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Apologies: David Barr – Tides Foundation
Day One – 
Getting started reviewing procedures and rating Letters of Intent applications 

	9.30 – 9.45

	Welcome and housekeeping 
· Location of toilets

· Break at 10:30am, lunch at 12pm, afternoon break

· Per diem is USD 30

· Dial-up internet is available from your hotel room. 

· Remember your departure tax of 100,000 RP

· Friday night: dinner with Bali Plus and Brad Otto

· Copies of project proposals have been made, but not the letters of support
	Greg Gray

	9.45 – 
10.40
	Update on the latest developments regarding submission of project proposals 

· All proposals received

· The proposals from Laos and Northern Thailand were late

· All support letters received

· Some problem with bank forms – they have been received from Vietnam and Philippines, but none from China , Laos, Thailand, Indonesia or Cambodia

Discussion:

· Were any requests for assistance received? Bali Plus and Burnet wanted a budget template. KK was requested to give a letter of support and said no. APN+ wrote a letter of support for LNP+ since the letter from Unicef didn’t come in on time. 
· The CRP has not developed a policy on this issue. It was generally felt to be OK for CRP members to discuss the proposal process or provide a letter of support so long as they disclose this to the rest of the CRP 

· What about support from the CRP to write applications? Is this OK? It was clear that some countries had strong support from external sources. It was agreed that CRP members can help them write the proposal by asking them questions and providing referrals, but not to help in writing the proposals themselves. 
· Some applicants wanted to know why they weren’t selected. They should be referred to Greg. 

· One organisation in the Philippines decided they wouldn’t apply because the funding amount is small. They (and other similar organisations) can be told to approach other donors – this is a small grants program with limits on total funding.
Other issues that arose after the selection of successful LOIs

· Malaysian application – AQ explained his discussions with Mahr and Edward after the Bangkok meeting. What can we do about this before the next funding round? Their application lacked clarity on linking building a PLWHA network to treatment advocacy. They need to bring in more stakeholders: particularly MAC. It was suggested that CRP members, if possible, make personal contact with Malaysian groups (ACTION), or to ask a Malaysian organisation to host a meeting for stakeholders on how to move treatments access forward.
· The e-mail from Wan Yanhai was also discussed and it was agreed that the e-mail response from AQ was sufficient. The conflict of interest policies developed by the CRP have been clear and they have been followed. The CRP is also open to receiving and comments and criticisms. 

· However, it was proposed that country-level screening of applications is a good idea. It was pointed out that the country group would have to have a very clear and full understanding of the priorities for funding. 

· It was proposed that CRP members should be made more available at the country-level for clarifying priorities and process. It was asked whether RAC funding could be used for this. (ACTION) AQ to investigate.
Review of the selection criteria and priorities
· The priorities for funding were reviewed as listed in the original call for proposals: treatments advocacy and education, fighting stigma and discrimination, and capacity-building of PLWHA and key partners.
· It was noted that this criteria is very clear. 

· The submission guide was translated into Indonesia, Khmer, Chinese, Thai, and Lao. The guide and other materials were circulated through CRP members

·  (ACTION) (AQ, check whether forms were translated into Tagalog). AQ: request copies of these to be sent to AQ for Tides Archives.  

· It was suggested that all materials should eventually be online. There have been problems with setting up a website for the region. However, this is hoped to be resolved soon.

	Greg Gray

	10.40 – 11.00
	Break – Many Indonesian Tasty Treats
	

	11.00 – 12.30
	Overview of LOIs: 
Andy commented that the CRP received a good, broad range of proposals with a focus on treatment adherence and literacy as well as on PLWHA and vulnerable groups

· It was commented that many of the LOIs lacked an advocacy element

· Were there any that asked to give treatment directly to PLWHA? Only one. The submission guide specified that funds were not to be used for this purpose.
The project proposals from the 22 selected organisations were distributed to the CRP 
Develop an action plan to work through the proposals country by country 

· Various suggestions were made for how to work through the proposals:

· Proposed that everyone read the proposals at the beach and then come back together

· Proposed that the CRP can ignore the organizational histories and concentrate on the other parts

· Proposed that someone read the proposals aloud
· Proposed that people read the proposals individually – for 5 minutes and then 10 minutes to discuss

· The group agreed to start with one of them to see how long it would take, and whether the process would work or not.

· Reading and discussing the first one (C4) took 30 minutes.

