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ANNEX D7
FINAL NARRATIVE REPORT
This report must be completed in typing, signed by the Contact person and stamped by the beneficiary.  

The information provided below must be in harmony with the financial information stated under the financial report.
This report must be sent as hard copy either by registered mail or private courier service to the address indicated below. The envelope must contain the electronic format (floppy disk or CD-ROM) of the report. The electronic format must contain exactly the same report (except signature and stamp) as the paper version enclosed: 
The Anna Lindh Euro-Mediterranean Foundation for the Dialogue between Cultures

Administration and Finance Unit

CALL FOR PROPOSALS

Bibliotheca Alexandrina, Conference Center

El Chatby, Alexandria – Egypt

The Contracting Authority will reject any incomplete reports.
FINAL NARRATIVE REPORT OUTLINE 

	 Start date and end date of the reporting period
: From 01/12/2009  To  31/07/2011


1. PROJECT DETAILS
1.1. Contract number:
ALF/CFP/2009/LTP/201
1.2. Name of the beneficiary of grant contract: 

  Kehitysyhteistyöjärjestöjen EU-yhdistys Kehys ry

(The Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU)

Töölöntorinkatu 2 B 5. krs 00260 Helsinki - Finland

1.3. Name and title of the Contact person : 
Rilli Lappalainen

Secretary General, Finnish NGDO platform to the EU

Mikko Lipsanen

Project Coordinator, Finnish NGDO platform to the EU

1.4. Name of the partners in the Project: 
*Estonian Roundtable for Development Cooperation / Arengukoostöö Ümarlaud (AKÜ)

*Groupement d'Études et de Recherches sur la Méditerranée (G.E.R.M.)

*Israel/Palestine Center for Research and Information (IPCRI) 

*International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS)

*Tampere Peace Research Institute (TAPRI)

*EKO LIBURNIA / Association for Development of Ecotourism, Organic Agriculture and Environmental Protection

1.5. Title of the Project:

Facilitating Political Dialogue in the Baltico-Mediterranean Axis
1.6. Country (ies) in which the activities took place:
Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Israel and Morocco

2. PROFILE OF TARGET GROUP / BENEFICIARIES

Please provide information regarding the direct/ indirect beneficiaries: 

2.1 Please join to this narrative report the completed lists of participants for each activity (using the provided template Annex D9)
2.2 Target group(s): 
X Youth 

X Migrants 

X Women 

X Other (please specify): politicians, decision-makers, civil society actors (NGOs) and academic institutes
2.3 Total number of direct beneficiaries: 438 (including the participants of the project actions and the respondents of the survey study)
-    with the following age distribution 

(please indicate number of beneficiaries per each of the following age groups): 

0-13: 0
14-20: 10 
21-30: 80  
31-40: 180 
40+: 168
(These are approximations as the age of all beneficiaries is not known) 
· and the following geographical distribution
(please indicate number of beneficiaries per each of the following age groups):
North: 362

South: 76
(North: Albania, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, Montenegro, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, UK)
(South: Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Mauritania, Morocco, Palestine, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey)

2.4 Please provide information on the selection criteria of the participants and how the information to reach the target group(s) was spread
Participants and target groups of the different project activities were chosen and approached in the following ways:

-Light study: The survey conducted in the two programme regions was distributed and advertised throughout the two regions by using the national Anna Lindh networks and the different networks and mailing lists of the project partners. Thus it reached widely civil society actors interested in regional cooperation and/or the project themes. Information about the study was distributed through the same networks, as well as in the different activities organized by the partner organizations. 

-Round table discussions: Participants of the round table discussions were chosen based both on their expertise on the topics discussed as well as on the balanced representation of the different regions and target groups. Information was spread to the target groups and potential participants by the project partners in their respective countries by using their own contacts and networks. The project coordinator together with the partners prepared invitations and information documents that were then distributed by the partners among civil society actors, researchers and other target groups.  
-Final conference: Participants of the final conference were also chosen based both on their expertise on the topics discussed as well as on the balanced representation of the different regions and target groups (to the extent that the available resources made this possible). The project partners were responsible for identifying and inviting to the conference experts on each of the three themes (mobility, environment, culture) with preferably experience also on regional cooperation. The Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys together with Tampere Peace Research Institute (TAPRI) and the Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs were responsible for identifying and inviting the speakers of the plenary sessions as well as the Finnish participants of the conference. This was done by using their extensive networks and contacts in Finland that covered different target groups from youth and migrant organizations to ministries, embassies and universities. 
The aim of the seminar blog was to reach also the wider target groups of the project in the two regions. Information about the blog was distributed via the national Anna Lindh networks and the different networks and mailing lists of the project partners. The seminar participants were also invited to distribute information about the blog to their contacts and networks.

-Final publication: The steering group of the project decided that the final publication should be easily readable, concise presentation of the results of the project with an orientation towards the future perspectives of Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation. It was decided to distribute it as widely as possible in both project regions. The main target group was civil society actors, researchers, politicians and private citizens interested in inter-regional cooperation and the themes of the project. The publication was mainly distributed in electronic form, but a small amount of printed copies is also sent to the partners to be distributed in their events and through their networks. 
2.5 Please provide information regarding the indirect beneficiaries

· Profile of the indirect beneficiaries
Indirect beneficiaries of the project include the wider civil society of the target countries and regions as well as the academic community and decision makers. 
· Estimated total number: 1500
· Estimated number related to ALF target groups (women, youth, migrants): 800

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(this is to be used in ALF material such as reports, communication documents, etc...)

Brief summary on the action organised (max. 1 page), including a paragraph on:

· methods used for the overall implementation 

· what has been implemented
· results and findings

· recommendations
The project “Facilitating Political Dialogue in the Baltico-Mediterranean Axis”, which started in December 2009, brought together civil society actors from six countries from the Mediterranean and the Baltic Sea regions to enter in dialogue on issues of common interest connected to mobility, culture and environment. 
These themes were approached from different perspectives through the various project actions taking place in 2010 and 2011. The first step of the project was to map the importance of the project themes for the people in the two regions, and to find out about their ideas and prejudices concerning the other region. To achieve this, a survey was conducted in the two regions in summer 2010 and consequently a study was published based on the survey data.

The publication of the study was followed by nine thematic round table discussions, which brought together representatives of civil society, researchers and other experts from the partner countries to discuss about specific issues connected to mobility, culture and environment. The aim was to identify the main challenges related to each theme in the two regions, to produce concrete recommendations on how these challenges should be tackled and to encourage the transfer of knowledge and best practices between actors in the two programme regions. 

The discussions took place in virtual space in the form of video conferences. Thus the programme aimed also to test how new communication technologies can be used in facilitating dialogue between civil society actors and networks. The discussions were facilitated by partner organizations with expertise on the specific themes. 

The project culminated in a final seminar, which took place in Espoo, Finland, on April 4-5, 2011. The seminar presented the results of the project and functioned as a platform for generating fresh ideas and concrete project proposals that can contribute to the development of Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation. Due to its timing, the seminar naturally gave a prominent place for the analysis of the future perspectives of cooperation in light of the events shaking the Arab world in spring 2011. 
At the last phase of the project the project coordinator together with the partners drafted a final publication, which summarizes the aims of the project and the results of the main project actions, and assesses the future potential of Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation in the different thematic fields.

Results and recommendations 

The study that was realized in the first phase of the project gives a rather positive image concerning the future prospects of Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation: even though the connections between the regions are still weak, there is plenty of potential for cooperation due to common interests and worries. Environment is seen as the most important shared challenge, though common ground for cooperation can be found also to some extent in issues related to immigration, economy and democracy.
The experience from the round table discussions proved that video conferencing provides an economically and ecologically sustainable means of promoting inter-regional dialogue. However further work is needed to promote it especially among civil society actors, as well as to develop the technology that allows the simultaneous use of different types of connections and technology in video conferences.

The round table and working group discussions on environment stressed the importance of including environment and sustainability as cross-cutting themes in all cooperation. It was agreed that environmental cooperation between the Baltic Sea and Mediterranean regions has a lot of unused potential as the two regions share many challenges related to environment.  
The discussions on mobility emphasized the need for common efforts by civil society together with other actors to push especially the EU to adopt coherent migration policies grounded on human rights, instead of the current security based approach to migration. It is important to engage the immigrant communities in the policymaking and implementation processes especially concerning policies directly influencing them. 
It was also agreed that the strengthening of intercultural dialogue between societies in the two regions is especially important in light of the events in the Southern and Eastern Mediterranean, but emphasis now should be especially on improving the socio-economical and political conditions of the youth in the region. The discussions on intercultural dialogue highlighted the role of education as a crucial tool for development that should be supported by all actors.   
The different project actions proved that the Baltic-Mediterranean axis has a lot of potential for future civil society / cross-sectoral cooperation, even though it is clear that it doesn’t provide the same additional value to cooperation in all sectors. It was also agreed that the project ”Facilitating Political Dialogue in the Baltico-Mediterranean Axis” marks just the first phase of cooperation that should be both expanded and deepened in the future.

