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Summary

Below is the report of the relief review, which took place in 2002-03. 
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Relief Review 2002-03

Background

The most recent Relief Review was carried out in 1992-93. After a consultation process, including an intersectional meeting, in Gripsholm Sweden, with sections involved in relief, recommendations were put forward to the 1993 ICM and a new set of guidelines were adopted in August 1995.

Two years later, at the 1997 ICM, Decision 29 requested the IEC to evaluate the 1995 Guidelines for Relief Work (FIN 50/01/95) and to undertake a study on how other forms of assistance, including those relating to human rights defenders, can be increased and financed outside the relief budget. Other issues which should be examined included, "fair trial" and "house destruction". Decision 29 also requested the IEC to report back at the 1999 ICM, but the decision was then given low priority and not implemented.

Since the guidelines were adopted, many mandate decisions with possible relief implications have been taken, thus there is a need for the guidelines to be reviewed and possibly revised in order to more adequately reflect the development that has taken place in the movement.

Prior to the 2001 ICM, following a request by sections involved in relief the IEC agreed that a review was to be carried out and it was included in OP2. 

An external Consultant was hired to carry out the review as a project managed by the Research and Mandate Program in the IS(1).

The terms of reference for the review included looking into the following aspects:

1.
The overall role of relief assistance in the context of Amnesty International’s human rights mission. The issue at stake is whether relief should be expanded, maintained as it is with minor adjustments, or fazed out altogether. 

2.
Mandate changes and policy issues that have arisen over the years since the present relief guidelines were adopted.

3.
The relationship between relief and other programs, such as the Human Rights Defenders programs and financial assistance in legal cases relating to impunity.

4.
The way relief is organized within Amnesty International both at the International Secretariat and in sections with relief programs as well as the coordination/cooperation between the IS and sections.

5.
The financial aspects of relief including fundraising.(2)

Methodology

The consultation process has included interviews with various actors:


Sections carrying out relief activities : 

Tailored questionnaires have been sent out via e-mail to the following sections: AI Austria, AI Canada, AI Denmark, AI France, AI Germany, AI Luxembourg, AI Netherlands, AI Norway, AI Sweden, AI Switzerland, AI UK, AI USA. 

Information has been collected via meetings with Relief Officers(3) and section staff and, where direct contact was not possible, telephone interviews were undertaken as well as extensive e-mail communication.


Staff in the IS :

A series of interviews have been made with staff in the IS, including former and present Relief Officers, Researchers, Campaigners, Program Directors, Section Development Committee (SDC), International Fundraising Team (IFT), Finance and Accounting Program, Medical Coordinator, Refugee Team and staff in the Kampala and Hong Kong offices. The Consultant has worked in close cooperation with the Relief Officer in the IS. 


Study of AI materials such as ICM resolutions(4), reports from inter-sectional meetings on relief and a thorough research of relief applications handled by the IS in recent years.

Present Relief Policy

According to the guidelines which were adopted in 1995, "AI relief can be given to victims of human rights violations for their general needs; for medical treatment; for legal aid; to assist people to leave countries where they are at risk of severe human rights violations; and to prevent the forcible return of refugees to countries where they would be at such risk."

The aim of relief is primarily humanitarian. AI provides relief to people who have suffered human rights violations and, where appropriate, their dependent families. The present guidelines define in a very detailed chart the specific beneficiaries eligible for relief and under which circumstances and for which purposes relief will be granted.

Current Relief Functions in the IS

The role of the IS is to ensure the consistent implementation of the relief policy and procedures, to assess the plausibility of the requests and the appropriateness of the payments (including political and security considerations) and to supervise income and expenditure and tracking of payments.  

A yearly plan is compiled by the IS Relief Officer, based on requests or plans by the sub-regional teams. The relief plan is above all an estimate and a tool being used for asking sections to contribute to the International Relief Fund. In reality less than half of the preliminary budget will be spent. This is mostly due to the lack of funds in the IRF but also to the fact that many of the proposals/estimates made by the sub-regional teams do not materialize.

Approval System

The guidelines state that all relief payments whether originated in the IS or in sections must be approved by the IS, normally: 

a)
sub-regional team and Regional Program Director 

b)
IS Relief Officer and the Program Director of Research and Mandate Program (RMP) as final approver.

c)
and when applicable the refugee team and/or medical team  

At an international relief meeting in Stockholm in November 2000 the approval system was discussed and it was noted that there are varied procedures in sections, in regard to the contacts with the IS on relief requests and payments. Unanimously, it was experienced by Relief Officers that the approval procedures within the IS take too long. Clear cut cases may travel through the system at quite some speed, but often there are delays especially concerning cases which require more policy discussions. 

The perception of the present approval system as a bureaucratic hindrance was further stressed in the interviews. Even though the guidelines clearly state that sections should submit the applications to the IS for approval, adherence to this rule is often not the case. The most frequent answer to that was that Relief Officers in the sections concerned felt no need to consult the IS, especially not when the applications were "clear-cut cases within the relief guidelines".

Another important factor is that several sections felt that there are inconsistencies in the handling of relief in the IS. Some teams have a strong focus on relief and then there is a valuable exchange of ideas and proposals between sub-regional teams and sections. Several Relief Officers have also experienced what they have perceived as a lack of interest from teams and that they have been very slow in responding to requests from sections. This problem sometimes creates a difficult situation, particularly in urgent cases, keeping the beneficiaries waiting for approvals unreasonably long periods of time. The IS response to this was that regardless of if the initiative comes from sections or a researcher, it is the researcher at the IS who is responsible for contacting relevant people at the IS (e.g. Medical Coordinator, Refugee Team, Regional Program Director and the Relief Coordinator) before submitting the final approval.

From the interviews with staff in the IS it became clear that, in practice, this line of action is not always being followed and that there is not always adherence to the guidelines in the IS either. Quite often researchers will be consulted by section Country Coordinators or Relief Officers, the relief payments will be handled by sections themselves and this information will not be passed on to the Relief Officer in the IS.

This seems to be a management problem and, as a first step, it is essential that this lack of communication is addressed and a workable model within the IS is implemented, ensuring the proper consultation between the Relief Officer and the regional programs, and when applicable, the medical and refugee teams.

Quantity of Relief

According to the guidelines there should be a reasonable relation between the type and amount of assistance and the benefits it provides. The guidelines clearly state that Amnesty should, at all times, avoid encouraging dependency on relief: "AI does not aim to compensate for the total loss of income which may result from the human rights violation, and the provision of relief must be directly related to a need arising from actual or threatened violation within AI’s mandate". 

The present rule, set by the IS, allows for a total of maximum £600 per person for general needs, that is financial and material aid for basic requirements. During the interviews, it was made clear by all, both at the IS and in sections, that this rule is seen as very problematic and utterly unrealistic. It does not take into account the very varying costs of living in countries and the very different circumstances under which the needs for financial support have arisen. Furthermore, this rule is perceived as very "unfair" in comparison to the support granted to human rights defenders who benefit from the HRD programs.

(This is further developed in the chapter on HRD.)

Some sections have occasionally made exceptions from this rule and they advocate a much more flexible approach. Other sections have a policy of approving only smaller sums of money, as a matter of principle to avoid dependency and also due to money constraints in the section budget for relief.

The clear message is, however, that the £600 limit should be replaced by a more flexible system which will mirror the factual situation in the cases and countries concerned. Given the sensitivity of relief and the importance of having a coherent Amnesty approach it is, however, crucial that research teams and Country Coordinators are consulted about the appropriate amount and that there is a transparent reporting system to avoid incongruous differences and duplication. There is fear, both in some sections and in the IS, that if it is delegated to sections to decide themselves, this will most likely create confusion and there is a risk that rumours will spread that AI Sections have very diversified policies which could lead to organizations, as well as individuals, "shopping around". 

Time Span

The present guidelines state that long-time dependency should at all times be avoided, and as a matter of principle, assistance should not continue indefinitely. "In principle, relief for general needs for POCs and their dependants should be provided in the period during imprisonment or shortly after the release, and for dependants of victims of "disappearance" or extrajudicial execution it should be provided in the period shortly after the violation has occurred. AI can provide relief at a later date for "preventive" purposes, such as legal aid to establish the fate of a "disappeared" person, or assistance to the family when the body is exhumed or discovered."

The time span is an issue where sections apply very different rules, even though there seems to be general agreement that dependency should be avoided. Some sections are taking a strict position by limiting the period to a few months whilst others, especially in cases of action files allocated to groups have permitted very long-standing contributions running for several years. Again this could create some confusion. In theory (and maybe even in practice), dependants of a "disappeared" whose case has been allocated to a group in one section will get support for years and years, while a family living under similar circumstances, whose case has been allocated to another section, will be told that they can only expect financial support for a maximum of six months. 

Balance

According to the guidelines, AI should not normally plan for relief expenditure in any one country in any one year to amount to more than ten per cent of its total international relief program. The guidelines also state that this should be a rule of thumb: "it should be applied flexibly with regard to such factors as the population of the country concerned and the number of potential beneficiaries". 

In practice the amount of relief granted is much higher in some regions and countries. There are several explanations to this :

a)
the focus on relief in the research team,

b)
whether there are suitable projects identified,

c)
the possibilities to channel relief. 

According to the guidelines: "the overall relief program should be examined when imbalance arises from different approaches".

Presentation of Relief Work in AI Sections

AI Austria

The section has no Relief Committee. Responsibility for approving applications is delegated to a Relief Officer who is appointed by the board. There is a special budget line in the section for relief and there are also contributions from AI groups. 

The annual expenditure is €12,000. 

There is little coordination with the IS on projects handled by the section, but the section makes un-earmarked contributions to the IRF and has also made contributions to the HRD Programs, but does not have a separate HRD fund in the section. 

AI Canada

The section has no Relief Committee, all relief applications are handled by the Relief Officer who is a volunteer with very long AI experience.

The annual budget is CA$50,000 (£20,000). 

Small contributions come from groups and individuals, and the section sends out an annual fundraising letter. In case the contributions go below the budget it will be "topped-up" to CA$50,000 by the section. Money which is not being spent by the section is transferred to the International Relief Fund (IRF) as an un-earmarked contribution by the end of the year. 

Normally twelve applications per year are approved. Cases include legal aid to pursue asylum claims or travel costs for people at risk to leave their country. Virtually all applications come from country coordinators or group members, although there is a decrease in applications from the latter due to the fact that there are fewer action files allocated with options to give relief. All applications should make reference to the "dot chart" to demonstrate eligibility in the present relief guidelines. 

Usually the Relief Officer does not seek the approval from the IS, since the applications have been clear-cut cases within the guidelines. 