· It was decided that this was too long, and so a new method was proposed: each member of the CRP would read three proposals at a time, and then the group would regroup with either a YES or a NO/DISCUSS decision. If the decision was yes, then not much time would be needed to discuss the application.
· A large graph was made on a white board where CRP members could write YES/NO/?/MAYBE for each proposal.
· It was asked if the CRP needed consensus. Someone felt it would take too long. However, in the end, all decisions were made by consensus.
· The system worked well, and took about 8 – 10 hours.
	

	12.30 – 1.30
	Lunch
	

	1.30 – 3.30
	Review of project proposal applications
	

	3.30 – 4.00
	Break
	

	4.00 – 5.00
	Review of project proposal applications
	


Day Two – Making final decisions on successful Project Proposals
	9.30 – 10.45
	Detailed discussion of PPs

Final deliberations on PP applications 

· A full description of the selected project proposals, as well as the discussions on each group is included in a separate document. 
	

	10.40 – 11.00
	Break
	

	11.00 – 3.30
	Other issues

Banking documentation 

· No translations needed of these forms.

· Questions to Greg and Andy, support needed possibly from local CRP member
· All money arrives at once

Update from Tides re next tranche of funding

· The CRP will meet in 6 months to review half yearly reports – January meeting proposed

· Half-term report and full-term report due, and these will be circulated to the CRP.

Technical Support
· What happened to the database of providers that was put together by Tides? 
· CRP members want to be involved in giving technical support. 
· Grantees should be made aware that there are local organisations in the region who can provide support and help.

· This offer needs to be made in the first 6 months. They should also be let known that they can contact the CRP if they need technical support (ACTION)
· Each letter should state who is the contact CRP member for each country (ACTION)
· If possible, CRP members should visit the projects. It was suggested that an informal contact rather than a monitoring visit could yield important information about the project, and be less stressful for all involved. 

· (ACTION) AQ to check about whether there is a budget for this.

· Is there a model from the NIS? Apparently, the regional coordinator is regularly in touch with funded groups. 

· If there are more formal visits from CRP members, there needs to be very clear guidelines on how to evaluate the projects, and provide support.
CRP membership

· Could potential new members come to the meeting in January? Suggestion that they should be from Laos and Malaysia, and any countries where current CRP members want to step away from their position and allow someone else to be on the CRP. The CRP membership was aimed to have some people on for a year, and some for two years. Karyn and Ott volunteered to go off the CRP and proposed that someone from Poz Home, one of the grantee organisations, could be on the committee. The meeting in January should also be an opportunity to ask a grantee how the process worked for them. There is someone in LNP+ who speaks English OK. 

· It was proposed that the RAC should decide on CRP membership. 

Next round of grants

· The following questions were raised but no decisions were made:

· Will there be country-level screening?
· Will the selection process and priorities be the same? It was proposed that grassroots organisations continue to be prioritized. 

· The CRP should review common problems in the LOIs – so far, the CRP notes a lack of clarity, a lack of concrete actions, and LOIs that were too general

· How can currently funded organisations be used as a model of practise for use by other organisations?
· Can the CRP fund the same organisations again? Could we allocated a certain percentage for old projects and some for new projects? While it defeats the purpose of building grassroots organisations, it did not state in the guidelines that funding would not be renewable. On the other hand, it was commented that pilot project funding may not be good.

A meeting of the Regional Advisory Commitee
· A general discussion about the RAC took place.

· The RAC isn’t functional yet and it was commented that on one knows what the RAC does and especially in countries in the region, it needs to be more transparent what it does, with translations into local languages. There needs to be more buy-in from communities

· It was stated that the CRP responsibilities are very clear – but not so for the RAC
· Each region is supposed to develop an information sheet on the RAC for distribution – the Australian Johns will develop this sheet so that everyone on the CRP and the RAC can be clear about what their responsibilities are. (ACTION) The relationship between the RAC and the CRP needs to be defined.

· One clear role is to help support the organizing of the 2nd ITPC summit.
· It was suggested to have one representative from each country in the region on the RAC

· In other parts of the world, the RAC and CRP relationship is more defined. However, in NIS and Southeast Asia, it is not. 
· The concern was expressed that the RAC sets up a top-down process where a RAC is making big political decisions for community activists in the region. Concerns were expressed about how RAC members can represent their countries and the region without a larger consultation process. 

· What are the issues that a RAC needs to discuss?

· Can the new coordinator (to be hired) for ITPC help develop these TORs for the RAC and the CRP?
· Can we have regional consultations? Country consultations? How do views from the community get fed up to the ITPC international level? 