4. DESCRIPTION OF THE IMPLEMENTED ACTIVITIES

4.1 Please list all the activities implemented and describe the achieved result as follows, including the activities you had to modify: 

Activity No. 1.1.
Title of the Activity: Steering Group
Comparing original work plan against what happened

	Expected Results
	Actual Results
	Explanation of Variance

	The steering group will guide the actions of the programme and formulate common interests and a shared vision for the programme and cooperation. The steering group will meet four times during the programme, two times in Finland and two times in the Mediterranean. One of the meetings in the Mediterranean will be organized during the final conference. The steering group will support and guide the project coordinator in his work. 
	During the project period the steering group met 3 times face to face (31.5.2010 in Helsinki, 19.10.2010 in Athens, 6.4.2011 in Helsinki during the final conference) and ten times via Skype (on 30.3.2010, 19.4.2010, 12.5.2010, 30.6.2010, 27.9.2010, 8.12.2010, 31.1.2011, 17.2.2011, 18.3.2011 and 20.5.2011). It was decided by the group to hold one of the planned face to face meetings via Skype. 
During these meetings the steering group discussed and made decisions on all the programme activities as well as the timetable, work plan and working methods of the programme. After the activities took place, the steering group also discussed about the successes and things to be improved in the planning and implementation of the activities. 
The steering group has provided valuable support for the project coordinator, even though at times its participation in the planning and execution of the activities could have been more active. 
	The original plan to have 4 face to face meetings of the steering group during the project was altered so that one of these meetings took place via Skype due to the following reasons: 
-In late 2010 / early 2011 the external funding for the project was being negotiated, but the result was uncertain, and therefore it was decided best to save resources from the costs of the meeting and thus secure the realization of the final conference

-It was agreed that, as the steering group would meet in any case in connection with the final conference, the agenda didn’t necessitate another face to face meeting in spring 2011
Due to other projects and engagements, the members of the steering group were not always able to participate with equal input in the project actions. One important problem behind this is the lack of resources, which the project’s budget unfortunately didn’t help to alleviate.  


How and by whom have this activity been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries.

The results of the work of the steering group are visible in the realized project actions, and the feedback gained from the stakeholders and beneficiaries of these actions forms one part of the evaluation of the work of the steering group.
The individual steering group members have monitored and evaluated the work of the group, and presented their views and proposals at the steering group meetings. The members were also sent an evaluation form at the end of the project where they were asked their comments also on the work of the steering group.  
Representative of the Anna Lindh Foundation has also participated in one of the steering group meetings (19.10.2010 in Athens, Greece) as part of the project’s general evaluation.
The board of the Finnish NGO Platform to the EU, Kehys, has been regularly informed about the development of the project and the different project actions. Thus they have also participated in monitoring and evaluating the work of the steering group. 
The members of the steering group were in general content with the way the steering group functioned during the project. They felt that there was enough discussion on the different project actions and that everyone had a chance to express their opinions and points of view. 

Some partners, however, commented that the steering group should have spent more time in the discussion on the content and structure of the round table discussions. It was also expressed that if the partners would have had some resources available through the project, this would have enabled them to put more time and effort in the work of the steering group and the preparation of the project actions. 

The participation of the partners in the work of the steering group was generally good. However some partners were not able to take part in many of the group’s meetings or comment the decisions afterwards, and therefore the discussions didn’t always include the points of view of all the steering group members.  

Activity No. 1.2.
Title of the Activity: Round Table on Culture
Comparing original work plan against what happened

	Expected Results
	Actual Results
	Explanation of Variance

	The round table on culture will assemble four times during the project, and meetings will be organized through video conferences.
The round table is facilitated by Tampere Peace Research Institute (TAPRI) and vice-chaired by Israel/Palestine Center for Research and Information (IPCRI). Each round table discussion will be attended by a total of 20 people representing experts and target groups from the project countries. 
The round table on culture will discuss issues related to intercultural dialogue and the challenges and opportunities rising from multiculturalism within the programme regions. It provides a space for sharing views and information on current issues and challenges and facilitates networking and building structures for future cooperation between the regions. 
The round table on culture will prepare policy recommendations and a report that will be presented in the final conference.

All the project partners will invite the participants to represent local experts and target groups of the project. The project coordinator will actively participate in the work of the round table and provide substance expertise and practical assistance, as well as strengthen the links between the partner organizations and follow contemporary situations to provide up-to-date information on thematic issues.  

	The round table on culture assembled three times through video conference (20.9.2010, 8.11.2010 and 3.2.2011), followed by the working group session on culture at the final conference of the project (4-5.4.2011). 
The round table discussions were facilitated by two of the project partners, Tampere Peace Research Institute (TAPRI) and Israel/Palestine Center for Research and Information (IPCRI), and were attended on average by 18 participants each
(20.9.2010: 21 participants

8.11.2010 : 19 participants

3.2.2011: 13 participants). The participants were mainly experts of intercultural dialogue and global education issues, mostly representing the NGO sector and the research community.

In the first round table discussion the participants were asked to identify main issues and problems concerning cultural diversity in the two regions, which were then developed further and proposed as possible topics for the next round tables. The following discussions focused more specifically on two of the identified key themes, “Education as a tool for intercultural communication in the Mediterranean and Baltic Sea regions” and “Shared Common Citizenship and the Dialogue Between Cultures”.
The themes of the round table discussions generated interest among the target groups, and in general the participation to the discussion was good, though the amount of participants was not always balanced between the different regions and countries.  The round table provided a good platform for information sharing and for facilitated networking between the actors in the two regions.
The somewhat general and abstract nature of the themes discussed made it difficult to produce concrete recommendations and ideas for cooperation. In this sense the discussion focusing on education proved most fruitful, producing most of the recommendations and ideas that were collected in the discussion reports and used as a basis for the working group on culture at the final seminar of the project.

The project coordinator provided practical and substance assistance to the round table, with the help of the expertise of the partner organizations. 

 
	The date of the first round table discussions had to be postponed from June 2010 till September 2010, which also delayed the following discussions. This was due to the initial problems in finding affordable and technically suitable video conference facilities in some of the partner countries (see detailed explanation in the interim report). 
The average number of participants in the culture discussions was higher than in the other round tables, even though the regional distribution of participants was not balanced in every discussion. This was due to several factors:

-Agreeing on the topics and agenda of the discussions took longer than expected, and often not enough time was left for identifying and inviting the participants

-Due to other engagements all the partners were not able to invest equal amount of time and effort in the preparation

-The invited experts in the partner countries were often interested in the topics and concept of the discussions, but didn’t have time to participate.
As the aim of the discussions was to produce concrete recommendations, it was aimed to tie the discussions on intercultural dialogue to practical topics relevant for civil societies in both regions. This succeeded to a varying extent, with best results gained at the discussion on education as a tool for intercultural communication. 


How and by whom have this activity been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries.

The round table discussions on culture were monitored and evaluated by the project’s steering group, which analyzed the planning, execution and results of the discussions in its meetings. The steering group members were also asked to evaluate the round table discussions in an evaluation form that was sent to them at the end of the project.
Evaluation was also done by the participants of the discussions, as well as those who couldn’t participate but commented on the topics and agendas of the discussions.

The feedback from the round table discussions received during the project was quite varied. In general the videoconference method used in the discussions raised interest, and the topics of the culture discussions were felt to be interesting and acute, which is also reflected in the number of participants. On the other hand the discussions suffered from some technical problems due to bad internet connections, which had some impact on the evaluation. Also some participants felt that the results achieved were not concrete enough: this was particularly felt to be the problem with the culture discussions, no doubt reflecting also the somewhat more abstract topics than in the other thematic round tables. 
Activity No. 1.3. 
Title of the Activity: Round Table on Mobility
Comparing original work plan against what happened
	Expected Results
	Actual Results
	Explanation of Variance

	The round table on mobility will assemble four times during the project, and meetings will be organized through video conferences.

The round table is facilitated by Groupement d'Études et de Recherches sur la Méditerranée (G.E.R.M.) and vice-chaired by International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS). Each round table discussion will be attended by a total of 20 people representing experts and target groups from the project countries. 

The round table on mobility will discuss issues related to the mobility of people, and the challenges and opportunities that migration causes within the programme regions. It provides a space for sharing views and information on current issues and challenges and facilitates networking and building structures for future cooperation between the regions. 

The round table on mobility will prepare policy recommendations and a report that will be presented in the final conference.

All the project partners will invite the participants to represent local experts and target groups of the project. The project coordinator will actively participate in the work of the round table and provide substance expertise and practical assistance, as well as strengthen the links between the partner organizations and follow contemporary situations to provide up-to-date information on thematic issues.  

	The round table on mobility assembled three times through video conference (21.9.2010, 9.11.2010 and 7.2.2011), followed by the working group session on mobility at the final conference of the project (4-5.4.2011). 

The round table discussions were facilitated by Groupement d'Études et de Recherches sur la Méditerranée (G.E.R.M.) and International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS), and were attended on average by  16 participants each

(21.9.2010: 22 participants

9.11.2010 : 12 participants

7.2.2011: 15 participants). The participants were experts on mobility / migration issues mainly from the NGO sector and the research community.

The three round table discussions dealt mainly with different aspects of migration, which was identified as the main theme of common interest in the wider framework of mobility. During the discussions many common views emerged between participants from the two regions concerning for example EU migration policies, human rights and the position of migrants in the receiving countries. As the first round table discussed on the main topics ad challenges related to mobility in the two regions, the following discussions focused more specifically on two of the identified key themes, “Labour migration and EU policies: challenges and potential for civil society cooperation in the Baltic Sea and Mediterranean regions” and “Position of migrant workers in the EU: perspectives from North and South”.