AI Denmark

The section has a Relief Committee consisting of five members (all volunteers). The Committee meets twice a year and communicates via e-mail in between meetings. 

A special relief fund was established in the beginning of the 1990’s. The interest of this fund amounts to approx. DKK120,000 per year (a little over £10,000). 

The committee receives and rejects a great number of applications which are not relevant (requests for student grants, everyday expenses for people with low incomes, etc). Every year six to seven applications are approved. Applications come from local AI groups or specialist groups (Medical Group), e.g. two doctors received a grant to go to Eritrea to train medical staff.

A decision has recently been made to allocate 1/3-1/2 of this money as a yearly contribution to the IRF. The IS will submit a number of applications and after approval by the Danish Relief Committee, the money will be transferred via the IS. 

The section also has a Working Group on Children and a Church Group, both these groups have their own separate funds. Several projects approved by the Working Group on Children have a strong relief component. 

AI France

The section has a Relief Committee of four to five people including the Relief Officer (staff who does relief work part-time), the Treasurer of the Board, the Refugee Coordinator and one to two Country Coordinators. The Committee mainly communicate via mail and e-mail and through meetings when necessary. The Committee gives its approval on relief requests up to € 800 but an approval by the section’s Executive Board is needed for applications exceeding that amount. 

The section has a special Relief Fund, and the money is not provided through the national budget. Money comes from groups and an internal newsletter is being sent out to groups every year, with a report. Annual amount granted is approximately €5,000 and the number of applications amount to eight to twelve per year. 

Applications come from groups, even though much less nowadays due to the decrease in POC cases or other individual cases suited for relief. More and more often country coordinators will submit applications which are sometimes based on RAN-actions and other material sent out from the IS. Occasionally the section takes own initiatives. 

The Relief Officer in the French Section has rarely contact with the IS and does not seek approval from the IS since most cases easily fit the present relief guidelines. Country Coordinators may have contacts with sub-regional teams. The Refugee Department has a separate small budget of €1,500 for emergency cases. Contributions to the IRF have been un-earmarked but not regular. An extra payment of €5,000 was made for a case in El Salvador upon request from IS. 

The French Section has a separate program for Human Rights Defenders, which is presented under that heading in this report. 

AI Germany

The section has appointed a Relief Officer, who is a volunteer and relief is also handled, part-time, by section staff dealing with country work and refugee work. Clear-cut cases are normally administered by the staff and the Relief Officer will only be consulted in cases which need further consideration. Applications come mainly from groups or country coordinators. If an application is rejected by the Relief Officer it may be brought to the section board for a final decision. A large majority, 2/3, of the applications concern asylum cases. The section rarely seeks the approval of the IS since most cases have been clearly within the guidelines. A copy of the application is usually sent to respective regional programs in the IS for information and to avoid duplication.

The annual expenditure on relief has varied the past few years from €25,000 to €67,000, depending on the financial situation in the section. At last year’s Annual General Meeting there was a decision to allocate €95,000 for 2003. Groups have been asked to contribute to the Relief Fund and do so occasionally, but some groups would rather carry out their own relief projects. The section does contribute to the IRF but there is no fixed annual amount.

The German Section also has a special Human Rights Defenders Fund. This fund is to some extent a complement to the Relief Fund, applications which go beyond the present relief guidelines are sometimes referred to the HRD Fund since the those guidelines are less limited. 

AI Luxembourg

The Luxembourg Section has a Relief Fund, separated from its national accounts. The fund is supplied by an annual contribution from the section, voted by the annual general meetings and from external (direct) contributions. Practically all relief money (99%) is channelled via the International Relief Fund, either for specific projects or earmarked money for specific AI regions. The relief applications received from the IS are first approved by the Relief Officer, who is a volunteer with very long AI experience. The applications are then submitted to the AI Luxembourg board.  

The annual expenditure for relief in the Luxembourg Section varies. Since applications come from the IS, the expenditure depends on the contacts with the IS Relief Officer. In 2001 there was no contact at all with London and thus no contributions were made, in 2002 the contact was renewed. 

Contributions to the IRF in €: 

1999: €44,621 
2000: €17,363, 


2001: €0 

2002: €9,150 

AI Netherlands

Relief is handled by a staff member who does relief work part-time. The section has a special Relief Fund and all money comes from AI-groups or private donations. Decisions on contributions financed by the Relief Fund are taken by the section in conjunction with the IS, with the exception of relief for refugee cases which are handled by the section solely. Most applications come from groups, Country Coordinators or from the IS.

The amount of money spent every year varies, depending on the requests. Before the year 2000, the Relief Fund had received large donations which made it possible to make extra contributions to the IRF in 2000 and 2001.

Relief expenditure:

2000  €80,000 

2001  €126,000 including an un-earmarked contribution of €90,000 to the IRF. 

2002  €23,000 

The Dutch Relief Fund approved seven applications concerning individual cases and three concerning organizations in 2002. 

The Dutch Section also has a special HRD Fund. Applications, which do not strictly fit within the present relief guidelines, are sometimes financed through the HRD fund. Furthermore, the section has, throughout the years via its World Wide Fund (WWF), often financed major projects and also contributed with large sums to different Crisis Alert Programs and to HRD programs, some of these project contain relief aspects. The decisions on projects financed by the WWF are taken by the section in conjunction with the IS.

AI Norway

The section has a Relief Committee with three members, one of whom is a member of the section board. All three are appointed by the section board. Additionally there is a secretary, a staff member, who prepares the applications.

For some years there has been an annual relief budget of NOK150,000 (approx. £13,000). This sum was reduced to NOK100,000 (approx. £8,500) for the 2003 budget. The money is provided through the section budget and the section does not carry out any earmarked fundraising for relief.

There are, normally, eight to twelve applications per year and they are submitted by AI members, mostly Country Coordinators or local groups. Applications mostly concern refugees and other individual cases within the relief guidelines such as medical aid and torture rehabilitation, basic needs for former POCs and/or dependants. When deemed necessary regional programs in the IS will be consulted. The decision remains with the Relief Committee, who reports to the section board. Any surplus from the funds will be transferred to the International Relief Fund. 

AI Sweden

The Swedish Amnesty Fund (SAF) is a foundation connected to the Swedish Section of AI and responsible for the relief work within the section. It has a special Board of ten, who are elected by the national AGM and two full-time staff (one Relief Officer and one Fundraiser). SAF receives contributions from groups and private donors. In 1998, the SAF was the beneficiary of a big fundraising event arranged by the Swedish National TV which resulted in increased relief payments during three years.

The Swedish Amnesty Fund approved 58 applications in 27 countries in 2001, and the total amount spent was SEK 3,6 million (£250,000). Nearly 1/3 of the grants approved concerned torture victims and the money was either channelled via organizations or directly to individuals. Other cases include legal aid to pursue asylum claims, travel costs for people at risk to leave their country, legal aid to relatives of "disappeared" and EJEs to find out their whereabouts, and self-help projects and/or medical aid for former POCs. Only a minor part (1 %) of the payments went to basic needs for POCs and their families. SAF made a contribution of SEK715,000 (approx. £50,000) to the Colombia Human Rights Defenders Program in 2001.

All applications are sent to the IS for approval, with the exception of legal aid for asylum claims and cases emanating from action files with AI-groups. Like in other sections, there is a clear decrease in action files and thus applications from groups have gone down. 

AI Switzerland

The Swiss Relief Fund, "Fonds d’Aide", was established in 1969. The section has a Relief Committee consisting of four people, elected by the General Assembly, who meet two to three times a year. These meetings are more of a policy nature. Most decisions are taken by correspondence. The Relief Officer, who is a volunteer, prepares and forwards applications to the IS for approval. Once there is an approval by the IS, applications are then sent to the Relief Committee for decision. Relief payments are made by the section secretariat. The Relief Officer is authorized to approve applications up to CHF3,000 (approx. £1,250). Most of the applications are submitted by AI groups or the Refugee Coordinator of the section. 

Relief expenditure: 

2000  CHF233,500 (£97,000)

2001  CHF219,000 (£92,000)

A majority of this money is used for the relief program in Colombia "Regional Emergency Relief Funds". The Relief officer of the Swiss Section, Marta Fotsch, is also the Colombia (Relief) Coordinator. In 2002, relief contributions of CHF68,000 were sent to Turkey. Other relief payments were made for legal aid for asylum seekers in Switzerland (to prevent refoulements).

The section also makes an annual un-earmarked contribution of 50,000 CHF to the IRF. 

AI USA

AIUSA maintains two Relief Funds which are both administered by a Relief Committee consisting of two volunteers with long AI experience. There is an annual contribution from the section earmarked for relief : in 2001-2002 it was $35,000 and in 2002-2003 it was $36,000 (the fiscal year runs from 1 October to 30 September). Furthermore, the Relief Funds get donations from AI members, local groups and other organizations.

The Ivan Morris Fund helps local groups support prisoners, their families, potential EJEs, etc, whose cases have been assigned to groups. The number of applications from local groups has decreased considerably in recent years due to the fact that there are fewer cases assigned to groups. The Ivan Morris Fund used to support 50-60 cases a year but in recent years there have only been a couple of applications.

The Hanna Grunwald Fund provides relief for all other cases which fall within AI’s relief mandate. A special application form is being sent out to co-groups twice a year and most applications come from Country Coordinators who in turn seek the approval of sub-regional teams in the IS. Some projects are submitted by the IS, but even these must be approved by the AIUSA co-groups who monitor all work done by the section in their countries of concern. There is a special emergency fund for urgent refugee cases.

In 2000-2001 a total of 17 grants were approved by the fund and the expenditure was $54,685. Recipients include Human Rights Defenders and activists fleeing potential EJEs and needing funds to leave the country and resettle, torture rehabilitation and legal aid. In 2001-2002 17 grants were approved and the expenditure was $68,955. In 2002-2003 there have so far been twelve grants approved totalling $36,561 (as of end February 2003).

Several relief projects involve cooperative work with different human rights organizations (Physicians for Human Rights, Human Rights Watch, local human rights groups within the countries of concern).

AI United Kingdom

Relief is carried out via the AIUK Charitable Trust, which has a special budget line. The early amount was increased from £10,000 to £20,000 in 2000. The budget also covers grants to certain bodies – some of whom distribute it as relief.  

The section carries out its own relief projects and does not normally contribute to the International Relief Fund, but the relief work is coordinated with the Relief Officer in the IS. Relief applications are administered by the section’s Groups/Relief Officer, who is a staff member, and requests for relief come from organizations, AI groups and Country Coordinators. Decisions are made by the Trustees of the AIUK Charitable Trust on advice from the Relief Officer. There has been an increase in applications from organizations representing victims for assistance - e.g. computer support for an organisation representing families of "disappeared" people. 

