACCOUNT.

Another full meeting of all the national coalitions as well as some regional and international supporting organisations will happen in the 2nd half of 2007 to discuss any future of GCAP beyond Beirut agreement.I do not understand the wording here on some regional and international supporting organizations? THIS HAS CHANGED – IT NOW READS NOT MORE THAN 25% INTERNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS. 

Who are they? THIS IS DECIDED IN THE SAME WAY AS BEIRUT – SELF SELECTING WITH AN OVERALL LIMIT. Where are the regional facilitation groups created to facilitate regional processes in gcap? THIS NOTE DOESN’T LIST FULLY ALL OF THE GROUPS BUT I IMAGINE THE SAME PRINCIPLE USED IN BEIRUT OF THE IFG AND REGIONAL GROUPS PARTICIPATING WOULD BE USED – I AVOIDED PUTTING IN TOO MUCH DETAIL AS THIS IS SOMETHING THAT COULDBE AGREED AT THE TIME. where we will discuss the criteria for being in IFG? THIS IS UPTO EACH REGION TO DECIDE. THE OVERALL PLACES IS COVERED LATER Do we need to discuss it again? I think so. 

The Call to Action will end if more than half of the national GCAP coalitions decide it shouldn’t be extended at the end of 2007.how can we decide that now? MANY PEOPLE WANT TO AGREE A MECHANISM BY WHICH THE CALL TO ACTION COULD END. THEY ARE WORREID AFTER THE BEIRUT DEBATE THAT AS LONG AS SOMEONE IN THE ROOM WANTS TO CARRYON WITH GCAP THEY COULD SAY – I AM CARRYING ON WITH GCAP EVEN IF YOU AREN’T WHICH WAS A KEY PART OF THE DEBATE. THIS AIMS TO PROVIDE A SIMPLE, CLEAR PROCESS BY WHICH THE FUTURE OF GCAP CAN BE DETERMINED. OF COURSE IN 2007 PEOPLE CAN CHANGE THIS PROCESS IF THEY WANT. Aren’t we again putting the carriage before the horses? THIS ISN’T SAYING WHAT SHOULD HAPPEN IN 2007 – IT IS JUST MAKING THE FUTURE PLAN CLEAR. Let’s focus on 2006 be effective , and flow as much as possible without so much structure and decision making process at global level.

MOST OF THE MEETING WILL BE ON 2006 – THE SPACE FOR AGREEING THE STRUCTURE AND DECISION MAKING PROCESS IS ONLY 2 HOURS OUT OF THE 3 DAYS. HOWEVER THIS PAPER RELATES ONLY TO THOSE 2 HOURS!  THERE IS A STRONG DEMAND TO AGREE THE KEY DETAILS OF ANY STRUCTURE IN BEIRUT – AS THE PROCESSES HAVE BEEN SEEN TO BE TOO DOMINATED BY INGOS SO FAR.
THE CO-CHAIRS DECIDED LAST WEEK NOT TO PUT FORWARD JOINT PROPOSALS ON HOW TO MAKE 2006 EFFECTIVE AS THESE PROPOSALS ON MOBILISATION, POLICY ETC HAVE COME FROM THE NATIONAL PLATFORMS AND REGIONS . IF YOU THINK THISIS WRONG PLEASE REPROPOSE IT ON WED!
3. Co-ordination
· GCAP is not an organisation and must not become one. 

Do please stick to this idea of  CALL which in fact was the idea and spirit that made so many global, regional and national groups to engage. But I must highlight , based on the experience of participating in so many calls, Working groups, meetings, that the tension between call and  becoming a heavy organization is always present. My experience of working globally for Beijing 10, FFD, WSF is that it is difficult and tiringsome but since we are global and regional networks with trust and articulation experience you do not need such heavy structure, we use what we have, do not creat more!. So let’s learn from the experience of 2005 and focus on what we want to achieve at global level. The meeting is a global meeting to address global movilization effort of GCAP

AGREED. HAVEN’T CHANGED TEXT IN THE DOCUMENT RELATING TO THIS STATEMENT AS IT SEEMS A BROAD COMMENT WHICH YOUR OTHER CHANGES MAKE SPECIFIC PROPOSALS ON.
· The Call to Action will need some co-ordination in order to be effective and to support national platforms, this must be done in a representative and transparent way.  GCAP Regional facilitation groups should be given autonomy on how to do about it. GCAP Global has to see how it moves globally and leave regional and national to their own spheres of actions. The experience tells us that campaigning may take different forms, nature and demands. GCAP Global cannot deal with all that. GCAP Global is global. Otherwise, I really do not see the point of creating gcap regionals. 
DONE – HAVE ADDED “but must be based on regional processes as determined by the active national coalitions.”
The co-chairs make the following proposals:

· Each region should decide on the criteria of how it should be formed its own facilitation group. We had just had a meeting, spent much time preparing this and we worked face to face in Lima to agree on our own process for this .This should be respected. The Caribbean region has not been included in your proposal and it is an issue the facilitation group of latin America and the Caribbean with its focal point ( GCAP Brazil) will have to discuss and agree on how to better work this aspect
DONE – HAVE ADDED “The regions are fully autonomous in organising their work,”
.

HAVE CHANGED LATIN AMERICA TO LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN. 

· REGIONAL SUPPORT CENTRES? ANOTHER STRUCTURE? Let’s stick to the Regional Facilitation Group that in themselves take time to work, agree and create trust , solidarity and build capacity to work together. These are processes that may vary from region to region. GCAP Global cannot devote time to also focus on regional processes. Let regions do their own work. LAC has just decided its own facilitation group and focal point. This is the mechanism we have better found to relate and be at Beirut, please respect that.
HALF DONE – REGIONAL SUPPORT CENTRES HAS ALREADY BEEN AGREED BY THE ASIA AND AFRICA REGIONS AND WE ALSO NEED TO RESPECT TEHIR AUTONOMY TO DECIDE THIS. THE NOTE HAS BEEN CHANGED TO REFLECT THAT REGIONAL SUPPORT CENTRES ARE ONLY ONE OPTION:

HAVE ADDED “The regions are fully autonomous in organising their work,”
HAVE ADDED - . The location and staffing of these support centres is entirely a matter for the respective region and some regions will decide not to have them.
· GCAP should have an International Facilitation Group that is made up of representatives from each GCAP region –What is the criteria for the numbers? THEY HAVE BEEN DONE TO REFLECT BALANCE OF NUMBER OF NATIONAL COALITIONS AS ASIA MEETING COMPLAINED OF REGIONAL IMBALANCE.  NORTH AMERICA HAS BEEN GIVEN 2 AS THE COUNTRIES ARE BIG – HOWEVER THIS IS OPEN TO CHALLENGE. The representatives on the International Facilitation Group must be accountable to their region, This is why we have regional facilitation groups and focal points per region. But in the case of LAC there will be national GCAPS that are not in the facilitation group and there is also a rep of GCAP Colombia that will be attending the meeting to fill one of the three places we had but that rep is not the one selected as rep of gcap national nor in the facilitation group, but definitely very active in the work in its context and very useful in the preparations for Lima meeting HAVE NOT CHANGED ANYTHING IN THE TEXT AS I UNDERSTAND THIS IS A GENERAL COMMENT – PLEASE SAY IF THERE IS ANYTHING TO CHANGE. IN AFRICA AND EUROPE THE MAJORITY OF THE NATIONAL COALITIONS CANNOT BE ON THE REGIONAL BODY BECAUSE OF THE  NUMBER OF ACTIVE NATIONAL COALITIONS AND THEREFORE THIS POINT IS WELL UNDERSTOOD.
·  The new International Facilitation Group should also consider the revision of the previous one , its members , if they are in position to continue or not. We canot start from scratch again as if there was nothing there. Again in the case of working groups, they should be created or stay if it is necessary for the global movilization and lobby work. The FTF was created by feminists and women’s groups, it played an active role in many ways in GCAP global and they have to decide if they continue or not but IFG should consider this WG and others in the discussions on ways of working since FTF provided great knowledge, mobilization and building capacity in many moments, specially second white band day.
GIVEN THE EARLIER STUFF ON REGIONAL AUTONOMY I HAVN’T PUT A STEER IN YET AS IT IS UP TO EACH REGION TO DECIDE IF THERE IS CONTINUITY FROM THE OLD IFG TO THE NEW ONE. 

HAVE AMENDED THE TEXT TO INCLUDE THE POINT ON FTF

HAVE ADDED – “It is up to the relevant constituencies to determine if they want to co-ordinate in order to share knowledge and increase their voice within the Call to Action e.g. the Youth and Feminist Task Force.”

