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1. Advocacy Development Programme Evaluation and its outcomes

After 5 years of the EIO-run Advocacy Development Programme, the Programme was evaluated. The evaluation, led by an independent consultant, involved a large number of s/s, the IS and the EIO. The evaluation was subsequently presented and discussed at the EDF in May 2010. There was a substantive discussion at the EDF and subsequently renewed input from some CEE s/s directors was given to the evaluation. Taking the whole process together one could briefly summarise the following three strengths and four weaknesses of the ADP as it stands to date:

· STRENGTHS

1. Cost effectiveness – The ADP assisted the s/s in developing their advocacy capacities despite lack of human and financial resources for implementing advocacy work. It led to some ‘quality leap’ of the work of the s/s in the area of lobbying, media work and campaigning. The initial focus on volunteers only had some positive spin off, but the subsequent focus on s/s staff is considered to actually have led to more decisive impact and cost effectiveness (in fact the focus on capacity building of volunteers was viewed quite critically). The programme also facilitated the induction and mentoring of the new s/s directors. It’s side effects included some broadening of the expertise pool available for the s/s work, occasionally some impact on strengthening governance, but most importantly in the later years a more sustainable capacity building of s/s staff. These results were achieved at small cost on the s/s side (e.g. some staff time for training) and with a very moderate investment from the EIO budget (covering mainly the costs of training and participation in international meetings for the s/s staff and one annual meeting for the interns). 

2. Flexibility – even though the programme was established as an advocacy development programme initially covering only 4 European s/s, over the 6 years of its operation it assisted 11 European sections and structures. Also the scope of assistance was broadened with time and became more needs based – from lobbying only, at the start, to cover other areas of work, such as media, activism, and campaigning. Both the geographic and thematic scope of the ADP has been expanding rapidly in response to the needs signalled by the s/s. 

3. Spin off effects – the programme has developed different forms of bilateral or regional cooperation between the European s/s such as the directors mentoring scheme, job shadowing schemes, experience sharing in other areas, based on individual needs of the s/s. It also led to the Europe-wide pooling of resources (in terms of human and financial resources) with many experienced s/s staff engaged in training, mentoring and providing job shadowing.

· WEAKNESSES

1. Lack of proper coordination within the movement (between ADP – IMP – IMT – s/s): Given the previous silo approach within AI in Europe, the programme was run only by the EU Association and restricted to the mandate the EU Office had (advocacy). This has led to parallel engagement between the ADP officer and the IMP officers, sadly often uncoordinated and occasionally contradictory in message. With the creation of the ERS and the new integrated approach, coordination with IMP has stepped up significantly, but there is yet no joint programme.

2. Lack of a strategic approach to s/s needs – following on from the above weakness and equally due to the mandate limitations of the ADP, the way s/s could participate in the programme lacked a strategic and overall approach to section/structures needs. There was no opportunity to properly assess the overall needs of a s/s, define sensible urgency and create a stable basis for the development of the advocacy capacities (which might not be the first thing a s/s needs). ADP had no means to engage in a strategic assessment with the s/s, though it indeed often tried to help with such a plan on request of the s/s director (which led to the positively reviewed spin off effects and also to the more sustainable approach to capacity building of staff and support to the directors). Yet, effectively, ADP was transgressing its mandate and had no communication line proper to IMP and IMP’s priority relations with other key parts of mobilisation (notably IMT, IEC, and the SG).

3. Lack of formalised written agreements with the s/s – with the growth of the programme in its geographic and thematic scope there is a need for more formalised mechanisms to ensure return on investment, facilitate the planning and confirm commitments of all parties; Amnesty, led through the efforts of professionalization undertaken by IMP, now has a much stronger understanding of the obligations that have to be part of any tripartite arrangements and that investment has to show a return; those investing and those receiving have to clearly understand what their obligations and benchmarks are. 