The UK Section Relief Officer has worked closely with the Prisoner of Conscience Fund (POC Fund) over the years. Therefore applications are sometimes made to AIUK Charitable Trust and or to the POC Fund or to both, depending on the individual circumstances in each case. The POC Fund normally gives a grant of £300 per individual case but will give up to £650 if the circumstances warrant.

Relief is considered to be important by some groups in the section, but there is also some feeling in the section that it is a tiny and unimportant part of activities. 

The section does not have a special fund for HRDs and have not contributed to such at the IS.

Information from Regional Offices 

AI Office in Kampala

Due to the lack of financial resources, African Sections do not provide official relief to individuals. In the region, it more often takes an unofficial form. Members will accommodate refugees at risk in their house, they will use their personal contacts to help refugees who are detained or to prevent them from being detained. AI members will offer meals and smaller amounts of money for transportation, but there are no funds granted as defined by the relief guidelines. The current practice is sometimes problematic since it leads to pressure on the staff and creates a demand or a precedent which could be hard to meet especially since the need is great and there are many refugees. 

Amnesty’s Regional Offices in Africa submit applications for relief projects to the IS which are then handled by the sub-regional teams and the Relief Coordinator according to the normal relief procedures. If funds are being granted, as a rule, the staff in African Sections will not handle the disbursement; instead an intermediary will be used to distribute the money.

AI Office in Hong Kong 

None of the sections or structures in the region has handled relief payments either for specific projects or to individuals. The primary reason is that they do not have funds. The other reasons are that they normally do not take up cases within the country apart from asylum seekers and refugees on account of the WOOC policy and it is too risky for sections and structures in these countries to do so. Some sections and structures provide legal advice and assistance other than money in case of asylum seekers. The relief payments which have been made in Asia were exclusively handled by the sub-regional teams at the IS. The sections were not involved in any way. The regional office in Hong Kong has also not been involved with relief.

The Overall Role of Relief Assistance in the Context of AI’s Human Rights Mission

Is the Present Level of Relief Relevant? If Not, Should It Be Expanded or Phased Out?

The eight years since AI’s current relief policy was adopted have seen some major changes in the emphasis of AI’s work, the techniques and last but not least the mandate changes. Presently there is a divergence between the overall work of Amnesty and its relief work. The scope of Amnesty’s relief work is much narrower than the scope of Amnesty’s human rights concerns overall. It is also clear from the interviews, as well as from statistics, that relief is not a major focus in AI’s overall strategy and the expenditure on relief from the International Relief Fund has dropped significantly in recent years. 

The large majority of sections and staff interviewed consider that relief constitutes an essential part of Amnesty'’ work and it is strongly expressed that relief should be maintained.

Inadequate integration of relief in country strategies, however, has caused uncertainty about the role of relief within the AI mission. The present situation is perceived as too much ad hoc, the focus of relief differs enormously within the regional programs and there is no coherent approach. None of the respondents favoured a solution where relief would no longer be a part of AI’s work, but several were sceptical about the present level of relief:


Too much work for petty money, we are not doing this seriously at the present level;


AI should only get involved in cases/projects where AI can make a difference – we have to be relevant;


Amnesty is not an aid organization; a rule of thumb should be to limit material help on a large scale. Leave it up to the teams to judge whether it is sensible/worth-while for AI to get involved;


Only reason to keep relief is if it becomes more strategic;

Several Relief Officers, as well as some IS staff raised their concern at what they perceived as a lack of interest from senior management in the IS as well as the IEC. "There seems to be an intentional phasing out of relief – silent strategy to kill relief". "Unless serious and coherent attention is given to relief in AI’s overall mission, it will become a relict of past times and only genuinely involve a handful of sections". Others stressed that the perceived lack of interest from several researchers was due to the lack of financial resources– "no need to look for projects since there is so little money to get". 

Among those who are in favour of relief being maintained and/or expanded there is strong agreement that relief should reflect the overall work of Amnesty and be an integral part of country strategies. Thus, it will not be possible to "streamline" relief but rather it should be tailored to fit the respective country strategies. The role of traditional relief has decreased in amount but also in people’s minds, mostly due to the fact that fewer old type prisoner cases are allocated to groups. Many of those interviewed (both Relief Officers and IS staff) stressed that the message must get across to the membership as well as to staff in the IS that relief is crucial to the work we are doing; it should be seen as a technique not a goal in itself but an auxiliary to the overall work.

Some of the Main Arguments for Maintaining Relief


Relief keeps us honest. Very money-efficient way of doing concrete human rights work and often it saves lives;


Relief should not be seen as a financial issue, but as an integral part of AI’s country strategies; 


Relief should have a higher priority , especially in countries where it can play a strategic role; 


Relief alleviates the suffering of victims of human rights violations and as such represents the ultimate humanitarian face of AI. This is very important because AI’s struggle against human rights violations is given political interpretation by governments which forces the organization into what appears abstract issues of justice and fairness. Relief for preventing or alleviating the suffering gives teeth to the more abstract notions of justice and fairness;


If you save one HRA/HRD he or she can do more than 1000 AI members;


Essential to keep relief as a possibility to hand out money when people are at risk. Not only a matter of policy, we must also see the individual behind; 


Very important to keep relief at an acceptable level;


We should focus more on individuals. Support to organizations should, when possible, be geared towards more wealthy aid organizations. AI could get involved when there is no other founder or with symbolic grants when it would be tactical to use AI’s name. 


We should aim at having a more strategic focus in our relief work; 


AI should continue with relief on group level, refugee cases both legal aid and family reunification, support projects like the Crisis Alert Program in Colombia;


Compared to some other AI work, relief really makes sense, it is not throwing money away, very cost-efficient;

How do the Present Relief Guidelines Reflect the Replacement of the Mandate by the Vision And Mission Statement ? 

The 2001 ICM adopted a mission that offers AI substantially more flexibility than the previous mandate. Decision 3 of the 2001 ICM state that "AI must be flexible, relevant, effective and responsive to changing circumstances". One important consequence of the shift from mandate to mission is that the boundaries of AI’s possible work are no longer fixed by a list of what is inside the mission, and the next Integrated Strategic Plan will take AI into new areas of work. A more flexible mission will enable the organization to reflect the universality and indivisibility of rights in its work. This must also have an impact on Amnesty’s relief work. It is therefore crucial to explore and define strategies for incorporating the new "core concept" relief projects. At the same time it is recognised, in Decision 6 of the 2001 ICM that "constraints on resources expertise and membership awareness will always limit what AI can do and the pace of change in AI’s actual work".   

Should the Present Relief Guidelines be Adjusted or Replaced to Bring them in Line with the Changed Scope of AI’s Work?

The present relief guidelines regulate in a clear, but also quite limiting way, to whom and for what purposes relief can be granted. There seems to be (almost) consensus both in sections and in the IS that some kind of guidelines are needed but that the present ones are not adapted to the newer areas of Amnesty’s work and will be even less so in the future. If relief is to be integrated in the country strategies, which is a very strong message from those interviewed, the guidelines should have a broader scope and must allow for newer areas of work.


As can be seen from the examples below, there is great diversity in responses received about the guidelines though: 


Get rid of all the guidelines and trust that people in the IS and in sections will act to the benefit of AI’s over-all mission;


We need core concept guidelines. Get rid of the present ones and replace them with strategic directions;


Mandate isn’t written in stone anymore – be pragmatic;


Present guidelines are much too rigid and there is no guidance on duration. Criteria should be less detailed and more flexible;


Relief guidelines should be functional and useful. Keep in mind what the goal is;


Relief guidelines must mirror the over-all work of AI, thus, the guidelines must be changed in order to allow sections and IS staff to work "legally";


The present guidelines are useful, but in order to keep relief as a relevant part of AI work, we need to adapt them to newer mandate areas and develop our work on NGE abuses; 


To meet the criteria in the guidelines creativity can be found from the applicants both in sections and in the IS, in presenting the case. There is a lot of squeezing going on in order to get the piano through the door;


Give a chunk of money to every team and let them spend it within broad guidelines . Coherence would be possible if relief would be a visible part in country strategies;


Relief is extremely sensitive and political, it is therefore absolutely crucial to have strict guidelines and that both the IS and sections adhere to them;

A couple of sections have stated that they have no problems with the guidelines since they have decided only to approve applications which fit within the "traditional" mandate of  Amnesty. Other sections are using other funds "for cases which are relief-related but do not fit within the relief guidelines".

Policy Issues Arisen Since the Guidelines Were Adopted

In 1997 the ICM decided that: "AI will work on violations committed by non-state actors, in instances where the state may be accounted for not fulfilling its obligation to protect its citizens" (currently including honour killings, female genital mutilation (FGM) and trafficking). These are areas are not included in the present relief guidelines. 

In 2000, the IEC took a decision to carry out a pilot project on honour killings in Pakistan. This project also included financial assistance to a woman shelter(5) and a request for funding was sent out to sections. Some sections have made contributions out of their relief funds, others felt that the guidelines prevented them from doing so and yet others found other sources for funding the project. 

In the interviews, several Relief Officers and IS staff have stated that the guidelines should be adapted/revised before Amnesty gets involved in cases/projects like this.

Relief in Relation to NGE Abuses

According to the guidelines AI policy on relief to people who suffer NGE abuses should mirror its policy on relief to those who suffer human rights violations at the hands of governments. However, the normal presumption should be that the State is responsible for providing protection and financial assistance in such cases. In exceptional cases AI would provide relief: 

a)
where it is reasonable to assume that the government, for different reasons, will not provide assistance

b)
where the government is doing a reasonable amount to fulfil its own responsibility, but where that is insufficient to cover the needs. 

Very few cases/projects have been identified during the review(6). There is no straight answer to why this is the case but a number of possible explanations: 

a)
The guidelines themselves are limiting to some extent. 

b)
Both staff and sections may have the perception that relief should be directed towards more traditional governmental abuse victim cases and thus would possibly not present NGE cases, or "mask" them somehow, leaving it a bit on the vague about who committed the abuse. 

c)
The "identity" (or definition) of the abuser could be difficult to specify.

d)
Border-line cases are often time-consuming and that itself could be a hindrance.

For the victims and their families the suffering is not depending on whether the perpetrators were state agents or NGEs. In reality victims of NGE abuses rarely get the support/rehabilitation from the government therefore it is recommended that the relief guidelines should be adapted and more open to include NGE cases. 