· That the spokespeople for GCAP need to reflect the diversity and size of GCAP. There should be at least two people in each region who are able to be spokespeople for GCAP and they should only speak to the policy platform and the mobilisations agree in the Beirut meeting. The facilitation groups of each region should reply on this, since diversity and size may have different ways of interpreting it. How can you rep indigenous, peasants, farmers, afro descendents, migrants, sexual orientations, women and men living in violence, north, south? It is the messaging that really matters. It is not only who speaks but what they say on behalf of whom?
DONE.
HAVE ADDED IN LATER SECTION – “The active national coalitions in each region should identify how they want to handle the issue of spokespeople.” 

HAVE CHANGED IN LATER SECTION “It would be useful to have at least 2 spokespeople from each region who can speak to the issues around the call to action and who have some connection and support from those active in GCAP within the region”. 

HAVE ADDED IN THIS SECTION – “That the spokespeople for GCAP and their messaging need to reflect the diversity and size of GCAP.”
4. Global and Regional Actions

There seems to be a confusion all the time between the limits of action of GCAP global, regional and national. 

Global advocacy is what we can do best, and less decisioins will be taken if we agree on one day and call everyone to join on that specific date.

THIS DEPENDS ON DEFINITION OF ADVOCACY. MOST COMMENTS AND REGIONS WANT TO FOCUS ON MOBILISATION AND AVOID POLICY AND LOBBYING.  

Regions and national GCAPS should decide in their own spaces and following their own processes.

Support to regions, funds, human resources, materials , etc should go through the regional facilitation groups and focal points that the regions agreed . The regional facilitation groups cannot and should not decide on who to support and how to support nationals, this is not healthy, it will become unethical and really complicated. The regional facilitation groups and focal point should prepare a project , plan to ask for resources to keep the movilization on the one or two days the region will movilise and to keep a mnimum of communication, dissemination, translation, materials. This is all included for example in the results of the Lima Meeting

THIS HAS BEEN CHANGED – IT IS DETAILED EXACTLY HOW IN THE SPECIFIC PLACE. 
PLEASE COULD YOU SEND ME A COPY OF THE LIMA MEETING.
Support to national GCAPs should be treated separately. My proposal is nationals should have their autonomy to ask for support to whom they want and how they think it is better. AGREED – SEE SPECIFIC SECTIONLATER FOR DETAILS Another question: what will happen if a group national or regional is working for ages on Poverty, have an interesting proposal but for some reason are not in GCAP, will they be denied or forced to enter in the process, ? THEY CAN BE RESOURCED THROUGH ANY OF THE EXISTING WAYS IN WHICH THEY CAN GET FUNDING. IF A CENTRAL PROCESSIS AGREED TO ONLY A TINY PERCENTAGE OF FUNDING PROVIDED BY INGOS TO NATIONAL OR LOCAL CSOS IS LIKELY TO GO THROUGH THIS! will these groups compete with national gcaps that in many cases have just started and level of maturity or outreach is less than this groups claiming funds? THIS NEEDS FURTHER DISCUSSION AND WE SHOULD INVITE THE FUNDERS TO DEVELOP THIS. SALIL HAS DEVELOPED A NOTE ARGUING THAT ONLY ACTIVE NATIONAL COALITIONS SHOULD BE CONSIDER FOR A CENTRAL PROCESS – AND NEW OR EMERGING COALITIONS SHOULD APPLY ELSEWHERE. I THINK THIS ISSUE SHOULD BE DEBATED EXACTLY WHEN SALIL’SPAPER IS DISCUSSED AS THAT HAS A LOT OF DETAIL - RATHER THAN IN THIS PROPOSAL?
1) Materials 

Providing support and mechanisms for production of campaign materials.
I am not in favour of creating support center the Communications and materials is one of the tasks of he Regional facilitation groups that will need resources to fulfil these roles. 
AS OTHER REGIONS ARE – THIS HAS BEEN KEPT IN – BUT IT IS CLEAR THEY ARE OPTIONAL AND THAT IN OTHER REGIONS IT WILL BE THE REGIONAL FACILITATING GROUP THAT IS DOING THIS.
2) Events & Meetings

In 2005 the global and regional co-ordination included:
· Support for regional events including the people’s summit( Clarification on how please) THIS IS CONTAINED IN THE ARTHUR’S REPORT AND IS BEST PROVIDED BY SUMIE IN REGION and concert in Delhi and the Standing Tall Against Poverty concert in Accra.
· A presence at key forums such as WSF Porto Alegre 2005 where GCAP was launched DONE
· Co-ordination and advocacy and campaigning at major moments including the G8 meeting,  HEARINGS, UN TASK FORCE, Beijing 10, where the feminist task force was launched, World Summit and WTO as well as smaller moments at events such as the World Bank and IMF meetings. We should devote some lines to say that the quality of the coordination , advocacy and campaigning at these event was uneven DONE
· Supporting the regular co-chairs meetings
· Supporting four face to face global meetings
· Creation of a position to help the work at World Summit ( RosaLizarde facilitation role, was key)DONE
Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