The discussions managed to create fruitful North-South dialogue on migration topics, even though the amount of participants wasn’t as good as planned and participation was not always balanced between the different regions and countries.  

The participants of the discussions put emphasis especially on the rights of the migrants and more generally promoted a human rights based approach to migration, which formed the basis of the critique against the prevailing selective and security oriented migration policies. From this basis recommendations were drafted, collected in the discussion reports and used as a basis for the working group on mobility at the final seminar of the project.

The project coordinator provided practical and substance assistance to the round table, with the help of the expertise of the partner organizations. 


	-for the postponement of the discussions, see above Act. 1.2.
Due to technical problems with internet and video conference connections, G.E.R.M. was not able to fully participate in all three discussions. Therefore the International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS) also took a big responsibility for the facilitation of the discussions.

The number of participants in the discussions was somewhat lower than originally planned, and their regional distribution was not balanced in every discussion. This was due to several factors:

-Agreeing on the topics and agenda of the discussions took longer than expected, and often not enough time was left for identifying and inviting the participants

-Due to other engagements all the partners were not able to invest equal amount of time and effort in the preparation

-The invited experts in the partner countries were often interested in the topics and concept of the discussions, but didn’t have time to participate


How and by whom have this activity been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries.

The round table discussions on mobility were monitored and evaluated by the project’s steering group, which analyzed the planning, execution and results of the discussions in its meetings. The steering group members were also asked to evaluate the round table discussions in an evaluation form that was sent to them at the end of the project.

Evaluation was also done by the participants of the discussions, as well as those who couldn’t participate but commented on the topics and agendas of the discussions.

The feedback from the mobility round tables was in many ways similar as the feedback received from the culture discussions. The themes were felt to be interesting and acute, both from Mediterranean and Baltic Sea perspective. The participation, however, was quite imbalanced, and it turned out to be very difficult to get as many exert participants to join the discussions as was planned. The technical problems affected especially the facilitating organization G.E.R.M., which could therefore not fully participate to the second discussions. 
Many participants, however, felt that the level of the discussions got better as they advanced, and very positive feedback was received from the third discussion on mobility, where a genuine and fruitful dialogue on migration and immigrants’ position was achieved. 

Even though the discussions produced recommendations and common positions related to migration policies and the position of immigrants, some participants felt that they were not concrete enough. 

Activity No. 1.4. 
Title of the Activity: Round Table on Environment
Comparing original work plan against what happened

	Expected Results
	Actual Results
	Explanation of Variance

	The round table on environment will assemble four times during the project, and meetings will be organized through video conferences.

The round table is facilitated by Eko Liburnia and vice-chaired by Estonian Roundtable for Development Cooperation AKÜ. Each round table discussion will be attended by a total of 20 people representing experts and target groups from the project countries. 

The round table on mobility will discuss environmental challenges facing the Mediterranean and the Baltic Sea. It provides a space for sharing views and information on current issues and challenges and facilitates networking and building structures for future cooperation between the regions. 

The round table on environment will prepare policy recommendations and a report that will be presented in the final conference.

All the project partners will invite the participants to represent local experts and target groups of the project. The project coordinator will actively participate in the work of the round table and provide substance expertise and practical assistance, as well as strengthen the links between the partner organizations and follow contemporary situations to provide up-to-date information on thematic issues.  

	The round table on environment assembled three times through video conference (16.9.2010, 10.11.2010 and 8.2.2011), followed by the working group session on environment at the final conference of the project (4-5.4.2011). 

The round table discussions were facilitated by Estonian Roundtable for Development Cooperation AKÜ, and were attended on average by 16 participants each

(16.9.2010: 16 participants

10.11.2010 : 13 participants

8.2.2011: 17 participants). The participants were environmental experts mainly from the NGO sector and the research community.

In the first round table discussion the participants were asked to identify key environmental questions and challenges, which were then discussed further. The following discussions focused more specifically on two of the key themes, oil spill prevention and response in the Baltic Sea and Mediterranean regions and awareness raising on the sustainable use of the seas. The round table discussions generated information sharing and facilitated networking between environmental actors in the two regions. This was, however, somewhat limited by the often unequal participation of experts from the different regions and partner countries.

The round table on environment produced recommendations and ideas for cooperation that were collected in the discussion reports and used as a basis for the working group on environment at the final seminar of the project.

The project coordinator provided practical and substance assistance to the round table, though his substance expertise on environmental issues is quite limited. 

  
	-for the postponement of the discussions, see above Act. 1.2.
Due to the lack of time and resources of Eko Liburnia, which was originally assigned as the facilitator of the round table on environment, it was agreed that AKÜ will facilitate the round table discussions. 

The number of participants in the discussions was somewhat lower than originally planned, and their regional distribution often unbalanced. This was due to several factors:

-Agreeing on the topics and agenda of the discussions took longer than expected, and often not enough time was left for identifying and inviting the participants

-Due to other engagements all the partners were not able to invest equal amount of time and effort in the preparation

-The invited experts in the partner countries didn’t always see the added value of the round table discussions for their work


How and by whom have this activity been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries.

The round table discussions on environment were monitored and evaluated by the project’s steering group, which analyzed the planning, execution and results of the discussions in its meetings. The steering group members were also asked to evaluate the round table discussions in an evaluation form that was sent to them at the end of the project.

Evaluation was also done by the participants of the discussions, as well as those who couldn’t participate but commented on the topics and agendas of the discussions.

The round table on environment was dealing probably with the most concrete topics, compared to the other themes, and this was also reflected in the feedback from the discussions. Most participants felt that the discussions managed to create good dialogue and identify common topics of interest for both regions. It was also clearly expressed that there is a need for Baltic-Mediterranean environmental dialogue, and that what was started at the round table discussions should be continued in some form in the future.

In some countries especially it was difficult to get experts of the specific environmental topics to participate in the discussions. The specific and often technical nature of many environmental themes made them sometimes hard to approach for NGOs without expertise from the field: therefore the focus of the discussions was, in the end, mostly on the role of civil society actors in environmental awareness raising and advocacy work. The relevance of this perspective was, however, agreed by the participants.    
Activity No. 2.1.
Title of the Activity: Final Conference
Comparing original work plan against what happened

	Expected Results
	Actual Results
	Explanation of Variance

	The final conference will be organized as a cruise in the Baltic Sea / Mediterranean. It will bring together a total of 90 participants from all project countries, including civil society actors and decision makers, who will be attending different seminars on the project themes. 
During the conference, a declaration will be presented to the decision makers on the basis of policy recommendations collected from the round tables. 

The final conference will be arranged by the project coordinator, who will invite the speakers with the assistance of the partner organizations. The partners will be responsible for inviting participants to represent target groups of the programme. The facilitators of the round tables will be moderating seminars on their respective themes.  
	The final conference took place on 4-5.4.2011 in Dipoli congress centre in Espoo, Finland, bringing together 69 participants from the project countries. Among the participants were civil society actors, diplomats, decision makers and researchers, who took part in the plenary sessions and the thematic working groups of the conference.
The working groups of the conference based their work on the results of the round table discussions, and produced recommendations that were presented to the participants in the final plenary session and then distributed to wider target groups of the project.

The conference was organized by the Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys, together with the head of the Anna Lindh Foundation’s Finnish Network, the Tampere Peace Research Institute, and the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland. They participated in the planning of the conference together with the project’s steering group, and contributed to the costs of the conference. 

The project coordinator was responsible for the coordination of the conference preparations, and the partner organizations were asked to identify the conference participants in their respective countries. 

The facilitators of the round table discussions moderated the thematic working groups of the conference.  

Before the conference a blog was created to function as a platform for discussions on the conference themes for a wider segment of the project’s target groups. Information on the conference discussions and other related material was updated on the blog page and it will function as a forum for discussion on the future Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation.
After the conference the participants were asked to answer to an online survey, where they are asked to evaluate the seminar as well as give their opinions on topics related to the future Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation.
	The options available for organizing the conference as a cruise in Baltic Sea or the Mediterranean were examined, and it was decided by the steering group that both for economic as well as logistical reasons it is better to have the conference on land. Helsinki region was chosen as the location as this facilitated (and lowered the costs of) the organization of the conference for the coordinating organization and also made it easier to look for other partners and sponsors to support the conference. 
The total amount of participants was somewhat lower than originally planned, and their regional distribution was also different. As the conference took place in Finland, the number of Finnish participants was naturally higher than in the original plans. The number of participants from the other partner countries was lower than planned and somewhat unbalanced due to the following reasons:
-The sums allocated for the travel and accommodation costs of the participants if the original budget was deemed not to be sufficient to cover the costs of the planned amount of participants from the partner countries (the original plan according to which the participants would cover 50% of their travel costs was agreed not to be feasible)
-As the situation concerning the external funding for the seminar and the project was also uncertain, it was agreed best to balance the expenses and representativeness of the conference by inviting 3 thematic experts from each partner country in addition to the project partners 
-In some of the partner countries the partners were not able to find as many suitable participants as planned who would have been able to participate in the conference

The conference was organized in cooperation with the Anna Lindh Foundation’s Finnish Network, the Tampere Peace Research Institute and the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland due to the following reasons:

-Common interests related to the themes of the seminar 

-Aim of opening the seminar to a wider, cross-sectoral group of participants

-Expertise, conctacts and resources provided by the partners 

The blog page and survey for the participants were realized in order to open the discussions of the project and the final conference to a wider public, and also to increase the contribution of the project to the future Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation. 