Human Rights Defenders 

AI’s work on HRDs was initiated in the context of furthering AI’s strategic aims to strengthen the human rights movement across the world. The framework and the main areas of work are the following:


Strengthening legal and international mechanisms for the support of HRDs


Working with mass media to further awareness of human rights and the work of HRDs


Establishing mechanisms for the protection of HRDs


Strengthening NGO capacity (e.g. reporting, documentation, fundraising etc.) and strengthening of links between human rights organizations

The Americas Human Rights Defenders Program 

This program is mandated, in line with the recommendations from the 1996 AI Bogotá Conference and the operational plan, to focus on the area of protection; internships, accompaniment, publicity, specific protection measures and travel. Sections participating in the program are invited to contribute to any of these areas of work. Some sections have used relief funds to support the program (where the relief guidelines overlap the work of HRDs), others have raised specific funds for defenders (allowing them to have a more diverse approach contributing to initiatives in areas such as media or NGO capacity building). 

It should not be questioned that the Americas HRD program has saved the lives of several HRD who have lived under very serious threats. Some argue, however, that if the human rights defenders who are part of the protection and internship program in Spain wish to prolong their stay after the one year program, for different reasons but mainly because the security situation does not allow them to return, AI should not focus its resources on a temporary protection program but instead focus on improving asylum possibilities. Therefore, AI should increase the budget for relief programs for assisting emigration for those that choose asylum.

Colombia Crisis Alert Relief Program: Emergency Funds

In early 2001, in response to urgent needs in several conflict areas in Colombia, AI set up Regional Emergency Funds to assist threatened individuals and victims of human rights violations. Although there are many international agencies running large government funded emergency aid programs with a focus on food, shelter and health for internally displaced persons, there is almost no NGO mechanism to help other vulnerable groups such as affiliates of opposition political parties, students, journalists and witnesses.

This is a program which is clearly linked to relief but the financial resources needed are above and beyond the annual relief budget. The coordinator of this project is Marta Fotsch who is the Relief Officer in the Swiss Section.

The Africa HRD Program

The Africa Program launched a WEST Africa HRD Action (pilot project) in May 2000. The Action aims at supporting West African HRD through:


networking among HRD in Africa (including AI section),


developing strategies for the protection of HRD,


developing strategies to improve monitoring and documenting human rights violations.

The consultation meeting held in Accra in June 2000 came up with a set of recommendations including : "All sections who have signed up for the action should be encouraged to raise funds in anticipation of relief work on behalf of HRDs".

The program is now including other parts of Africa as well.

Development of Safe Havens and External Placement of Defenders within the Region

The Africa HRD Program has similarities with the Americas Program, but the Africa HRD Program has a policy that a HRD seeking protection should always remain in the region, whenever possible. Relocating to a country outside the region should be regarded as a last resort. The reason being that in Africa a single HRD can be so crucial, and the groups so small, that the movement will collapse, or will have to be completely reorganised, if one of the members is forced to leave the country. 

Under extreme circumstances, the protection program will involve getting defenders out of the country when they are at imminent risk, providing them the kind of temporary support needed once defenders have reached safe haven, support and facilitate relocation/resettlement of defenders through UNHCR, where this is envisaged. Participating organizations in safe centres will receive and host HRDs and provide minimum or basic livelihood to the HRDs. The host organization will provide a working environment for the HRDs where this is feasible and appropriate. The program could have a duration of a few weeks or months (with a maximum stay of a year) depending on the needs of the HRD and the capacity of the host organization and the funding opportunities.

The Differences and the Relationship between Relief and the Human Rights Defenders Programs

Work with human rights defenders falls under one of Amnesty’s key priority areas. It reflects different areas of Amnesty’s work: membership campaigning, membership development, co-operation with local human rights NGOs, but the protection aspects also relate to Amnesty’s relief activities. A number of ICM resolutions form a basis to the development of the work for HRD. From a relief perspective, Decision 29 of the 1997 ICM states that "initiatives on behalf of human rights defenders with a predominant preventive element be funded through AI’s relief budget". AI’s relief program has for years been facilitating exile for HRD under extreme risk. It is clear from the interviews that many Relief Officers and also staff in the IS that there is a great deal of confusion about the boundaries between traditional relief and HRD programs. There are plenty of "grey-zones" and overlapping and there are frequent uncertainties about the interpretation. This is not only a technical problem, but also a policy issue. 

While it can be rightly argued that the HRD programs go beyond the relief guidelines and also have an important campaigning component, most countries are not covered by HRD projects thus any financial assistance to HRD in those countries have to meet the narrower criteria in the relief guidelines.

A large number of applications approved both within the International Relief Fund in the IS and in sections concern HRD and the boundaries between relief and HRD programs are clearly floating. This has lead to an ad hoc handling of applications. Some sections have separate funds for human rights defenders and a general comment from those sections was "if a relief application does not fit within the relief guidelines we will often seek finance from the HRD fund which has less strict rules".  Whether an application is being dealt with within the ordinary relief budget or submitted to a HRD program also tends to be ad hoc. One example concerns a HRD who’s application for "general needs" i.e. £600 was approved. In the application it was suggested, however, that "the Africa HRD project could be a source of further funding, if necessary". In practice this means that some beneficiaries will get a first payment out of the Relief Fund (within the maximum £600 rule) and then if there is need for further funding the case will be transferred to the HRD program (if such a program exists for the country concerned). As it is now, only HRDs involved in a HRD program can benefit from the comprehensive protection mechanisms made available through the HRD Programs. Individual HRDs fleeing persecution are only offered travel to a safe place, where they can subsequently apply for asylum. Concern has been expressed about AI having created an un-fair system with different categories of people who are eligible for different types of support.

At the International Relief Meeting in Stockholm in December 2000, concern was raised that outside the specially designed HRD programs Amnesty is still lacking a special budget line for financial support to the human rights work of defenders as well as for financial contributions to preventive security measures (from training to accompaniment, mobile phones to changes of residence. Except for cell phones and rental cars which were mentioned in the explanatory note of the resolution, no other predominant preventive elements have since then been listed to serve as examples of accepted measures to be funded with relief money. During the meeting the following possible examples were identified: protective accompaniment (PBI escort), moving of office, bullet-proof jackets, satellite phones, security equipment, moving within the country, rental cars, e-mail and faxes.

Should AI Maintain Separate Funds for Relief and HRD Programs?

No general consensus can be found from the interviews on how to address the overlapping of the relief component in the HRD programs. As it works now sections with only one fund available for different types of relief payments have to fit applications concerning HRDs into the relief mandate, whilst sections with separate funds will forward the "tricky applications" to their HRD fund. 

Some sections expressed a wish that preventive relief within the relief mandate be expanded and that the work on HRDs be regulated in the relief guidelines. Others expressed concern that bringing it all under one umbrella, the protection offered in the present HRD programs would most likely decrease and flexibility would be lost. Examples of comments received:  


Take away all boundaries between HRD programs and relief and handle all under one umbrella;


It is only focused on HR Defenders, we are missing supporting other NGOs


Get rid of the boundaries between HRD and traditional relief. It has created an artificial tension which does not serve the best purpose of our work;


If we treat HRD programs as relief only, a major part of the work would be impossible to carry out;


Keep HRD projects and relief as a separate programs but ensure that there is much better coordination and transparency both in the IS and in sections; 

At the IS, there is hardly any coordination between relief work and the HRD programs. While the relief work is administered by a part time Relief Officer the HRD programs are dealt with by the regional programs. The overlapping must be addressed by closer cooperation in the IS but the majority of sections favour a system with two separate funds.

The scope of this study did not allow for exhaustive assessment of how sections are carrying out their work for HRDs and there is no coordination/monitoring from the IS. The French Section has drawn up a set of guidelines for their HRD Fund.(7) 

Relief Support to Amnesty Members

Technically, Amnesty’s relief guidelines do not allow funds to be spent on its own members – even if they are considered human rights defenders who need help in emigrating to prevent them from becoming POCs or being subjected to torture, "disappearance" or EJE. 

This rule, however, is applied in a very inconsistent manner. Several applications concerning AI members at risk in African countries have been approved within the relief budget both at the IS and in sections(8). In some circumstances, in an attempt to elude this rule, a request has been sent to sections for "special" funding in emergency situations when AI members have to flee their countries. This is sending contradictory signals and cause confusion as well as time-consuming interpretations of how to apply the rules. 

What can be questioned is whether the financial assistance to AI members should be paid out of the ordinary relief budget? Are they persecuted because they are Amnesty members?  If so, should there be a special budget line in the development program for emergency situations when AI members need to be evacuated? In the real world, however, there are few clear-cut cases; thus, it may be difficult to establish whether these people are at risk only because of their involvement with Amnesty. The most logical solution would then be to make the necessary changes in the guidelines to permit grants to AI members. 

Financial Assistance in Legal Cases Relating to Compensation and Impunity

According to the relief guidelines AI does not provide relief assistance for legal aid in any case where the purpose of the legal action is of a punitive nature (against the perpetrator) or to seek compensation. AI assistance in other forms than relief has not been ruled out, however : "In certain instances AI might decide to provide legal aid in such cases if this would be effective in furthering human rights jurisprudence, or would in some other way be crucially important to furthering AI’s strategic aims". Decision 15 of the 1993 ICM asked the IEC to consider possibilities for establishing a special budget line in the general program budget to make provision for such purposes. "Special budget line for developing AI work in providing financial assistance in instances which would have a strategic advantage in furthering AI’s aims, but which cannot properly be treated as part of AI’s relief program". 

Despite consecutive resolutions in 1995 (Decision 26) and 1997 (Decision 29), no such budget line has been established and it is evident from looking at a number of applications as well as from the interviews that this is perceived as an obstacle in the work and that it represents a gap which should be filled. At the international relief meeting in December 2000 the issue of legal aid for the compensation of violations of human rights was again brought up. Sections have often been asked to contribute to the cost of lawyers in order to achieve compensation for the victims as well as to address the issue of impunity. Since the guidelines were adopted there are plenty of examples of applications which have been the subject of lengthy policy discussions with conflicting interpretations, within the IS as well as in sections, of the punitive/non-punitive aspects(9).

Comments from sections and IS staff:


It is crucial that we either implement this decision, or that we get rid of the boundaries/limitations and include this kind of work in our relief activities;


AI should get involved in more legal cases, it is of utmost strategic importance. In our actions and reports we constantly ask for the perpetrators to be brought to justice. It is a matter of credibility;


Work on impunity should be included in the ordinary budget, this will place it closer to country programs and make it easier to follow the expansion of the mandate.