4. Lack of a crisis management (early warning) system – despite the often very early awareness of the ADP coordinator of arising emergency situations in some of the s/s, there was a lack of a fast and effective intervention mechanism. ADP had no mandate to help, the communication channels to IMP and senior leadership in the IS were very weak, particularly before the creation of the ERS, and the influence of IMP officers (who were equally early aware of the impeding crisis) to seriously bring wheels into motion early enough was limited too; thus, there was no mechanism to pull appropriate resources from throughout the movement at a point in time when small investment still had good chances of bringing a return. In consequence, investments made through ADP were lost repeatedly. Amnesty invested too late in addressing crisis to be successful and the costs to Amnesty then spiralled. 

While the Advocacy Development Programme can surely overall be termed successful and a good return for investment, Amnesty has moved on in how it works in and through Europe and there is a need to tailor the effort to our current goals and possibilities. We surely want to preserve the strengths of the programme and its positive effects, while at the same time address its weaknesses, which are more structural than implementation oriented. Since the creation of the ERS has abolished the former silo approach in Europe and already with success integrated our human rights work among IS, s/s, EIO, we now have an opportunity to also integrate our efforts on capacity building and mobilisation. In fact, arguably, the weaknesses identified are in principle the same we identified in other areas of our work, which precisely led us to the creation of the ERS working method in the first place. In addition, the IEC, IMP and the SG have with a global focus in the meantime come to the same conclusion in relation to crisis management as the ADP evaluation showed for Europe. The IEC has recently set in motion a new working group to address this and IMP is also in the process of developing new tools and structures that will soon be communicated to the movement. 

2. Proposal for a European Capacity Building Programme (CBP)

The transfer of experience and knowledge on all possible areas of a s/s operation between s/s Europe-wide is already running under ADP (e.g. director mentoring, job shadowing, media etc.), and it should be continued. However, it has to be less ad-hoc (based on when there happens to be availability rather than on where the investment has the best return) and more embedded in a strategic needs assessment. IMP is about to conclude the development of comprehensive needs assessment tools on key function areas of s/s. The capacities of the IMP are focused, according to global priorities, on the global South and East, which includes Central and Eastern Europe, yet resources on CEE are spread somewhat thin and are not usually high priority. In the future CBP needs to be fully integrated with IMP to achieve better return of investment, utilize the new tools IMP has developed (e.g. needs assessment tools) and ensure cross-fertilisation of the different accountability lines available to IMP and the EIO. One cannot overemphasize the need for this integration with IMP nor the crucial importance of the tripartite approach to capacity building. In addition, the ADP evaluation has shown that adding slightly increased resources to the overall effort in Europe would provide that bit of extra capacity that can achieve such integration and ensure a more strategic and more comprehensive approach. The proposal is, thus, for the EIO capacity to help coordinate while at the same time fully integrate. Without coordination of activities such as job shadowing and directors’ mentoring, good investments could falter, remain non-evaluated and the pairing up is made without an assessment of needs and capacity of both sides. The proposal is not for a CBP run solely by the EIO, but an ERS programme that is integrated in the same spirit as we have successfully approached e.g. the campaign coordination.

PLEASE NOTE: The following is a first idea consulted with a number of key stakeholders in IMP, senior IS management and concerned s/s directors. However the details of the how and what will need to go through a much longer discussion phase to capture the developments within and around IMP as well as the IEC’s efforts to address crisis management globally.

· Functions of the proposed European Capacity Building Programme

1. Coordination role of the capacity building efforts will be based on a needs assessment made with each recipient individually (no one size fits all approach). The offer of support is coordinated through a search for the resources available in the movement to address the identified needs. Resources from other s/s will be drawn in in a coordinated manner, allowing s/s to contribute once off or smaller help that does not fall into a hole but remains sustainable because the overview of the strategic approach is kept. Those contributing will only be required to contribute what they offered and if that offer seizes, continuation (if necessary) will be sought somewhere else in the movement.

2. The needs assessment process will be conducted jointly with the International Mobilisation Programme (IMP), taking into account all potential needs of the s/s (structural, management, advocacy, activism, financial management and fundraising, governance, other expertise etc.). The responsibility to cater for the identified needs will be shared appropriately between officers concerned according to the resources available and mandate agreed (e.g. IMP is responsible for governance or growth). Exploration of the precise functions of this will be conducted until the end of 2010, thus this is to be understood as a broad and still to be defined form of integration, but with a clear and agreed commitment to strategic needs assessment.