How and by whom have this activity been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries.

The project’s steering group evaluated the seminar in it’s meeting on April 6, 2011, as well as through an evaluation for sent to the steering group members. The feedback concerning the practical arrangements and the general success of the seminar was very positive. The steering group members felt that the seminar succeeded to discuss the project’s themes and the wider framework of Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation from different viewpoints, connecting it also to the events of the Arab Spring. 
According to the steering group, the discussions at the culture working group were interesting, with many active and engaged participants from the education field. The recommendations were, however, felt to be very general and not very much connected to Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation, which may be due to the nature of the topic.
It was noted that at the mobility working group there were initially some difficulties because the participants were not well prepared. But the discussion got better eventually and quite good conclusions were reached.
Feedback from the environment working group was mostly positive: the participants represented well the various countries and fields covered by the project, discussion in the group was active and a long list of recommendations was produced.

It was also noted that the seminar would have deserved more media attention. 

Feedback was also collected from the participants of the seminar via online evaluation form. Total amount of respondents was 9 (13% of the participants), representing mainly civil society (89%). 
All of the respondents thought that the content and organization of the seminar responded either well or very well to their expectations. Of the different parts of the seminar, most of the respondents evaluated both the plenary sessions and the working groups as “good” or “very good”.  

When asked if they think that the Baltic-Mediterranean axis is a potential framework for future civil society cooperation, 66,7% thought that it has a lot of potential and 33,3% that it has some potential. 
Members of the board of the Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys, also took part in the seminar and discussed it in the board meeting following the seminar. The evaluation of the seminar was positive, and its timing was considered excellent, as the events of the Arab spring hadn’t been really discussed yet among the Finnish civil society. 
The seminar was as well discussed at the meetings of the European Neighbourhood Policy working group coordinated by the Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys, which brings together representatives of civil society, researchers and other people interested in the Neighbourhood regions. 
The members of the group who took part in the seminar gave positive feedback, and saw the discussions of the working group on mobility especially fruitful: it had provided a good platform for exchange of views in the North-South axis, revealing both many common factors as well as differences in perspectives. 
Activity No. 3.1.
Title of the Activity: Light deskstudy
Comparing original work plan against what happened

	Expected Results
	Actual Results
	Explanation of Variance

	A light study will be produced to map attitudes and prejudices between the two regions. The study will be compiled in the Mediterranean countries to map attitudes and images of the Baltic Sea, and vice versa. The results of the study will be published in the final conference. 
The project coordinator will be responsible for recruiting a researcher to conduct the study.

	During spring 2010 the steering group together with the project coordinator discussed the scope, goals, methods and material to be used in the study as well as the timetable of the action. 

In June 2010, a researcher was chosen by the steering group and the coordinating organization to conduct the study. During the second half of June he prepared a research plan and questionnaire, which were commented by the steering group. In the beginning of July, the partner organizations translated the questionnaire and distributed it together with the researcher in the project regions.

The researcher received altogether 260 answers for the questionnaire from the two project regions. In August he started to analyze the results and write the report, which was finished in September 2010. 

The study was then distributed widely both by e-mail and in various events. The results of the study were presented for example at the Seminar on (Inter-)Regional civil society cooperation, which took place in Athens on October 2010. Its results were discussed at the round table discussions, and it was distributed and advertised at the final conference of the project.

	


How and by whom have this activity been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries.

The preparation process of the light study was evaluated primarily by the project’s steering group and the board of Kehys. The steering group and the project coordinator were responsible for selecting the researcher to conduct the study and preparing and distributing the questionnaires together with him. The feedback of this process was positive, and the cooperation was considered to have functioned well. Only problem was the timing, as it was more difficult to get answers to the questionnaire during the summer holiday season. 

After the study was finished and distributed widely in electronic form, feedback was received both directly and indirectly through the visibility that the study received. The study was distributed via the national Anna Lindh networks, and positive feedback was received from many countries: for example the Spanish head of Network published it in their homepage with a short article. 
The study was also distributed by the partners through their networks, and presented in Athens on October 20, 2010, as part of the Seminar on (Inter-)Regional civil society cooperation (see below). 
Activity No. 4.1.
Title of the Activity: Publication of outcomes
Comparing original work plan against what happened

	Expected Results
	Actual Results
	Explanation of Variance

	A publication will be compiled to present the outcomes of the project. The publication will include contributions from the project participants as well as a record on the working process of the round tables. 
The publication will be distributed in all project countries to share knowledge and best practices on challenges concerning the Mediterranean and the Baltic Sea, and to promote political dialogue between the two regions.

The project coordinator will be responsible for compiling the final report. Partners, and especially the facilitators of the round tables, will contribute to the report.

	The publication was planned and drafted in spring 2011 by the project coordinator together with the members of the steering group, who contributed especially to the thematic chapters. 
The publication covers all the project actions, explaining briefly how they were planned and implemented, and focusing especially on the results and challenges and possibilities for future Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation. The aim was to make the publication concise and readable, so that it could work as a tool and basis for future cooperation.  
To make the publication more accessible especially for target groups from both regions, it was published in both English and French. 

The publication is distributed in electronic form by the project partners in each partner country, and also through the Anna Lindh national networks. The printed version will be distributed by the partners in summer and autumn 2011. 
	The project partners were not able to participate to the realization of the publication as much as planned, so also the thematic chapters were mainly in the responsibility of the project coordinator and coordinating organization. 
Due to the time needed for the translation, the French version of the publication and the printed versions were ready somewhat later than planned.


How and by whom have this activity been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries.

The steering group of the project monitored the planning and drafting process of the publication, deciding the main principles to guide the work and commenting the ideas and draft versions of the text. 
The main feedback will come from the target groups for whom the publication is being distributed. As the publication has just been finished and started to be distributed, not much feedback has been received yet.
Please repeat this above section for all the activities implemented
4.2 Please list activities that were planned and were not implemented explaining the reasons. 
Activity No. 
Title of the Activity: 
Elaborate on the problems which occurred and caused delay, cancellation, postponement of activities and the way those problems were addressed.
Please repeat this above section for all the activities not implemented
4.3 Please list activities that were not planned and were implemented explaining the reasons. 

Activity No….. 

Title of the Activity:…………………………………………………………………………………….

The following two seminars and information session are not separate project activities, but additional “side events” organized in connection with the steering group meetings of the project. 
Seminar “Migration from Mediterranean Perspective”, 

June 1, 2010, European Commission Representation in Finland (Helsinki, Finland)

In connection with the steering group meeting in Helsinki, Kehys ry in cooperation with the European Commission Representation in Finland organized a seminar on Migration from Mediterranean Perspective, which brought together more than 30 people to discuss the actual migration issues in the Mediterranean region. The speakers, including two members of the project’s steering group, approached the topic both from the perspective of the Euro-Mediterranean cooperation as well as through specific examples from Israel and Morocco. The audience, including representatives of NGOs, Finnish ministries and foreign diplomats in Finland as well as students, took actively part in the discussion and the seminar contributed both to the Finnish discussion on migration issues as well as to the future project activities related to migration. 

Information session on the Baltic Sea region

June 1, 2010, Office of the Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys (Helsinki, Finland)

On June 1 Kehys ry also organized an information session on the Baltic Sea region for the members of the Steering Group. This consisted of two presentations, one on the current environmental issues at the Baltic Sea region and other on Baltic Sea regional cooperation with special focus on the EU Baltic Sea Strategy. 

Seminar on (Inter-)Regional civil society cooperation

October 20, 2010, the Finnish Institute at Athens (Athens, Greece)

In connection with the second steering group meeting in Athens, Greece, the Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys organized a seminar which examined the preconditions, challenges and possibilities for civil society cooperation in and between the Mediterranean, Baltic Sea and Black Sea regions. The topic was approached through two recently published reports focusing on the intercultural trends and mutual perceptions in the Euro-Mediterranean region, a presentation on the development and current state of Black Sea civil society cooperation, as well as a panel discussion where common themes and challenges were identified. The seminar brought together more than 20 participants, including representatives of the Greek civil society, foreign diplomats in Greece and representatives of Greek ministries.  
Elaborate on the reasons for this/ these new activities. What was the relevance?
They were organized in order to stimulate wider discussion on the project’s themes, to gain more publicity for the project, to utilize the expertise of the members of the project’s steering group and to reach better the project’s target groups. The aim of the information session was also to give up to date information for the members of the steering group on issues related to the Baltic Sea region.  
Please repeat this above section for all the activities not implemented
5. METHODOLOGY 

5.1 How do you assess the implementation of the above listed activities in relation to the achieved results you described above? Were they appropriate and practical to achieve the expected results presented in your project? 

Steering group:
The idea of the project was to plan and implement the project activities through active dialogue and collaboration among the steering group members. Partly this succeeded, but often the participation of the steering group members was unbalanced. This moved the responsibility on decision making and preparation of the activities more to the coordinating organization and project coordinator. 