This matter should be urgently addressed in order to keep relief matters in line with the development of AI’s work. For legalistic reasons, the UK Charity regulations do not permit granting relief where there is a punitive factor, thus, the problem will not be solved by changing the relief guidelines instead the only solution is to implement the decision to include a special budget line in the general budget. Some steps have already been taken within the program budget for ILOP (former LIOP) which has a special budget line for court cases.

Death Penalty Cases

Throughout the years, a number of ICM resolutions have addressed relief related to death penalty cases: In 1987 the ICM decided to study the implications and the possible role for AI of instituting a policy which would, where appropriate, enable AI to provide legal aid to persons threatened by a death sentence or sentenced to death.

In 1989 the issue of legal and medical aid to persons expected to be subjected to the death penalty, as well as prison conditions, amounting to torture or cruel, inhuman or unusual treatment on death row was raised and the IEC was instructed to carry out a study on the implications. 

In 1991 The ICM adopted a resolution, Decision 52, instructing the IEC to establish a non-relief budget-line for developing a Pilot Project to provide legal aid in death penalty cases. 

To date no such cases have been taken up.

AIUSA has in a couple of cases granted relief to former death row prisoners after their release.

Financial Factors – Fundraising, Including the Issue of Government Funding

All funds sent to the IS for relief are paid into relief bank accounts in either AI Charity Limited (AICL) or AI Limited (AIL) which work towards the same goals. AICL exists mainly to enable some sections, which are charities under their local laws, to send their assessments and any other money to the IS, while taking advantage of the tax rebates which go with being a charity. Thus, both AICL and AIL have relief funds. 

AICL does not carry out any relief activities; instead the money will be transferred to AIL. Some of the activities which are permissible under the relief guidelines, would not be considered charitable under UK law – therefore, there is a restriction on the money used from AICL, these funds should only cover activities which are "legally" charitable. Other payments within the relief guidelines can only be paid for by AIL, since, not being a charity, it is not restricted in the same way as AICL. 

As a matter of clarification; the International Relief Fund is the concept of money spent on relief centrally and the funds come from AICL and AIL. 

As stated earlier in the report there has been a considerable decrease in the expenditure on relief from the International Relief Fund (IRF).(10) There are no clear explanations why donations from sections have dropped, but one reason could be that some sections have become more autonomous in dealing with relief, they make the decisions themselves whether the applications should be approved and they find their own channels to distribute the money without involving the IS and thus the section contributions to the IRF have gone down.

In order to get a clear picture of how relief is being handled and the amount of money granted, not only through the IRF and a handful of sections who send in their reports, it is crucial to have a functioning reporting system which is relevant for sections not only to show the financial aspects but also to give an overview and understanding of the over-all aspects of relief internationally. This would give clarity about the resources available and the capacity in sections to run and monitor projects. Several of those interviewed proposed that the Relief Officer in the IS should compile a six-monthly or annual report based on feed-back from sections as well as a presentation of relief activities which have been channelled via the IRF as well as an overview of projects carried by sections. 

Comments about fundraising:


AI should not be a major funder, instead link up with other organizations maybe act as an intermediary;


With a more coherent policy we would get more applications but it would also make it easier for us to explain the role of relief and thus fundraising would become easier;


We need international fundraising for relief;


In order to get more money we have to be more concrete. Not all cases/projects are confidential. 


Relief serves as a tool for other AI fundraising.

Government funding has been an issue which has appeared a number of times in ICM resolutions.(11) One ICM has decided to accept government funding for relief purposes and the next has taken a contrary decision. In 1999 the revised Fundraising Guidelines were adopted and again they accepted government funding. Generally sections are very sceptical about accepting government funds for relief:


Government funding for relief is problematic. Dependence on government is delicate: some may not demand conditions, others will be more problematic. 


Very delicate, if we should enter this field it has to be on a case-by case, country-by-country basis.


Governments will request thorough reporting -, how do we tackle this in confidential projects?


How will our local counterparts react?

Centralization versus Decentralization - The Role of the IS and Sections

The issue of decentralization has been discussed at several intersectional relief meetings and a number of different models have been proposed:

a)
Responsibility could be delegated to sections for ensuring proper policy implementation without seeking the approval of the IS.

b)
Responsibility could be delegated to sections for making the plausibility, political, security, medical and other assessments (for example by using country, refugee and medical coordinators)

c)
The financial function could be delegated 

In spite of the fact that relief is handled in a quite autonomous manner in several sections, a very large majority of those interviewed, Relief Officers as well as staff in the IS, stressed the need for a more coherent approach and that it is crucial to have some kind of centralized co-ordination. The most frequent argument brought up was that "relief is very political and highly sensitive". "If we make serious mistakes i.e. pay money for projects or individuals which fall outside of the AI mandate this could jeopardize the over-all work of Amnesty".

At the meeting in Stockholm in 2000, and even more so during the interviews for the relief review it became apparent that there are different perceptions among the sections about the requirements for approval. Some sections stated that they always consult both the research teams and the RMP before decision making while other only consult the research teams and some sections, for different reasons do not consult the IS at all.

Arguments Pro and Con Decentralization:


Section prefers to run its own projects since relief is well developed in the section;


Cooperation with IS doesn’t always run smoothly. Very often long delays in responses, which fosters a culture of refraining from seeking the approval from the IS;


We need some kind of control/monitoring/coordination. Relief is sensitive and political we have to be cautious;


Risk to people’s safety and to AI’s image of impartiality may increase if there is no centralized monitoring;


IS should act as a clearing house. Would be useful to get more information about relief in other sections, maybe a newsletter every six months;


If our movement is really serious about relief and if we want to keep the present approval system and make it work, at least a full-time Relief Officer in the IS is needed; 


The IS is drowning in red tape too bureaucratic with the present approval system; 


Relief is sensitive and political, we need the IS for expertise;


Only a centralized oversight can prevent duplication of payments and keep track of overall AI’s expenditure;


Involving the distribution of money and affecting people’s safety, the nature of relief decisions is particularly delicate;


The approval system should be burden-sharing not bureaucratic;


We should opt for a system which allows flexibility. Resources and knowledge differs in sections. Still we need some kind of monitoring to avoid duplication. There is always a risk that organizations and individuals will try "shopping around";


The role of the IS must change. All country teams need to be trained to include relief in their country strategies. If we want the IS to have a facilitating and monitoring role it is absolutely essential to have a full-time Relief Officer (perpetual request from Relief Officers at international meetings over the years);


The present system with only a part-time Relief Officer, is frustrating for all and  has fostered a feeling of distrust from both sides;


We need to explicitly clarify what the focus of the relief program is and what the different roles and tasks of different AI bodies are;

Contacts with the IS

As can be seen from the survey of how sections carry out relief work, the procedures in regard to contacts with the IS vary. Some sections consult both the researchers in the sub-regional teams and the Relief Officer, others only consult the researcher and a handful of sections rarely consult the IS at all. The given reasons for the third category not to consult the IS varied. Some felt that the applications were clear-cut and thus there was "no need to bother the IS", others felt a huge frustration at what they perceived as a lack of interest from some researchers and/or the approval system as a bureaucratic obstacle : "we have given up on the IS". Irrespective of which system used there was a general sense among sections that the present approval procedure is too time-consuming. 

In most interviews concern was raised about the lack of resources allocated for relief in the IS. It is generally felt that a part-time Relief Officer will not be able to fulfil the role as advisor/coordinator/facilitator. Several argue that only a centralized oversight can prevent duplication of payments and keep track of Amnesty’s overall relief expenditure. The present system, with a Relief Officer at the IS is, on paper, designed to function as a centralized monitoring role. In practice, however, due to shortage of time, and lack of information from sections as well as some research teams, there are numerous examples showing that it does not work properly.  Feedback and reporting back has been sporadic at best, resulting in an incomplete sense of what work is actually being done both in sections and in the IS. The frustration expressed by many sections and even staff in the IS is a clear sign and in order to meet the demands an increase of the staff function will be necessary.

Cooperation between Sections

It is striking to note from the survey responses is that, with a few exceptions, there seems to be very little interaction between sections. Increased contact and exchange of information have been issues discussed at numerous international relief meetings, in the past, and Relief Officers have met every three to four years. So far there have been few concrete results. The current exchange and cooperation take place on a sporadic basis.  But efforts, on a voluntary basis, to develop tools for better communication and coordination between sections have failed. The most recent example is the offer from the Relief Officer in the Canadian Section, Margaret Morgan, to act as a clearing house for information. In the end very few sections submitted information and the project came to an end after a short period of time. The limited communication between Relief Officers is restricting the opportunities for joint activity. 

At the intersectional relief meeting in 2000, the Relief Officers expressed interest in enhancing communication on a number of issues including:


relief applications


approval procedures and cooperation with the IS


regional balance – measures to be taken in order to achieve a balanced distribution of relief in the regions


general consultation, exchange of information and sharing of country expertise, contacts and networks


policy issues, interpretation of guidelines


co-financing of projects administered by other sections

Way Forward – Different Options

Decentralize Decisions to Sections

This will most likely lead to a total phasing out of relief on the international level (IS). Some sections may continue to carry out relief work in a fairly autonomous manner, but they will receive even less support from researchers in the IS. On the one hand sections will be "free from IS interference", but on the other relief will become even more ad hoc and non-strategic.

Keep the Present System with a Part-Time Relief Officer

As can be seen from the responses received the present system is the source of a lot of frustration both on the side of sections but also within the IS, including the Relief Officer. If staff resources are kept on the same level it is most likely that there will be a gradual phasing out of relief on international level, as explained above, but maybe at a slower speed. 

Allocate More Resources to Relief Work in the IS

Another solution, and by most respondents the most favoured model, would be to reinforce the relief function within the IS. With an increase in staff to at least a full-time position, preferably a two-person team, the Relief Officer/s will act as a facilitator/s both for sections to speed up the approval system and for staff in the IS to take over the responsibility for the administrative work.

The following tasks for the team to carry out are proposed: 


On-going contacts with the beneficiaries


Letters to or contracts with beneficiaries/organizations


Demands for receipts and or reports


Dealing with accounts


Ensuring that the funds allocated are received and properly used


Liaise with sub-regional teams about strategic user of relief


Monitoring cases/projects this may include, in special cases, travel to the location to overview the use of funds and when appropriate look for future projects 


Ensuring that funders (sections, groups etc) receive regular up-dates both on cases and on budget. 


Monitoring that any relief money is either channelled via IS or liaise with relief sections and ensure that there is no double-funding


Liaise with fundraising team about possible outside fundraising for relief


Last but not least ensure better cooperation/coordination with the HRD programs.