There will be one global or at least two global events? I could agree on the leadership of the regional to guide, give ideas, provide knowledge on the context but wht is the role of the IFG THEN?IT HAS BEEN FELT THAT THE IFG SHOULDN’T BE GETTING IN THE WAY OF THE REGION ON THESE EVENTS. THE IFG ISMORE TO FOCUS ON SUPPORTING NATIONAL AND REGIONAL COALITIONS IN OTHER AREAS AND LESS ON TRYING TO AGREE GLOBAL PROCESSES FOR REPRESENTING GCAP AT EVENTS. AGAIN AS WITH EVERYTHING IF YOU DISAGREE PLEASE COUNTER PROPOSE.
It is proposed that each region leads on global events occurring within their region e.g. the Africa Facilitation Group should co-ordinate the presence at the WSF in Nairobi. Similarly each region should co-ordinate any global GCAP meetings within their region. All of the event based working groups should be scrapped. The only event planned at the global level – should be the global mobilisation dates.

3) Communications

· Communications to and between countries - In 2005 this mainly involved following up on planning timetables between regional meetings and gathering and sharing information about other countries. Telephone and e-mail contact was done by regional leads, though there was some global co-ordination between the regional leads. 

Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

This work carries on at the regional level - with some degree of co-ordination between regions about when and how to gather and share such information. Please use regional facilitation group and focal points per region wording instead of just regions, DONE and note that for all these activities regional facilitation groups will require resources. There was mainly voluntarism last year, we cannot continue that way THIS IS DIRECTLY IN CONTRADICTION WITH OTHER SUGGESTIONS SUCH AS ROBERTO WHO HAS ARGUED AGAINST PROVIDING FUNDING FOR STAFFING. HOWEVER AS THE MAJORITY OF THE CONTRIBUTORS DO WANT FUNDING TO BE AVAILABLE FOR REGIONAL PROCESSES (WHATEVER THEY ARE) THIS REMAINS COVERED BY POINTS IN SECTION 4).
· Website – In 2005 this was done at a global level, though content was provided from the regional and national level. There were some regional actions and stories like the Africa SMS campaign and the European 0.7% agreement.

Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

The issue of languages was a big issue, and I think we should take it more seriously. If we are global, we should do at last French, Spanish, English the least!!!if not we are not global and we are EXCLUDING so ging against the nature and spirit Of GCAP DONE

Again I say no to the creation of regional support centres SEE ABOVE – OTHER FORUMS NOW INCLUDED FOR REGIONS THAT DON’T WANT THEM.
· Regular e-newsletters (Regional & Global) – In 2005 this included sharing information on national coalitions and campaign activity. There was a global list and some regional lists, with a high level of information flow between the two. 

Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

The global e-newsletter should be fed by regional reports, and any national materials, just paste them, translate and disseminate. DONE At least the newsletter should have an editorial ( global) and then just paste the info of the region provided by the regional facilitation groups ( provided they have time and resources to work on those reports) and then ask nationals to send reports, not very sophisticated , otherwise many cannot read it since their technologies do not allow for all those logos, colours, and stuff. The more simple the better DONE.

 Outreach to new supporters – In 2005 this was done at both the regional and global level, but it is an area that requires greater co-ordination if it is to be done more effectively. 

Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

Again here regional facilitation groups are intruding on national mechanisms, nature, and ways of working. Let nationals find their ways of working and they will communicate or ask ideas, guidance to regional facilitation groups if they consider so. But do not make of this a TASK of the regional facilitation group and its focal point
DONE – WORDING CHANGED TO:
“The regions should encourage national coalitions to be as broaden as possible.”
· Media  - In 2005 this was done around the major mobilisations and was concentrated around the media working group. Several press releases were issued at different moments and significant media coverage was gained, though this over-focussed on the Northern activity and demands. 

Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

Media strategies of the region should be discussed in the space of the regional facilitation groups

DONE
Spokespeople – In 2004 the Johannesburg meeting failed to agree a diverse range of spokespeople and most of the roles moved by default to the Chair of International Facilitation Group in 2005. 

Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

The Beirut meeting should identify at least 2 spokespeople from each region, They should be nominated by the regional groups and be able to speak on behalf of the millions of people and thousands of organisations who take part in the joint call to action. 

That the spokespeople for GCAP need to reflect the diversity and size of GCAP. There should be at least two people in each region who are able to be spokespeople for GCAP and they should only speak to the policy platform and the mobilisations agree in the Beirut meeting. The facilitation groups of each region should reply on this, since diversity and size may have different ways of interpreting it. How can you rep indigenous, peasants, farmers, afro descendents, migrants, sexual orientations, women and men living in violence, north, south? It is the messaging that really matters. It is not only who speaks but what they say on behalf of whom?

CHANGED
HAVE ADDED – “The active national coalitions in each region should identify how they want to handle the issue of spokespeople.” 

HAVE CHANGED “It would be useful to have at least 2 spokespeople from each region who can speak to the issues around the call to action and who have some connection and support from those active in GCAP within the region”. 

HAVE ADDED IN THE EARLIER SECTION – “That the spokespeople for GCAP and their messaging need to reflect the diversity and size of GCAP.”
4) Funding

· Resources to national platforms

In 2005 the resources to national platforms was done on an ad hoc basis with no significant co-ordination between funders, and no particular distinction was given to proposals emanating from broad based GCAP coalitions compared to proposals emanating from individual organisations.

Proposal for 2006 & 2007: 

Fundraising work should be done in a much more co-ordinated and transparent way with full information flows to the International Facilitation Group. Grants to national coalitions will be done in as co-ordinated a way as possible, with all broad based, democratic national platforms able to apply for central resources for their mobilisation work. The allocation of resources to national coalitions should be done following a regional steer. The allocation of resources to nationals cannot and should not be done following a regional steer. This will lead as I said in many ways in many parts of this document to complicated processes, irregularities and we may fall into unethical procedures. NATIONALS SHOULD HAVE DIRECT DIALOGUE WITH FUNDERS, NOT GOING TRHOUGH REGIOAL FACILITATION GROUPS. Who is the regional fac group to decide on hoe to allocate funds for the regions, please do not put ourselves in difficult situations, not any more!

AND REGIONAL FACILITATION GROUPS MAY ALSO NEED TO PLAN THEIR NEEDS SO AS TO ASK FOR RESOURCES FOR THE REGIONAL MOBILIZATION PLAN AND WILL ALSO HAVE A ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENT PROCESS WELL INFORMED TO ALL RELEVANT SECTORS
DONE – THE WORDING “following a regional steer.” HAS BEEN DELETED
· Resources to regional and global support centres
Again my disagreement with the creation of regional support centers. COVERED EARLIER BUT ALSO CHANGED IN THIS SECTION SO IT READS “There needs to be a transparent funding plan agreed in advance for the global tasks and regional facilitation groups, focal points, support centres (whichever a region chooses to have)”.
But a big yes to transparency and accountability 
Let’s not simplify the issue of the confusion about what resources were spent and the degree to which these were spent in Southern countries or not. There are many issues here, so we cannot just say it like that. If we are to take it seriously, let’s do it and really work on how to address it.

DONE – HAVE ADDED “including but not limited to” FOR NOW TO MAKE CLEAR THERE ARE OTHER ISSUES. IF YOU WANT TO NAME OTHERS ISSUES PLEASE LET ME KNOW WHAT YOU WANT ADDED
My feeling is that Beirut meeting is not for that but to move fw as best as possible and find ways to become more transparent and accountable for what GCAP does at global level. 

Regional and national are other spheres and they have their own spaces or will have to create them to discuss the issue on how to better support the regional and national efforts  with donors, funders, etc 
THANKS FOR ALL THE HARD WORK YOU PUT INTO THE COMMETNS – ESPECIALLY GIVEN HOW TIRED YOU MUST HAVE BEEN. I HAVE TRIED MY BEST TO ANSWER EACH OF YOUR POINTS. 
IF YOU DISAGREE WITH THINGS I DELIBERATELY HAVEN’T CHANGED THAN PLEASE PLEASE BRING THEM UP ON WED CALL. 
IF YOU DISAGREE WITH THINGS WHERE I’VE TOLD YOU THE CHANGE HAS BEEN “DONE” THEN PLEASE LET ME KNOW – I’VE TRIED MY BEST BUT HAVE PROBABLY GOT CONFUSED SO PLEASE EXPLAIN MORE..