Reasons behind this include the lack of resources of the project partners to dedicate enough time for the work of the steering group: as all of them are dependent on other projects and work assignments for the daily income, the project had often a secondary role. This was also influenced by the fact that the partners didn’t always find enough synergies between the project activities and their daily work, which would have facilitated their participation. On the other hand, possibility to influence the planning and execution of the project activities and thus to include topics of interest was always offered to all the partners.
Despite these problems, however, the steering group and its individual members did a good work in distributing information and planning the project activities, providing input for the discussions and publications and evaluating the activities afterwards. 
Round table discussions:

All in all the round table discussions succeeded relatively well in generating civil society dialogue in the Baltic-Mediterranean framework and in identifying topics of common interest related to the project’s themes.

To some extent, however, the original aims were set too high, as the discussions didn’t succeed in producing concrete policy proposals to the extent that was expected. This is due to several factors:

-As the partners, and to a large extent civil society actors in general, were not familiar with the use of video conference technology, this created an additional challenge for the project. Lot of work was done to find the best technical solution that would allow equal participation for all, and this turned out not to be always easy. The use of video conference technology in civil society cooperation has a lot of potential, but it would still require more pioneering work. The fact that this project was also a testing ground for different technical solution had some influence on the content and results of the discussions. On the other hand it also gave the partners and participants valuable experience that can be used and developed further in future cooperation.

-The big variety of regions, countries and thematic actors involved in the discussions made it sometimes difficult to identify common themes and challenges on the regional level and especially to formulate common concrete recommendations from this basis. This plurality of points of view can, and often did, create fruitful exchange of views across regional and sectoral boundaries, but it can also make it difficult to discuss concrete and specific issues that require a lot of thematic expertise. This was something that the facilitators and project coordinator learned to manage better as the project developed, but still much more time and more discussions would have been required to be able to get to a deeper level with the topics. 
-Participation in the discussions was in many ways unbalanced, which also influenced the results gained. Often the experts who were invited were not able to participate, and some countries were underrepresented. The participants also changed a lot from one discussion to another, which made it more difficult to follow up on the themes of the earlier discussions. This could have been improved by preparing the discussions and inviting the participants more in advance, and by providing the partners with more resources to make this preparatory work possible.
Light study:

The planning and implementation of the different stages of the study was realized in good cooperation between the researcher, project partners and project coordinator. In the limits set by the project budget (reflected in the method and reach of the survey) and the timetable of the action, it can be concluded that the action has been appropriate to achieve the goal of discovering prevailing attitudes, stereotypes and prejudices towards the other region.

The results of the study were used as a background for the following project actions, and thus it supported well the goals of the project as a whole. The positive feedback and interest received by the study also show that it succeeded in treating the topic in a way that was both approachable and informative.

The available resources didn’t make it possible to realize the study in a more systematic and academic way, and with a bigger and more representative group of respondents. The limitations resulting from this have probably somewhat hindered its usability for example in academic contexts.  

Final conference:

The aim of the final conference was to present the results of the project to a wider audience, as well as to discuss the future possibilities for Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation: taken account the limited resources, it succeeded quite well in both aspects.  
The original plan of organizing the conference as a cruise in the Mediterranean had to be modified due to lack of resources, and in the end all the partners weren’t able to find as many participants as planned. Therefore the participation as well as the attention that the seminar got was more focused on Finland and the Baltic Sea region. The organizers wanted to compensate this by initiating the seminar blog as a platform for wider discussion on the seminar themes, as well as by involving and inviting experts from different sectors and target groups (NGOs, decision makers, private sector, migrant groups etc.). 

The seminar was also connected quite closely to the events of the Arab spring, which gave it additional acuteness and also more visibility in the medias. To an extent this shifted the balance of the discussions to the Mediterranean, but in the end the Baltic-Mediterranean focus was quite well maintained in the discussions. The participation of many prominent expert speakers from both regions contributed to the balance and to the high quality of the seminar sessions.

The combination of plenary sessions dealing with inter-regional cooperation in a more general, political level, with working groups focusing on practical cooperation in different thematic fields turned out to be a functioning solution. As the working groups were facilitated by the facilitators of the round table discussions, there was a good continuity between them, even though many of the participants were different. 

All of the working groups produced conclusions, which were presented to the participants and distributed by e-mail after the conference. The varying level of concreteness of the recommendations, which also characterized the round table discussions, reflects both the differences between the project themes as well as the fact that the project is just a starting point and first phase of cooperation that would require more time and resources to produce more concrete results. 

The feedback from the conference shows that the participants were generally very content with both the organization and content of the event. The blog, however, hasn’t initiated discussion to the extent that it could have: this can reflect both the need to prepare and advertise this type of discussion platforms well in advance, as well the general difficulty of getting wide attention in the online world.

All in all the conference provided good visibility for the project as well as for Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation in general, and thus paved the way for developing this cooperation further in the future.
Final publication:

The aim of the final publication was to present the outcomes of the project and work as a tool to share knowledge and best practices learned in course of the project. The project’s steering group decided that in order to best achieve these aims and to reach the largest possible public, the publication should be quite concise and easily readable, and also connect to the wider social and political context of the Arab spring. It was also agreed that the publication should be oriented towards the future by presenting the project and its results from the perspective of their relevance for future cooperation. 
The success of the study and the chosen approach can be measured later, when more feedback has been received and when it can be assessed whether it has become a useful and easily accessible and readable source of information for the target groups.  
5.2 How do you assess the relationship between the formal partners of this project (i.e. those partners which have signed a partnership statement)?
<Please specify for each partner organisation>
· What was the actual role of the partners involved? What is your assessment of the performance of their role?

The Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys, in its role as the coordinating organization has had the main responsibility for planning and organizing the different project actions. As the contribution of the other partners has been unbalanced and generally less active than originally planned, the role of the coordinating organization has been emphasized. Besides the project coordinator, different people from Kehys have been commenting and contributing to the project actions, especially the final conference. 

Big part of Kehys’ role has been to initiate discussion among the steering group and to push the partners to contribute to the project. As many of the partners have had very little resources to participate, project coordinator and Kehys have taken correspondingly more responsibility for the project actions. 

The International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS) has brought their expertise on the Black Sea region as well as substantial contacts in the area to the project. Their contribution has been important especially in the round table discussions, where ICBSS participated actively and was also able to find excellent Greek participants for the debates. ICBSS’s participation in the planning of the different project activities could, however, been more active, and it would have been useful for the project as a whole to be able to profit more from their expertise. 

Eko Liburnia is a small organization with very specific field of interest (organic agriculture and ecotourism) and very limited resources. The lack of resources, time and contacts with actors dealing with the other project themes has limited their contribution to the project, even though they have taken part in the project activities. The organization has also criticised the project for not providing the partners enough resources to compensate for their time and contribution. As the partners have been well informed of what they are expected and what they will get from the project well before it started, it is too late to influence this when the project is already running. Eko Liburnia’s role in the project was, unfortunately, mainly passive, and it is clear that the project wasn’t very high on their agenda. 

Israel/Palestine Center for Research and Information (IPCRI) is a very active organization on issues connected to the Israel/Palestine question. They have suffered, however, from a serious financial crisis and lack of resources, which has hindered their participation especially in the planning of the project activities. Their expertise on the different project themes, however, is very high and they have extensive contacts in the region: therefore their contribution especially to the round table discussions and the final seminar has been important. IPCRI has also clearly stated that their interest towards the project is mainly due to the technical aspects of the videoconference negotiations, and therefore also the project hasn’t been very high on their agenda. 
Groupement d'Études et de Recherches sur la Méditerranée (G.E.R.M.) has been very active and motivated partner, which has contributed greatly to all of the project activities. This has been especially important for the content and regional balance of the project, as they are the only partner organization from Southern Mediterranean. G.E.R.M.’s participation to some of the round table discussions was unfortunately hindered by technical problems due to bad connections and insufficient video conference facilities available in the beginning. Language and translation at the project activities also caused some additional challenges, but in the end this wasn’t an obstacle for communication. 

G.E.R.M. brought to the project activities especially their extensive expertise on mobility and migration issues, but they were also able to use their networks to find Moroccan experts of the other project themes. Besides the expertise on content issues, the strong motivation of the organization was especially important. 
Estonian Roundtable for Development Cooperation / Arengukoostöö Ümarlaud (AKÜ) has, despite their limited resources, contributed very actively to the project. They have participated in the planning of the project activities and provided ideas for the content of the round table discussions as well as the final conference. AKÜ’s active participation was especially important in the round tables, as they facilitated all the environment discussions and brought Estonian experts to all of the thematic round tables. As a platform organization, AKÜ has good connections to Estonian civil society as well as expertise from different fields, and they were very willing to use these to advance the project. 

Tampere Peace Research Institute (TAPRI) has extensive expertise and experience on the Mediterranean region and EuroMed cooperation, as well as a wide network of contacts in the region. TAPRI has also been a pioneer in promoting Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation and is currently the head of the Finnish Anna Lindh network. All of these things made their contribution to the project extremely important, and helped it to connect with the earlier achievements of Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation. TAPRI’s contribution was especially important in the round table discussions (as facilitator and participant) and the final conference, which they helped to plan and organize. TAPRI’s contacts with the academic networks in Finland and in the whole EuroMed region helped to reach and engage the research community in the project activities, and they were also actively informing the national Anna Lindh networks on the project activities.       