All research teams would be asked to present, considering the country situation and the country strategy, what kind of relief cases/projects that can be expected. Based on that information, taking into account the expenditure the past three years, the relief team will compose a view by region with a budget. The team will also put together three-monthly or six-monthly up-dates on IS and section relief activities containing the following: activities per region, specifying trends rather than detailed information on individual cases and a report on the expenditure. These up-dates will be sent to sections, together with appeals for funding. Sections will also be invited to contribute to this newsletter with information about their relief activities, trends, cases and budgets.

The relief team should also have regular meetings with research teams, to get a picture of their current relief concerns, if any; which section they are in contact with. Another important role is training of staff. Presently the knowledge of provisions for relief varies immensely among staff in the IS. This is of course one reason why sections experience problems in communicating at times. 

This proposal is not intended to transfer all relief work to the IS from sections, on the contrary, a better functioning support in the IS could also make better use of existing skills and resources in sections. The relief team should be seen as a facilitator and a partner not just a function dealing with the approval procedures and it should develop more cooperative working methods between IS and relief experts in sections. While taking into account that the nature of work varies considerably, depending on financial as well as human resources available in section.

Conclusions and Recommendations

From the findings of this review it can be concluded that there are strongly expressed and diverse views in sections and among IS staff on how relief work should be carried out in Amnesty. There are a number of issues, however, where opinions meet (among the majority of the respondents):


Relief is often treated within AI as an isolated issue and there is relatively little integration of this work into that of other AI programs.


Amnesty must take an overall approach which recognizes the necessity to integrate relief work in the planning and setting up of country strategies.


In order to achieve/accomplish this objective necessary training of IS staff must be carried out.


The 2001 ICM adopted a mission that offers AI substantially more flexibility than the previous mandate and this should also mirror relief work. 


The relief guidelines should be adjusted or redefined to meet the new areas of work. When legal constraints prevent this e.g. UK Charity Law, a special budget line should be implemented both for cases/projects in new areas of AI work as well as legal cases with punitive or compensation aspects. 


The rule to allocate a maximum of £600 should cease.


Relief work, with its limited resources, should alleviate the suffering of individuals, but it should also be directed towards projects which will deliver best impact and which will offer a potential to significantly influence the HR agenda. 


A better coordination and cooperation between relief and HRD programs is absolutely crucial


There should be a firmer agreement about who should be involved in the planning of relief as well as in the approval level.


There should be clear agreements between key stakeholders about what each should and can expect of the other


There is a need to affirm the importance of cooperation and consultation.


The function of the Relief Officer at the IS should be redefined and reinforced. In order to meet the necessary demands for coordination, support and monitoring, the relief function in the IS should be expanded to, at least, a full-time post.

It is of vital importance to include IS staff as well as section Relief Officers in the consultation process to develop/revise relief guidelines which will be adapted to meet the new challenges is AI’s work. Therefore it is proposed to convene an intersectional relief meeting before the Operational Plan will be finalized. 

Interviews with AI Sections:

AI Austria

Bernhard Morawetz 
Relief  Officer

AI Canada

Margaret Morgan

Relief Officer

AI Denmark

Lill Ewald

Relief Committee

AI France

Martine Herz

Relief Officer




Patrick Delouvin

Refugee Coordinator




Jean-Jacques Perrin
HRD Committee

AI Germany

Herbert Peters 

Relief Officer

AI Luxembourg

Antoine Seck

Relief Officer

AI Netherlands

Fortunée Ledeboer

Relief Officer

Harry Hummel

Deputy Director

Dirk Steen 

Head of Department

Annemarie Busser

Refugee Coordinator

AI Norway

Siri Øvstebø

Relief Committee

AI Sweden

Gunilla Odin

Relief Officer




Madelaine Seidlitz

Refugee Coordinator




Rose-Marie Asker

Swedish Amnesty Fund

AI Switzerland

Martha Fotsch

Relief Officer

AI UK


Melvin Coleman

Finance Director

AI USA


Barbara Sproul

Relief Officer

Interviews with IS Staff

Mariluz Rognetta


Relief Co-ordinator

Claudio Cordone


Senior Director ILOP

Jim Welsh


Medical Co-ordinator

Michael Hammer


Deputy Director Africa Program

Demelza Stubbings

Director Asia Program

Guadalupe Marengo

Peru Team

Nuria Garcia


Peru Team

Signe Poulsen


Indonesia Team

Ian Heide


Senior Director Movement Support

Joanna Grundy


Guatemala Team

Duncan Barnett


Finance and Accounting Program

Freiderike Behr 


Russia Team & Central Asia and Caucasus Team 

James Logan 


Turkey Team 

Zaira Drammis 


Fundraising Team 

Lars Olsson 


Refugee Team 

Kerrie Howard 


Americas HRD Team 

Susie Sanders 


Pakistan Team

Mary Rayner


South Africa Team

Lamri Chirouf


Middle East Program

Marie-Evelyne Petrus

Head of the Africa Regional Office

Devadass Gnanapragasam

Head of the Asia Regional Office

Maggie Maloney


former Relief Officer

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

AGM

Annual General Meeting

Co-group

An AI section’s country or theme coordination group

EJE

Extra Judicial Execution

ESCR

Economic Social and Cultural Rights

HRA

Human Rights Activist

HRDs

Human Rights Defenders

ICM

International Council Meeting

IEC

International Executive Committee

IFRG

International Fund Raising Group

IRF

International Relief Fund

IS

International Secretariat

ISP

Integrated Strategic Plan

LIOP/ILOP
Legal and International Organisations Program

NGE

Non Governmental Entity

NGOs

Non Governmental Organisations

PBI

Peace Brigade International

PD

Program Director

POC

Prisoner of Conscience

RAN

Regional Action Network

RMP

Research and Mandate Program, now PEP (Policy and Evaluation Program)

SAF

Swedish Amnesty Fund

TOR

Terms of Reference

WOOC

Work on Own Country (Rule)

WWF

World Wide Fund

Appendix I

Summary of ICM Resolutions with Relief Implications

ICM

Decision Number

Intention Regarding Relief

1972

2

Provide financial and other relief to POCs and their dependants. Work for the improvement of conditions for POCs and political prisoners. Provide legal aid to POCs and to persons who if convicted might become POCs and where desirable to send observers to attend the trail of such a person.

1973

4

The International Council, judging that relief activities should be improved, request the IEC to review and report on the present relief arrangements and recommends that specific steps be taken by the International Secretariat and National Sections

1975

22

The International Council determines that a person can be supported by an Amnesty International group for a certain period of time provided that this person suffers serious disadvantages from the fact that he/she helped a political prisoner adopted by that group.

1976

15

Provide financial and other relief to POCs and their dependants, and to persons who have lately been prisoners of conscience or who might reasonably be expected to become prisoners of conscience if convicted or if they were to return to their own countries, and to the dependants of such persons.

1978

44

Requests the IEC to review the procedures for relief set out in the document RLF 01/01/78 and to present a revised proposal for consideration.

1979

29

It is not the responsibility of any AI national section to distribute relief to prisoners and their families in their own country or territory. The AI relief program is maintained by national sections and groups providing assistance to individual prisoners allocated to them and by an international relief fund administered by the IS under the authority of the IEC.

1979

36

It is the task of coordination groups to "Coordinate relief activities for the country /region concerned in conjunction with the national section.

1980

27

Revised guidelines for the Acceptance of Financial Contributions. No governmental donations are to be accepted by any constituent body of Amnesty International. An exception to this rule may be made for relief. Funds for relief work, as is customary with humanitarian and charitable organizations, may be sought and received by Amnesty International for the broadest possible spectrum, including government and government agencies. The use of such relief funds is to be administered directly by Amnesty International and should be sought or received only on this basis. Such funds will be distributed according to the Policies and Procedures adopted by the ICM.

1982

61

Approves the budget for Relief for 1983 showing a total relief expenditure of £100,000.

1982

64

Urges sections, as a matter of urgency and priority, to report to the International Secretariat on their relief activities in as much detail as possible, Requests the IEC to review and compile comprehensive information on AI relief activities based on the information received. Requests the IEC to review the advisability of accepting national government grants for relief purposes. 

1983

12

Decides that from 1 January 1985 AI will no longer accept grants for relief from governments or government bodies which have been earmarked by such governments or intergovernmental bodies on their own initiative for a specific country, project or recipient.

1983

13

Reaffirming the importance of AI’s relief program to benefit prisoners of conscience and other victims, potential victims or dependants of such victims of human rights violations falling within AI’s mandate. Recognizing the sensitive political implications of relief programs in certain contexts. Emphasizes the need for strict adherence, by sections and the IS to agreed policies and procedures.

1983

44

The income related-fee shall be assessed on the section’s gross income after deduction of donations received earmarked for relief.

1983

48

Approves the budget for Relief for 1984 and 1985 showing a total relief expenditure of £180,000 and £200,000 respectively,

1985

1

Funds for relief work, as is customary with humanitarian and charitable organizations, may be sought and received by Amnesty International for the broadest possible spectrum, including governments, government agencies or intergovernmental bodies, provided these funds have not been earmarked by such governments, government agencies or intergovernmental bodies, on their own initiative for a specific country, project or recipient.

1985

5

Considering that it is undesirable that AI should appear to be accepting government funds for what should be interpreted as political purposes; and – it is essential for AI to say quite unequivocally that it does not accept government funds for any part of its budget, thereby preserving its financial independence and credibility; Resolves that the rules governing the acceptance of financial contributions and fund-raising should be the same for AI’s relief work as for AI’s other work.

1985

6

Decides to amend the Stature of Amnesty International to read: "Provide financial and other relief to POCs and their dependants, and to persons who have lately been prisoners of conscience or who might reasonably be expected to be POCs or to become prisoners of conscience if convicted or if they were to return to their own countries, to the dependants of such persons and to the victims of torture in need of medical care as a direct result thereof." Such relief provision for medical care includes psychiatric treatment whenever necessary.

1987

9

Noting the decision 5 of the 1985 ICM which resolved that the rules governing the acceptance of funds and fund-raising should be the same for AI’s relief work as for all other work : "No donation with conditions attached that are inconsonant with the Statute may be accepted by any constituent body of Amnesty International"; "No donation from any national governments may be accepted by any constituent body of Amnesty International."; "Whether grants or donations from public bodies such as legislatures, local authorities, intergovernmental organizations or the judiciary can be accepted is to be decided according to the approval procedure on the basis of specific cases"

1987

12

Goals for Research and Country Strategy : Decides to strengthen the integration of relief work into country work through improved planning and budgeting and providing more support to membership relief work.