· Greg Gray will talk to John Rock about clarifying the roles of the CRP and the RAC, and then propose next steps together. (ACTION)
· Laotian and Malaysian representatives will be invited. What about Myanmar? It’s proposed to work with international NGOs in Myanmar. It was proposed to raise this at the June meeting. (ACTION)
Finalise deadlines for next steps and additional requirements
· AQ to draw up list of successful applicants (ACTION)
· Consult with CRPs on the wording of this list (ACTION)
Confirm next meeting dates and location.

· A RAC meeting was proposed. Proposed locations included Ha Long Bay in Vietnam, Malaysia and Siem Reap.
· At the RAC meeting, further discussion would take place on when the next CRP (and probably joint CRP/RAC meeting) would take place
· CRP members checked their calendars.

· June and July were proposed but Greg and Karyn thought it was a terrible time. August was proposed but Karyn isn’t available in August, so June was proposed again for 11-12 June in Phnom Penh (the meeting location was subsequently proposed as Bangkok for a cheaper meeting)

· John wants to invite Gregg and/or David (ACTION)
· The CRP would like to be able to meet with a local group that has received funding

China generics issue

· China is starting a massive free ARV program – aiming to get treatment to 100,000 people in the next few years. At the same time, worldwide generic production is interfered with because of what happened in India. So, Oxfam Hong Kong is proposing a meeting in July in Beijing to push the government to use compulsory or volunteer licensing to start generic production. In the next two months, Thomas and other community activists want to do advocacy and education among community members, using existing resources, on issues of compulsory licensing. They want to prepare this material, and introduce the global movement to the local community. 
· Nenet suggesting to make contacts with the meeting organizers. Representation from the Asian region would be useful. The Third World Network from Malaysia has been invited. 

· Could amFAR provide resources? They have already produced a resource on generic drugs. Could it be translated. Also, the MSF Untangling resource.
· Thomas and others will be working to engage the community in June and request resources and materials. 

· TNP+ and AIDS Access Foundation would be very useful to involve in this process. Health GAP might be able to help with resources. (ACTION)
· Thomas proposes a strategic meeting for a half-day for the RAC. He’ll propose that Oxfam Hong Kong can send additional participants.

· There is only a small group of people (4-5) that are working on this issue.

· The objective of the July meeting is for the Chinese government to consider producing generic drugs of second-line regimens.

Questions and comments for TIDES Foundation

· The CRP wants to increase the funding for Southeast Asia. What are the reasons for the $200,000 limit? (ACTION)
· The second round of funding is from the start of 2006.

· The RAC wants to discuss funding regions and boundaries (i.e. the Pacific)
· Why is the overall budget for $4 million but the second funding rounds have not been confirmed? (ACTION)
Evaluation of process and meeting, logistics etc. 

· Every participant at the meeting spoke – comments are produced generally in full to give a full flavour of what was said. 

· The hotel is excellent. The location is good. Not sure about food. Lunch is simple. Communication among group is good. Process is smooth. 
· Venue is good. Connecting flight time was long. Meeting was smooth, and better than Bangkok where we were groping to find our way. Good exchange of ideas and opinions. Good to have background information from people from countries. No problem with food

· Venue is fine. Food is fine, especially because it is not too spicy. Happy with the work we have done, a lot in two days, appropriate projects were funded. Glad to be part of the meeting

· Meeting is OK. Caught up even though absent from Bangkok meeting. Was happy with LOIs even if didn’t take part in first meeting. Criteria was OK. China is going to get their own funding, so, was hoping that other countries would get priority funding.

· Good place and food. RC handled the process very well, considering translation issues. Worried about not being able to read the proposals before but we did have time. Good listening. This process really ended up with the right proposals. Very happy.

· Happy too. Also worried about approving mediocre proposals, but happy with what was chosen, especially so many PLWHA groups. Great to learn from each other. Next round will be more difficult probably with more proposals. Suggest the focus is on PLWHA groups. 

· Very happy, arrangements are OK, strong team, and good solidarity, and decision making process is neutral and unbiased, and happy that money goes to grassroots organisations

· Great to get back together, energizing, comfortable, well organized, would be better to get materials out earlier – good meeting, great team

· We’ve come a long way since September in Pattaya, it seemed like it would be big, but we pulled it off, and that everyone could make it. The APN+ office and Dhayan were very supportive – and it is not even their formal responsibility. (ACTION)  They deserve special thanks. Thanks to all for participating – it’s a lot of work and pressure.

A group photo was taken as is required to be done at any meeting that takes place in Thailand

	