· How did they contribute to achieve the objectives of the project?
See above. Especially G.E.R.M., AKÜ and TAPRI have contributed actively to all of the project activities, providing comments and ideas in the planning phase as well as participating in the realization and evaluation. IPCRI took actively part in many of the round table discussions and the final conference, but their role in planning and evaluation was limited. ICBSS contributed a lot to the round table discussions and the planning and evaluation of the project activities especially in the first part of the project, whereas Eko Liburnia’s contribution was generally more limited than that of the other partners.

· Would you recommend any future collaboration with the partner?
G.E.R.M., AKÜ and TAPRI are highly recommendable partners with interest and expertise on a wide variety of issues relevant for EuroMed cooperation. 
IPCRI is a very recommendable partner especially for projects that are linked to the Israel-Palestine issues. They have great expertise as well as vast networks in the region, but limited resources and interest for engaging in projects that don’t have this link.    
ICBSS is also very professional expert institution on issues related to the Black Sea region, and a recommended partner especially for projects that have connection to it. 
Eko Liburnia’s thematic focus is probably more narrow than with the other organizations, and it has also very little resources and interest in engaging in cooperation outside this framework. It has a lot of expertise on organic agriculture and ecotourism, and can be recommended as a partner in projects that focus on these themes.   

6. ASSESSMENT/ RELEVANCE/ IMPACT OF THE PROJECT

6.1 How do you assess the general implementation of your project in relation to:
· the overall ALF mission?
In the larger Euro-Mediterranean framework Baltic-Mediterranean civil society cooperation, especially with such a wide thematic agenda, hasn’t been very actively promoted in the past, and therefore the project functioned as an important initiative in bringing together civil society actors from these regions to establish dialogue and identify and work for common goals. 

For this very reason, as well as due to the small size and limited resources of the project, its direct impact is focused on certain countries and the actors involved with the project in different ways. The study, round table discussions, seminars and the final conference and publication have, however, brought together a number of actors from both regions, thus helping to improve mutual respect between cultures and to overcome misunderstandings and stereotypes. 

The project has established connections and platforms that could and should be developed further in the future in order to support the long term positive effect in relation to ALF’s goals.   
· the ALF strategic fields (Ideas and ideologies, Education, Cultural Production, Media, Religion, Spirituality and Values, Cities and Diversity?
Ideas and ideologies
In practice all of the project actions have aimed to identify and overcome the challenges related to dialogue on migration, intercultural communication, human rights etc. Often a very fruitful dialogue has been achieved, and the actors from different regions and sectors have found a lot of common ground from which to formulate stands and draft recommendations. In its final phase the project also responded to the urgency of re-evaluating the basis of this dialogue in light of the events of the Arab spring. There were naturally also limitations (as specified above) and obstacles for reaching these goals, but taking account them and the project’s scale, it can be said to have succeeded well.   

Cities and Diversity

Two of the thematic points of focus of the project, mobility and culture, focused a lot on issues related to migration and the role of migrants in relation to intercultural dialogue. Despite the often very different contexts in the partner countries, a common approach was found in the discussions focusing on migrants’ rights and their positive role in creating dialogue and challenging the stereotypes of the “native” population.
The regional distribution of the partners made it possible to have a real North-South dialogue on migration topics, which is often missing or underrepresented in the public discussion and the medias. 

Even though migrant groups were also targeted with project information, their more active direct participation in the project activities would have given them an important added value.    
Education
The study produced as part of the project contributed from its part to the discussion on Mediterranean / Baltic identity and intercultural dialogue, and provided the basis for the other project activities. Education was also dealt explicitly in relation to environment (environmental education and awareness raising) and culture (role of education in promoting intercultural dialogue), and it is clearly one of the most potential themes for future Baltic-Mediterranean civil society cooperation.  

· the Euro-Med region with regard to the dialogue between cultures?
Baltic-Mediterranean dialogue is essentially a dialogue inside the Euro-Med region, and in this sense the project’s goals and results can be seen as directly relevant also in this larger framework. Through the various project actions people from different parts of the Euro-Med region were brought together physically or in virtual space to discuss on issues of common interest. Thus the project promoted directly dialogue between people from different cultural backgrounds, but this difference was not overemphasized: as is proved by the many shared views and opinions of the participants from different parts of the region/s, there is a lot of common cultural ground (spaces for “intracultural” dialogue) and other dividing lines that can be more important than the cultural one.      
6.2 How do you assess the choice of the target group of your project? Have the achieved results reached the target group and met its needs?
In the end, the direct beneficiaries of the project were primarily representatives of the civil society, researchers and decision makers. Youth, women and migrants have been to a varying extent targeted and reached by the different project actions, which relates to the structure and content of the project. 
As the aim of the round table discussions and the final conference was to produce concrete recommendations from specific themes, the steering group’s decision already at the first phase of the project was to focus on directly involving a limited number of thematic experts from different sectors. This was then the main criteria of choosing the participants, which somewhat limited participation. To an extent a choice was made, then, between most inclusive and most result oriented approach.  
Still the chosen approach also allowed quite a lot of variety and representation of the different target groups. In retrospect, however, more emphasis could have been put into involving more actively especially migrant groups, as many of the discussions were directly connected to their role and position in society. One target group could also have been the private sector, which is often an important stakeholder especially in environmental issues. To some extent the final seminar aimed to involve also actors from the private sector, but this is a challenging task that would require special attention and resources.

As a compensation for these practical limitations to direct participation in the project actions, the aim has been to distribute information on the project’s results as widely as possible. Main channels have been different national and regional networks that reach a wide variety of (mainly) civil society actors and academic institutions in the two regions. Through the media attention, especially the final seminar of the project has also got additional visibility among larger target group. 

Feedback on the project has been mainly received from the direct beneficiaries of the actions, and based on that the project’s themes and results have been deemed relevant and interesting especially by civil society and researchers from the two regions who already have some experience of regional cooperation or a strong interest to get involved in it in the future.
6.3 What has been the outcome on both the direct beneficiaries &/or target group (if different) and the situation in the target country or target region which the Project addressed?

The direct beneficiaries have become aware of the possibilities offered by cooperation in the Baltic-Mediterranean framework, and they have directly contributed to the promotion of dialogue, formulation of recommendations and creation of the discussion platforms. The project has provided them a chance to get their voice heard, to learn and share ideas and best practices and to create direct contacts across the regions and thus become part of a larger network. 
The wider target group has become aware of the existence of, and possibilities offered by, Baltic Mediterranean cooperation, and its potential role as part of it. Especially through the survey study and the seminar blog, ideas and contribution has been collected from the wider target groups across the two regions.
Among the target groups and in the project regions the aim has been to raise awareness on the potential of Baltic Mediterranean cooperation and more specifically on the different thematic issues that were at the focus of the project, as well as to give possibility for different actors to provide their opinions and points of view to the process. The extent to which the awareness raising has succeeded is hard to measure in an exact way, but it can be estimated that information related to the project has reached a big amount of civil society actors and researchers working with issues related to the project themes. 
6.4 How do you assess the impact of the implemented activities on the target group and the concerned communities at the local and/or regional level?
Publicity related to the project has raised the awareness of civil society actors, academic institutes and decision makers in the partner countries on the existence of the project and on the possibilities opened by a common and comparative approach to the Baltic-Mediterranean civil society cooperation. 

Light study

The survey that was conducted in summer 2010 to gather information for the study raised awareness of the programme in the Baltic Sea and Mediterranean regions, and made the respondents think about their views on issues related to environment, mobility, intercultural communication and regional identity from the perspective of Baltic-Mediterranean civil society cooperation.

The finished study was presented by Kehys and other partners to their contact groups and distributed and advertised widely in the project regions. Based on the feedback received, it has been received positively and has raised interest towards Baltic-Mediterranean comparative perspective and the prospects for inter-regional cooperation.    
Round table discussions

The process of recruiting participants for the discussions made a wider group of experts, civil society actors and decision makers in the partner countries aware of the project, its approach and thematic focus. In Finland, for example, the thematic working groups of Kehys (including working groups on “Migration and Development”, “Environment and Development”, “ENPI Working Group” etc.), which bring together civil society actors, civil servants and researchers, have been an important channel for distributing information about the project and discussing its content. 

Most of the participants of the discussions didn’t have previous experience of the type of Baltic-Mediterranean dialogue initiated by the project, and the round tables gave them a new perspective on this as well as an opportunity to exchange opinions, formulate common statements and create contacts with participants from the other partner countries. As many participants took part in several discussions (as well as the final conference), a more permanent platform for dialogue was created.  
Final conference
The final conference of the project received a lot of positive interest both in Finland and in other parts of the two regions. Its timing was very fortunate, and by viewing Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation in light of the ongoing changes brought by the Arab spring the conference attracted a wider group of people than it otherwise might have. The impact was strongest in Finland, where especially civil society organizations, research institutions and decision makers were targeted with information about the seminar. 