1987

27

Noting that AI’s guidelines for relief do not incorporate financial support to cover legal aid to those who are threatened by a death sentence or sentenced to death. Decides to study the implications and the possible role for AI of instituting a policy which would, where appropriate, enable AI to provide legal aid to persons threatened by a death sentence or sentenced to death. To consider ways other than relief to further AI’s work on the death penalty with regard to individuals threatened by a death sentence.

1989

11

Noting that current AI Relief Policies and Procedures provide for legal aid to persons who are not POCs but who might reasonably be expected to be subjected to the death penalty. Understanding that providing relief in the forms of legal aid and medical care to persons who might reasonably be expected to be subjected to the death penalty is a complex undertaking perhaps requiring the assistance of intermediary organizations and certainly requiring the setting of priorities to serve as guidelines for those administrating relief.

1991

51

Being concerned that in current relief procedures victims of "disappearances" and extrajudicial execution are now treated as hypothetical POC cases, excluding their dependants from relief when there are allegations concerning the use of advocacy of violence which cannot be definitely refuted by AI, noting that those who have survived torture may receive relief for medical aid without the POC restriction, while those who have survived an attempted extrajudicial execution must qualify as POCs to receive such relief.

1991

52

Decides to establish a Pilot Project to provide legal aid in death penalty cases as recommended in the report (AI Index ACT 50/04/91). Finance the Pilot Project as a special project. Sufficient funds shall be allocated in time so that a reasonable progress report can be submitted to the 1993 ICM.

1995

4

Decides that the government and the NGE practice against targeted individuals which forms a pattern of military, police administrative and/or judicial persecution by means of arbitrary use of procedures and other forms of harassment which gravely disrupt the targeted person’s daily life or his/her privacy, effectively barring him/her from acting in public life, will be deemed a grave violation of the rights of every person mentioned in Art. I of the Statute and be opposed by AI. Consider whether individual victims are eligible for relief within the terms of the relief policy. Instructs the IEC to develop guidelines for the application of this policy.

1997

28

Gives priority to the work of HRD. It affirms the need to incorporate the protection of defenders and their work into the priority goals of the movement.

1997

29

Initiatives on behalf of human rights defenders with a predominant preventive element be funded through AI’s relief budget.

1999

18

Amnesty will further develop its international program for the protection of human rights defenders in the following areas : …… "providing financial and material support for initiatives, including support for communication or other equipment, which are aimed at preventing or inhibiting persecution or threats"; "providing support for national or international relocation of human rights defenders when needed to save life or liberty".

Appendix II 

Examples of Border-Line Cases; Cases with Extended Time-span; and Cases with Legal Implications (some relating to impunity)

Americas

Woman released after spending twelve years in prison convicted of murdering her abusive husband. AI-groups who had been working on her case (action files) were asked to raise funds to secure reasonable accommodation and basic needs for the woman and her two children. 

(death penalty case)

Grant approved to the family of a disappeared to attend the hearing at the Inter American Commission of Human Rights. The grant covers the cost of travel and hotel. 

(legal case)

Application concerning an organization which is assisting victims of HRV by aiding in the collection of evidence through exhumations, preparing and processing papers, collecting and maintaining records for use in court and assisting the victims and their families to act on the findings through filing legal proceedings.

Amnesty approved a grant of $10,000 to cover only the exhumation part. Support for the legal proceedings could not be granted within the present guidelines (impunity).

Application concerning an organization which undertakes social and humanitarian projects for orphans and other victims affected by a massacre which took place in 1982. 

(time span)

Travel costs for a family member to attend a "symbolic funeral" to commemorate the 25 anniversary of her brother’s "disappearance".

(time span)

Application concerning an organization which works to locate children who were separated from their families during an armed conflict which took place in the 1980-1992. The organization provides rehabilitation for families who are still looking for their missing children and for children who have reappeared. A grant of £5,000 was approved. 

(time span)

Application concerning the expenses for a forensic pathologist for assisting the exhumation and the investigation of possible EJEs who were killed by security forces in a hostage-taking incident. There were diverse opinions within the IS whether this case would fit within the relief guidelines, since the grant could not be approved within the Charitable definition. In the end £2,000 was granted from the non-charitable relief budget. 

(border-line case relating to impunity)

Application concerning the father of a "disappeared" to cover his travel expenses to attend the hearing of his daughter’s cases in court. 

(legal case)

Asia

Rehabilitation and self-help projects aimed at helping children whose parents have been extra-judicially executed or ""disappeared". The "disappearances occurred between 1989 and 1998. Cases have been allocated to AI-groups who have been asked to raise funds to cover future costs of the project.

(time span)

Application concerning the family of a "disappeared". A one-off payment of £2,000 was granted to meet general financial needs and to assist the family in resolving the issue of the "disappearance" which occurred in 1991. The family received a grant of $5,000 in 1992 from another organization.

(time span + quantity + legal case)

Application concerning a juvenile released from death row. Grant of £600 approved to cover basic need and debts to his lawyer.

Application concerning a Human Rights lawyer the money is for attending a workshop on how to empower the families of "disappeared", to pursue their cases in courts and to rehabilitate themselves. Grant of £350 approved for travel costs. 

Africa

Application concerning medical costs for an AI member in an African section.

(AI member)

Application concerning several AI members who have been forced to take refuge in another part of the country due to rebel attacks. Several payments have been granted to evacuate. Total $7,480

(AI members)

Application concerning former POC to cover costs for training material (books) five years after his release. He has previously received £500 upon his release from prison.

(time span)

Application concerning the court costs of a civil case in which the victim will seek compensation for illegal detention and torture. This case was considered as a very strategic case very much in line with the 1995 ICM Decision 25 which states: "Considering the strategic importance of legal actions in terms of prevention of ‘disappearance’, extrajudicial execution and work against impunity in general …a special budget line…should be established." The application was not approved since it did not fit within the relief guidelines, as they do not allow for relief to cases relating to compensation and/or impunity. 

APPENDIX III

Examples of Relief Cases Related to Human Rights Defenders

Americas

Application concerning two HRDs who are members of a Human Rights Organization engaged in land conflicts protecting the rights of poor people in rural areas. Members of the organization have been harassed.

Protection of witnesses in location of risk (before relocation or during subsequent trial. Relocation and resettlement costs for witness and family (until such time as the witness is able to find work and become self-sufficient). Grant approved: $5,000. The expenses are shared by an AI section and the IRF.

Human Rights Lawyer who has been forced to leave his country because of death threats. He has been granted political asylum, but has applied for financial assistance for him and his family since he has been unable to find work. £1,800 granted.

Support to a Human Rights Organization working for the rights of LGBT (Lesbian/ Gay/ Bi-Sexual and Trans-sexual). One-off contribution to help with the cost of filing legal complaints.

Africa

HRD fleeing his country following threats and the risk of being arrested. He is seeking asylum in a European country and was granted a one-off payment of £600 for basic needs.

HRD and lawyer who was arrested. After his release (AI campaigned on his behalf) the threats continued and he and his family had to leave the country. He his unable to return to his country and he has lost his means of livelihood as a lawyer. A grant of £600 was approved to cover his emergency living expenses. 

According to the application "a clear cut case of a human rights defender". A gay activist who has been targeted for arrest and prosecution because of gay activism and his sexual orientation. Application concerns financial help to cover the cost of legal fees. A grant of £1,000 was approved.

Application concerning a group of released POCs, eight of them are HRDs. A total grant of £6,400 (£3-400 to each person)

Application concerning a HRD to assist immediate evacuation from the country. Grant approved for travel and £600 for living expenses on arrival.

Asia

Application concerning a HRD who has been forced to leave his country for his own safety. Grant of £600 approved to cover accommodation and other daily subsistence needs in the UK for two months. "If the security situation has improved he will return after two months. If not, it is possible that there will be a request for further funds for his maintenance".

There are several other similar applications.

Appendix IV

Women’s Shelter in Karachi

The shelter is a refuge for women, whose fundamental human rights have been violated, including the following:


Victims of domestic violence


Women under threat or who need protection as a result of exercising choice in marriage or divorce


Women accused by the family or state agencies under the Hudood ordinance


Victims of sexual abuse, assault and exploitation (rape, incest, trafficking, kidnapping etc)


Women under threat of all forms of honour killings

The Shelter is offering the following support to victims and survivors:


Shelter in the case of life threatening situations and during litigation


Legal aid


Medical treatment


Counselling services


Rehabilitation

The shelter was opened in January 2002, and during the year 52 women and 36 children took refuge here.  In addition to this, several women came for legal advice but did not need admission.   

The shelter has raised the awareness of women rights, and also brought home the fact that AI not only publishes reports but also does something tangible for the victims.

Appendix V

Summary of the Guidelines for the Human Rights Defenders Fund in the French Section

In every case, it has to be kept in mind that Amnesty International is not an organisation of aid and assistance. This principle must condition the rules, just like it is the case with the general Relief Fund.


Firstly, this fund will concern protection, aid and promotion of the Human Rights Defender’s work. 


Secondly, in principle, the amount approved should be fixed in advance, even if the deposits could be spaced out over few months. The renewal or the extension will only be made in special circumstances. It is a matter of finding a good balance between a necessary help and an over-protective program which could create too high expectations or a feeling of dependence. 


Thirdly, when possible, contributions from other sources than Amnesty will be sought. 


Fourthly, the amount of money sent outside the country would have to correspond to the living standards in the targeted country. This will be assessed with the help of the IS and the country coordinators.

I- Protection aid

1. Arrival in France of a defender asking for help.

The amount of money will depend on whether the HRD is planning on staying only a short period in the country or if she/he is applying for asylum. The request will be decided on a case by case basis. 

2. Precarious situation of a defender and/or his family

It concerns a person who, in his country, does not possess the means to survive, because of his/her involvement and activities as a defender. For this type of situation, the following guidelines are proposed.


The demand will have to come from the defender himself.


The opinion from the country coordinator, and if necessary from the International Secretariat will be requested


Obviously, all the general principles cited above will have to be respected (limitation in time of the aid, seek external resources, scrutinize standards of living).

3. Need for medical treatments

- The French Relief Fund should be used for the victims taken up by Amnesty, (Urgent Action, Ran Action, Action File, Appeal campaign).

- The HRD Fund should be used in the other cases, the aid being limited in time.

II- Help concerning the defenders work

1. Help related to studies 

As a principle, this type of demand is of primary responsibility for the HRD Fund, but a demand to the Relief Fund should not be excluded if a person is taken in charge by Amnesty. External contributions will also be sought.

2. Material demands

It concerns any equipment or material that can facilitate the defenders work (phone, fax, computer...). All the necessary precautions should be taken to ensure that the chosen materiel is relevant.