3. All capacity building interventions will take place under a clearly defined Service Level Agreement to be concluded between the EIO, IMP and individual s/s (or between the jointly IMP/EIO run programme and s/s depending on how we will eventually conceptualise the programme). The concept is, thus, tripartite with clearly defined roles and responsibilities, defining benchmarks and timing for the return of investment, and keeping all partners actively informed.

4. During the transition phase from the Advocacy Development Programme to a CBP, all s/s previously covered by the ADP will have their needs re-assessed and individual SLA’s will be drafted for all s/s which want to continue to receive capacity building assistance. It remains to be explored what type of needs assessment and which depth will be necessary. This will be discussed with the s/s concerned and through utilising the movement’s new tools developed by IMP. Wherever possible the needs assessment will be integrated with the holistic approach of IMP as soon as possible. 

5. The crisis management potential of the CBP will be explored in 2011 with the aim to establish at least an early warning system, but potentially integrate into broader efforts on timely rescue if deemed appropriate. What needs to be established at least is a sense of the existence of an “emergency helpline” that can listen and effectuate communication to the right level of management in the IS and the ERS. CBP could help to coordinate interventions deemed appropriate if it is clearly understood to be a programme of the ERS, ie. of the IS, the EIO and s/s together. The learning from the example of the emergency assistance to AI Hungary and helping the AI Denmark effort towards AI Croatia could be employed in developing this element of the CBP role. This is clearly an explorative activity, which will need to be communicated with the new IEC working group and other parts of the movement as appropriate. We are seeking an explorative mandate only for this aspect.

The expectation is that the programme will be part of any potentially developing global platforms on capacity building and will contribute to global efforts.

· Structure of the European Capacity Building Programme:

- Capacity Building Management Group (explorative) composed of representatives of: EIO, ECA, IMP, at least 2 s/s directors (and potentially a governance representative should crisis management become a part of this?) – to review the needs assessment of the s/s and the prospects and viability of the expertise investments on the basis of information from all sources (s/s themselves, ERS, IMP, IMT, ECA, EIO). The Capacity Building management group could meet twice per year to review the CBP progress and comment on the new initiatives proposed; the exploration of decision-making competences, particularly if an element of crisis management is to be included (which is an open question), will be a key and early step of developing the programme.

- Programme Coordinator = parts of the EIO deputy director ERS (former ADP Coordinator). Based on the needs of the s/s the coordinator will pull in the available resources from the movement in the form of one-off or systemic assistance. The Coordinator will maintain strategic overview of all capacity building needs as well as expertise existing in Europe and throughout the movement and coordinate its deployment together with the relevant staff at IMP. 

Please note: within the structural reform of the EIO following the conclusion of the Europe Review, the role of the Deputy Director ERS goes beyond the ADP officer or the CBP coordinator into work for the EDF, the streaming of the EIO-run platforms, training sessions (e.g. new directors) and campaign coordination activities (Non-Discrimination Campaign coordination). This structural change of the EIO has been approved by the EA board in May 2010 and presented to the EDF in Ittre. The creation of the ERS has brought about needed extra coordination on human rights work we do jointly, on platforms, on support to enable the EDF’s new decision-making powers etc. This had to be absorbed into existing staff resources.  

- Capacity Building Officer – will implement the capacity building activities and training at the s/s level, facilitate regional meetings and organise other capacity building initiatives, develop manuals and know-how, keep the records of the capacity building activities, maintain database of expertise available in the movement; 

Please note: this is the position which forms part of the 2011 budget proposal. 

CBP staff will be considered staff in IMP as well as the EIO (modelled on the campaign coordination and the CoE post run between ECA and the EIO). 

PROPOSAL FOR DECISION:

The EDF is requested to decide on the change of the ADP to a CBP with an enlarged mandate, function, and structure as outlined above, and full integration into the ERS (in this case particularly with IMP/ECA). The presented format on the functioning, particularly in relation to crisis management, is exploratory in nature to ensure they are embedded in all appropriate international AI mechanisms. The EDF is also requested to consider adding the resources for a CBP officer. Previous ADP resources will be fully utilised by the CBP taking into account the approved restructure of the EIO.
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