Based on the feedback from the seminar received directly from participants or through the questionnaire sent to them, the conference succeeded in raising awareness of the possibilities and potential thematic sectors for Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation. Most of the respondents of the survey thought that cooperation between the regions has a lot of potential, and most had also interest to engage in cooperation projects themselves.   
Final publication

As the final publication was finished only in June 2011 and is being currently distributed and advertised to the target groups, it is too early to evaluate its impact on the target groups and project regions. Maximum impact, however, has been aimed by a wide distribution both at national and regional levels.
Thematic seminars

On a local level, the two seminars organized in connection with the project’s steering group meetings in Helsinki and Athens, made the participants (civil servants, students, civil society representatives, members of the academic community) aware of the existence of the project and created discussion on its main topics, as well as more generally about the challenges and possibilities of inter-regional cooperation. 
6.5 How and by whom your entire project been monitored/evaluated? Please summarise the results of the feedback received, including from the beneficiaries and the partners on objectives achieved, project, methodology, preparation, implementation, material distributed/ published, organisation/ admin & logistics/ ALF staff performance, facilities...
-Steering group of the project

Steering group monitored and evaluated the different project activities and the project as a whole during its entire duration. The activities were discussed and evaluated mainly at the steering group meetings, but also in discussions with individual partners.
Many partners felt that the level of the round table discussions improved throughout the project and good results were achieved, but that still more time and debates would have been required to produce more concrete and specific recommendations. It was generally agreed that the light study and its results gave a good basis for the following project actions, but that due to lack of time and resources the preparation of the round tables wasn’t quite as good as it could have been. 
The partners felt that the project was a good beginning and testing ground for the methods and media of communication used, but that it is actually just a start for further cooperation. The project has opened doors for cooperation in different fields, and the best approach in the future would be to narrow down the topics and plan the best means for putting cooperation into action on the different thematic fields. 
On the technical side, the partners felt that even as the video conference technology and connections were improved as the project proceeded, there still remains work to do to improve the participation possibilities for those who don’t have proper video conference facilities at their disposal. The use and testing of this technology was a new thing for most partners and also a motivating factor for joining the project. 
The main language of communication between the project partners has been English, but with the Moroccan partners communication has been in French. The language issue and practical ways to organize it during the different project actions were discussed a lot especially in the early part of the project. Most partners agreed that participation should be possible by using either of the two languages, and as resources for professional translation were not available, this was arranged according to the situation, mainly with the help of the project coordinator and the partners who could translate between the two languages. At the final conference, however, professional interpreters had to be used. Generally it was felt that this arrangement functioned well, but that it should be taken better into consideration already when planning and resourcing for the project.
The steering group has been generally happy about the organization of the project events, the facilities used and the performance of the coordinating organization and ALF. One issue that has caused discussion and critique is the lack of resources available for the project partners. Many partners felt that it is extremely difficult for them to dedicate the amount of time required for the project if they are not better compensated for it. As most partners had very difficult economic situation ad had to prioritize work that they were paid for, this situation influenced the project as a whole.    
-The board of the Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys 

The different project actions were presented and discussed at the meetings of the board of Kehys. 

-The European Neighbourhood Policy working group coordinated by the Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU, Kehys 

The members of the group, which consists of Finnish NGOs, researchers and civil servants interested in the Neighbourhood Policy issues, were updated and informed about the developments in the project at the working group’s meetings. Some members of the group also participated in the project activities. 
Many of the group’s members had experience of cooperation in either of the two regions, and they found the project’s concept of promoting dialogue between the regions very supportable. From the Finnish perspective it was seen as good to create contacts especially with the Mediterranean civil society, and the video conference form was regarded as a good and innovative way to realize this. The group also supported the idea of continuing the cooperation in some form in the future, and the possibility of including Black Sea in the axis was regarded as a good initiative. 
-Participants of the round table discussions

Feedback from the participants was received by the coordinating organization directly and via the project partners. Generally the participants felt that the round tables provided a good platform for the type of inter-regional dialogue that the project was promoting. Video conferencing raised interest especially among civil society organizations, and it was thought to be a cheap and ecological way of organizing discussions and facilitating inter-regional dialogue. Many participants, however, also felt that the technical solutions still need to be developed to suit better especially the needs and capacities of civil society actors. Some participants also commented the imbalance of participation between different regions and countries, which was problem in some of the discussions and put limitations to the scope of the debates.     

-Participants of the final seminar
As written above, feedback from the participants of the seminar was received both via online questionnaire as well as directly.  Generally they felt that the content and organization of the seminar were good and that it dealt with topics relevant for them and also gave new ideas related to the seminar themes.  Many participants commented especially the interesting and diverse group of seminar participants, which contributed a lot to the quality of the discussions and helped to generate a real exchange of ideas.
6.6 What is your assessment of the results of the project so far? Include observations on the performance and the achievement of outputs, outcomes and impact in relation to specific and overall objectives, and whether the project has had any unforeseen positive or negative results.
As stated above, the project has been a pioneering initiative a) in the way it has brought together a wide range of civil society actors from Baltic Sea and Mediterranean regions to discuss on a broad set of topics and b) in testing the possibilities for using videoconference technology in facilitating civil society dialogue. It has thus been an important learning experience for all parties involved, creating a good basis for continuing cooperation in different forms in the future and producing also a set of thematic recommendations that reflect the common views and ideas reached by the participants of the project actions. 

The results of such project, that has as its main aim the facilitation of dialogue, are quite difficult to measure in very concrete and quantifiable way. Based on the feedback, which is specified above, and the number of participants in the different project actions, it can be said that the project has succeeded to reach in different ways quite a big segment of its target group, has generated interest towards the topics discussed and the perspective of Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation in general, and initiated a dialogue that has a lot of potential to help bringing the civil societies in the two regions closer to each other.  

The dialogue on topics related to mobility, culture and environment has promoted the exchange of best practices between and inside the regions and made the participants more aware of the many shared challenges, goals and points of view, reflected in the recommendations produced as well as in the feedback received from the participants. Especially in the current political and social context, the promotion of this type of civil society contacts and cooperation, even in a small scale, is extremely important. 

For reasons explained in more detail above, and connected to the novelty of the project and the testing and learning involved, the participation of different target groups, countries and sectors in the dialogue was not always balanced, and the recommendations resulting from the discussions were not always as concrete and directly applicable as originally planned. These are things that can be improved in future cooperation that can profit from the know-how and experience gained during the project. As proposed by many partners, one lesson would be to narrow down the thematic focus, which would enable the achievement of more concrete results. It would also facilitate the participation of specific target groups and thematic experts, who don’t always see the added value of cross-sectoral projects with a very broad agenda. 

6.7 In case you have experienced constraints during the reporting period that might have limited the appropriate implementation of the planned activities, please describe the issue and the action taken to respond to it.
6.8 Please list all contracts (works, supplies, services) above 10,000€ awarded for the implementation of the project during the reporting period, giving for each contract the amount, the award procedure followed and the name of the contractor.
7. VISIBILITY
7.1 Please list all material produced and published (and no. of copies) during the project on whatever format, (please enclose a copy of each item, except if you have already done so in the past).

-General information and background document on the project

->the background document was distributed in both printed (approximately 150 copies) and electronic

form by the project partners to inform the target groups about the project and the different project

actions. 
-Study on the Attitudes and prejudices between the Baltic Sea and the Mediterranean regions
(September 2010), by Johan Fredborn Larsson

->The study has been distributed in electronic and printed form (as A4 prints) in the different partner countries as well as in the wider EuroMed region via the national Anna Lindh networks. In printed form approximately 100 copies of the study have been distributed in various project events and other events of the coordinating organization. 
-Material related to the thematic round table discussions:

*Background document for the participants of the round tables

->the document was sent in electronic form to the participants of the round table discussions
*Invitations to the round table discussions on environment, mobility and culture 
->the invitations were distributed in electronic form to potential participants of the discussions in each

of the partner countries. 

*Memorandums on the round table discussions on environment, mobility and culture 
->the memorandums were distributed in electronic form to the participants of the round table discussions
-Material related to the final conference:

*Information and background document of the seminar
->The document was distributed before the seminar mainly in electronic form to potential participants, sponsors and other interested groups and individuals in the project countries.

*Information documents for the participants of the working groups on environment, mobility and culture
->The documents were given in printed and electronic form to the participants of the seminar.

*Practical information for the seminar participants 
->The document was given in printed and electronic form to the participants of the seminar.

*Seminar programme

->The programme was given in printed and electronic form to the participants of the seminar and distributed before the seminar to potential participants.

*Recommendations of the seminar working groups
-The recommendations were sent in electronic form to the participants of the seminar as well as via the AL networks to a wider target group, and they were also available in the seminar blog page. The conclusions are also included in the final publication of the project.  

*Article on the results of the final conference
-The article was sent in electronic form to the participants of the seminar as well as via the AL networks to a wider target group. It was also put on the web page of Kehys.   

-Final publication of the project, “BALTIC-MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE: Building civil society 

cooperation across the regions” (June 2011)

*The study was published in both English and French versions. 350 pieces of the English version will be printed and 150 pieces of the French version: the printed publications will be distributed by Kehys and the partner organizations to people who took part in the project actions and to other interested actors in the two regions. The electronic version of the publication is available online at the Kehys web page, and information about it is and will be disseminated by the project partners and through Anna Lindh networks and other regional media. 
-Material related to the thematic seminars:

*Invitation to the seminar “Migration from Mediterranean Perspective”

*Invitation to the seminar on (Inter-)Regional civil society cooperation
->The invitations were sent in electronic form to potential participants of the seminars in Finland and in Greece.
*Articles written on the results of the seminars
->The articles were sent to the seminar participants, they were available on the web page of Kehys and also sent to the project partners to be distributed in the partner countries.
7.2 Please state how your publications are being distributed and to whom. 

The publications have been distributed mainly in electronic form by the project partners using their different e-mail lists, online networks and homepages, as well as on a regional level by using for example the Anna Lindh Foundation’s national networks.
For example in Finland the publications have been advertised and distributed to civil society organizations, researchers and civil servants that are members of Kehys’ working groups on environment, migration and European Neighbourhood Policy. They have also been distributed through mailing lists that cover hundreds of organizations and individuals interested in development cooperation, EU-policy and regional cooperation. TAPRI has also distributed them by using their mailing lists that cover researchers and other actors interested in EuroMed cooperation.

In printed form the publications have been (and are) distributed in the different events organized by Kehys and other partner organizations. Through these events the publications reach the different target groups of the project, especially NGOs, researchers and decision-makers. 
7.3 How has the visibility of the project and the visibility of the Anna Lindh Foundation been ensured during the reporting period? Please include articles written about the project.
Kehys as the coordinating organization has had the main responsibility for the programme’s visibility, but also the other participating organizations have advertised it in their respective countries via their web pages, mailing lists etc. Project coordinator together with the steering group has prepared publicity material on the project in general as well as on the different project actions, and it has been used in the promotion work. The widest visibility of the project actions have been gained by the light study, the final seminar and the final publication: in each case both national and regional channels and networks have been used to distribute information.

Through the round table discussions and the thematic seminars the project ahs gained visibility among more specific target and expert groups in the partner countries. Altogether, however, they have spread knowledge of the project and the Anna Lindh Foundation to quite a large group of people.

The project coordinator participated in the Anna Lindh Forum 2010 in Barcelona, the Baltic Sea NGO Forum 2010 in Vilnius (16-17.4.) and the Euromed Civil Forum 2010 in Alicante (14-17.5.), and in all of these events the programme gained visibility among the participating civil society actors and decision makers. 

Kehys created a homepage for the project in connection with its own pages, and also a separate blog page to function as an information sharing tool and discussion platform on the themes of the project and especially the final seminar.
In all publicity material related to the programme, the name and logo of the Anna Lindh foundation have been prominently displayed.  

Some of the participants of the final seminar of the project got good visibility in the Finnish medias. Below are some links to their interviews:

Gershon Baskin:

TV: The Finnish Broadcasting Company / programme ”A-studio” 6.4.2011: 

http://areena.yle.fi/ohjelma/2505
The Finnish Broadcasting Company / News in Swedish ”Nyheter” 4.4.2011:
http://arenan.yle.fi/video/1301937555709
Radio: The Finnish Broadcasting Company / News in Swedish ”Nyheter” 4.4.2011:
http://arenan.yle.fi/audio/1302188550025
Online news: The Finnish Broadcasting Company / Article in Swedish “Arabuppror ändrar terrorbalansen” 4.4.2011:

Andreu Claret:

TV: The Finnish Broadcasting Company / News in Swedish ”Nyheter” 4.4.2011:

http://arenan.yle.fi/audio/1302620545897
Online article: Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, article “Arabidemokratia ei etene ilman kansalaisyhteiskuntaa”, 12.4.2011
http://formin.finland.fi/public/default.aspx?contentid=217924&nodeid=15145&contentlan=1&culture=fi-FI
8. SUSTAINABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
8.1 Describe if the project will continue after the support from the Anna Lindh Foundation has ended. Are there any follow up activities envisaged? What will ensure the sustainability of the Project? 

The interest and possibilities for continuing the project in some form have been discussed by the project’s steering group in several occasions, and most of the partners have stated their interest for this and agreed on the importance of developing further the dialogue started during the project. 

The partners agreed that the best approach in the future would be to narrow down the topics and plan the best means for putting cooperation into action on the different thematic fields. It was also agreed that resources available for partners would have to be better in any future cooperation project.

Similar positive feedback concerning the continuation of the project was also received at the final seminar of the project.

Kehys has also great interest to continue and develop further cooperation in the Euro-Med framework, and it is currently developing several project ideas, negotiating with potential partners and mapping possible sources for funding for the projects. The aim is to continue and develop further some aspects of the project, as well as to continue cooperation at least with some of the project partners, depending of course on their interest, resources etc. One of the project plans connects also Black Sea region to the cooperation axis.

The sustainability of the project and the future Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation is also supported by the light study, final publication and blog page of the project, which summarizes the results of the project, provide ideas and proposals for future cooperation and also a platform for discussion on the project themes and the future potential of Baltic-Med cooperation. Information on these products of the project has been widely distributed and the publications are available both in online and printed form.
8.2 What has your organisation/partner learned from the project and how has this learning been utilised and disseminated?
The project has given Kehys important experience on the Euro-Mediterranean context and the different issues specific for it. It has been a lesson on intercultural communication both in the level of the content of the project activities as well as in practical management of a project that brings together partners from a variety of cultural and thematic backgrounds. 
The thematic focus of the project has widened and deepened our understanding of the different topics related to culture, environment and mobility that have been discussed during the project in the Baltic-Mediterranean context. This has influenced also the agenda and perspectives of other activities of Kehys, especially in showing the many interconnections the themes have with development policy issues. The project has also directed the focus of Kehys more on the European neighbourhood policy, which has activated the corresponding working group coordinated by Kehys and led into the founding of a mailing list for Finnish NGOs on issues related to the Middle-East. 
As the project was also quite unique at the time in Finland, and as it and especially the final conference coincided with the Arab spring and focus of policies and civil society’s interest more to the southern Mediterranean, it also contributed to growing interest among Finnish NGOs towards the region. Many of the NGOs in Finland that took part in the different project activities are now planning their own projects in the region.

The round table discussions gave Kehys important experience on the possibilities of organizing in practice civil society dialogue between a geographically disparate group of actors. This experience has been disseminated especially among Finnish NGOs, many of whom have been very interested on the potential of video conference technology.
The organization of the final conference gave us important insights in the challenges related to cooperation with private sector, which has not traditionally been one of the primary target groups of Kehys. This experience will be used in the future when planning new projects and the different funding opportunities for them.

Through the project Kehys has gained a large network of contacts in the two project regions, as well as a lot of experience on both practical and thematic issues. Most directly this will profit the long term sustainability of the project through the new projects that Kehys is planning and which will hopefully be realized and help on their part to develop and deepen Baltic-Mediterranean cooperation.  

8.2 How would you assess the relationship between your organisation and public authorities in the Project countries? How has this relationship affected the Project?
During the project cooperation has taken place mainly with the Finnish public authorities, with whom

Kehys has traditionally very good relationship. This enabled us to cooperate with the Foreign 

Ministry of Finland in organizing the seminar on migration from Mediterranean perspective and the

final seminar of the project, as well as being in touch with the Finnish embassies in the partner

countries while organizing the round table discussions. 
We have also contacted the embassies of the partner countries in Finland and had especially good relationship with the embassies of Croatia, Greece and Morocco: their representatives also took part in the project seminars. Besides this we haven’t had direct contact with public authorities in the partner countries. Many of the partner organizations, however, have good connections with the local public authorities, and this has allowed for example our Moroccan partners (G.E.R.M) to use free of charge the video conference facilities of the National Library of Morocco. 

In all, the relationship with the public authorities during the reporting period has had positive influence on the realization of the programme activities.  

9. CO-OPERATION WITH ANNA LINDH FOUNDATION 
How do you evaluate the co-operation with the Contracting Authority? Describe your relationship with Anna Lindh Foundation. 

Generally cooperation with ALF has worked well and relationship has been good. The ALF’s representatives have been very helpful and have usually answered swiftly to any requests etc. It was also especially positive surprise for the organizers that the Foundation’s Executive Director Mr. Claret was able to participate in the project’s final conference. Mr. Claret’s participation helped to raise the profile of the event ant to bring it additional media attention, and his excellent speech and comments at the seminar enriched the discussions a lot.

As a general comment the coordinating organization felt that the reporting required by the project was excessively heavy, and especially the audit required for the interim report was felt to be an expensive and unnecessary requirement for a project of this scale. Also the time it took for the ALF to process the interim report and pay the second instalment of the project, almost 6 months, was excessively long. 

The Anna Lindh Foundation may wish to publicise the results of Projects. Do you have any objection to this report being published on Anna Lindh Foundation website? If so, please state your objections here.

Name of the contact person for the Project: Rilli Lappalainen
Signature: ………………………………………

Stamp:
Location: Helsinki, Finland
Date report due: 1.7.2011
Date report sent: ……………………………….





























































�       The entire implementation period of the project according to the contract signed.


� “Target groups/ direct beneficiaries” are the groups/entities who will be positively affected by the project at the Project Purpose (women, youth, migrants), and “indirect beneficiaries” are those who will benefit from the project in the long term at the level of the society or sector at large.
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