3. Aid concerning the realisation of a specific project

It may be the development or the material intended the promote human rights (films, tapes, brochures etc.). In this case, a detailed and precise written description of the project itself as well as the necessary budget will have to be handed in by the HRD or his NGO. This kind of support will, as a principle, need to be approved by the IS.

4. Aid to defenders visiting France

Such visits could be held following an initiative form the IS or from the national section. They will be promoted, as long as they primarily concern testimonies, exchanges of view with different groups, the media, or other NGOs defending human rights.

The decision for the HRD fund to participate will have to be taken following accurate budgetary considerations, where different regions or other interested NGOs will be invited to participate.

III- Decision process

Up to €500, the decision to grant the money will be taken by HRD team members, with the agreement from the treasury.

For any higher amount of money, the executive decides to create a Committee responsible for the management of the fund, which will be entitled to take decisions. This Committee will include one member from the executive, (presently the person in charge of the treasury), a director, a member from the finance committee and members from the HRD team. In case of emergency, the decisions will be taken by the member from the executive, one director and the team responsible or his delegate.

Amnesty International

Section Française

Fonds " Défenseurs "

Interne 

22 juin 2000

" LIGNES DIRECTRICES D’UTILISATION DU FONDS DEFENSEURS "

L’équipe DDH a déterminé des critères d’utilisation du fonds " défenseurs " sur la base :


d’une part, du récapitulatif sur les demandes traitées  par le fonds d’aide général en 1998/1999, qui inclut, rappelons-le, l’ancien fonds " réfugiés " destiné à donner des aides occasionnelles d’urgence à des réfugiés ou demandeurs d’asile, 


d’autre part, des demandes déjà formulées au fonds " défenseurs ". 

Il s’agit là d’une première proposition du mode de fonctionnement qui sera évalué et éventuellement modifié après un an de fonctionnement .

Il conviendra dans tous les cas de garder à l’esprit qu’Amnesty International n’est pas une organisation de secours et d’assistance. Ce principe doit conditionner les règles fixées, comme c’est le cas pour le fonds d’aide général :


premièrement ce fonds sera affecté tant à la protection, qu’à l’aide et à la  promotion du travail des défenseurs,


deuxièmement, en principe, le montant global de chaque aide attribuée devra être déterminé à l’avance, même si les versements pourront être échelonnés dans le temps sur plusieurs mois. Cela devra clairement ressortir des  échanges avec les personnes concernées. Les  renouvellements ou prolongations  ne pourraient  se faire qu’au détriment de nouvelles  aides toute aussi justifiées. Il s’agira en tous les cas de trouver un bon équilibre entre une aide nécessaire et une trop grande prise en charge pouvant entraîner soit une attente trop forte et une impression de " dû ", soit une sensation de dépendance et d’assistance mal vécue de la part du défenseur., 


troisièmement, et en conséquence, les aides en nature et la participation financière de partenaires extérieurs (députés " parrains ", autres associations, soutien de collectivités locales…) seront privilégiées et donc recherchées. Les groupes et les coordinations pays joueront un rôle prépondérant dans ces deux domaines,


quatrièmement, les sommes d’argent envoyées à l’étranger devront tenir  compte, grâce à l’aide de la coordination pays et de l’équipe du SI, du niveau de vie dans le pays considéré.

I - Aide à la protection

1.   Arrivée en France d’un défenseur sollicitant de l’aide

Il peut s’agir d’un séjour provisoire, le défenseur souhaitant retourner dans son pays après une certaine période. Ne déposant pas de demande d’asile, il n’a qu’un visa touristique et ne dispose d’aucune ressource.

Il peut s’agir également d’un défenseur qui dépose une demande d’asile. Dans ce cas, le demandeur reçoit au départ une allocation de F. 2 000 de la part du SSAE, puis F 1 700 par mois et par adulte pour tous ses frais ( logement, nourriture  etc…) par les Assedic. Les versements mensuels sont effectués pendant la période d’examen de sa demande par l’OFPRA puis par  la Commission de recours pour une durée totale  qui ne saurait excéder un an. Quelques demandeurs peuvent préférer solliciter un hébergement en foyer mais les places sont rares.

N.B. : Parallèlement, le service Réfugiés consulté, promet qu’il s’efforcera de faire en sorte que le dossier soit traité rapidement au niveau de l’OFPRA, que le statut soit reconnu rapidement afin que les démarches qui ne permettent ni de préparer l’insertion, ni de travailler ne durent pas trop longtemps.

Il faudra donc examiner les demandes au cas par cas (quel montant proposer ?, à verser en totalité au départ ou de façon échelonnée dans le temps…)

Pour ce type de situation, le Comité de pilotage propose :


une première aide d’urgence au moment de l’arrivée du défenseur apportée par le fonds d’aide général/réfugiés (permettant d’aider le défenseur dans le premier mois qui suit son arrivée),


une aide complémentaire ultérieure apportée par le fonds défenseurs,


un montant limité à F. 10 000 ou F. 15 000, prélevé sur le fonds " défenseurs ",


parallèlement à l’octroi d’une aide financière, et pour les défenseurs qui seraient appelés à rester pendant un certain temps, mise en place de la recherche de soutiens extérieurs évoquée ci-dessus (aide à la recherche d’un logement, d’un stage, de moyens de subsistance, organisation d’un soutien psychologique etc…)

En échange, le défenseur pourrait apporter des témoignages précieux (déplacement dans les groupes ou informations sur la situation dans son pays…)

2.   Situation précaire d’un défenseur et/ou de sa famille

Il s’agit d’une personne qui, dans son pays, n’a plus de moyens de subsistance du fait de son engagement et de son activité de défenseur

Pour ce type de situation, les règles suivantes vous sont proposées :


la demande devra émaner du défenseur, 


l’avis de la coordination et si nécessaire du secrétariat international seront sollicités,


tous les principes généraux énoncés ci-dessus seront évidemment respectés (limiter l’aide dans le temps, favoriser les aides en nature, rechercher des soutiens extérieurs, prendre en compte le niveau de vie).

3.   Besoins de soins médicaux

Un défenseur connaissant une situation financière précaire, a besoin d’être soigné à la suite de mauvais traitements, d’une agression, de harcèlements occasionnant chez lui des troubles psychologiques…

Pour ce type de situation, nous proposons que :


le fonds d’aide général soit utilisé pour les victimes prises en charge par Amnesty (action urgente, action Ran, dossier action, cas d’appel d’une campagne), le fonds " défenseurs " soit utilisé dans les autres cas,


cette aide soit limitée dans le temps.

II – Aide au travail des défenseurs

1.   Aide à la formation des défenseurs

Par exemple : participation aux frais occasionnées par un programme de formation (droits d’inscription, frais de déplacement…).

En principe ce type de demande est de la responsabilité première du fonds " défenseurs ", mais une demande au fonds d’aide général n’est pas à exclure lorsque la victime est prise en charge par Amnesty. Les participations extérieures seront là aussi recherchées.

2.   Demande de matériel

Il s’agit de tout outil ou matériel facilitant le travail des défenseurs ou d’organisations de défenseurs (téléphone, fax, ordinateur…) aidant au travail de promotion (et parfois comme le téléphone à la protection d’une personne).

Dans ce type de situation nous proposons que soient favorisées les aides en nature, notamment par appel à des sociétés qui auraient renouvelé leur matériel, avant d’envisager une aide financière. Toutes les précautions devront être prises pour s’assurer du choix de matériel le plus pertinent.

3.  Aide à la réalisation d’un projet spécifique

Il peut s’agir de l’élaboration et de la diffusion de matériel destiné à la promotion des droits humains (vidéo, cassettes, brochures etc…). Dans ce cas, une description très précise et écrite du projet et du budget nécessaire devra être fournie par le DDH ou son ONG. De telles aides nécessiteront en principe un accord du secrétariat international.

4.  Aide aux visites en France de défenseurs

De telles visites peuvent être faites à l’initiative du secrétariat international ou de la section. Elles seront favorisées dans la mesure où elles permettront des témoignages, des échanges avec les groupes, les media, les autres ONG de défense des droits humains…

La décision de participation du fonds DDH devra être prise sur la base d’un budget prévisionnel précis auquel pourront participer des régions ou des commissions ou d’autres ONG intéressées par de telles visites.

Procédure de prise de décision

Jusqu’à concurrence de F. 5000, la décision d’engagement de la dépense est prise par les membres de l'équipe DDH en accord avec le trésorier.

Au-delà, le Bureau exécutif décide de créer un comité d’utilisation du fonds défenseurs qui pourra engager les dépenses. Il est composé d’un membre du Bureau exécutif (actuellement le trésorier), d’un directeur, d’un membre du Comité Finances et de membres de l’équipe DDH. En cas d’urgence, les décisions seront prises par le membre du Bureau exécutif, un directeur et le responsable de l’équipe ou son délégué.

En ce qui concerne les frais de fonctionnement relatifs au projet " défenseurs des droits humains " (déplacement des membres, formation des groupes, organisation de réunions…) ils seront engagés avec l’accord du responsable de département.

Appendix VI

A Presentation of IRF Expenditure the last three yearssince 1996

The following table has donations, which is income excluding bank interest, and expenditure on relief, which excludes bank charges and the administration fee charged to relief. The opening balance at 1 January 1996 was GBP 552,785: 

Year ended 31 March

Donations

Expenditure

15 months 1996/97

£89,001

£275,169

1998

£156,516

£224,412

1999

£78,249

£273,831

2000

£94,168

£223,824

2001

£54,694 

(donation from AI Netherlands of  € 90,000)

£113,771

2002

£115,132

£109,225

Approved relief requests, from IS funds, by region in 2001 and 2002

Region

2001

2002

Africa

£42,933

£23,124

Americas

£16,948

£11,438

Asia

£25,191

£10,069

Europe

£4,138

£3,900

Middle East

£1,000

£729

Appendix VII

Summary of ICM Resolutions with Financial Implications

The Guidelines for Fundraising (Strasbourg Guidelines) adopted by the 1976 ICM state that:

"Funds for relief work, as is customary with humanitarian and charitable organizations, may be sought and received by AI from the broadest possible spectrum, including governments and governmental agencies. Where substantial earmarked funds are offered by outside donors, especially governments or governmental agencies, the acceptability of such funds should be referred to the Relief Committee".

The reasons given for the exception made for relief are:


it is customary to accept government funding for humanitarian and charitable organizations


relief money goes directly to persons who need it; it is not part of the regular budget from which salaries of AI staff and similar expenses are paid.

The 1980 ICM elaborated Revised Guidelines for the Acceptance of Financial Contributions and Fund-Raising and the 1982 ICM Decision 64 requested the IEC to review the advisability of accepting national government grants for relief purposes. A review was consequently carried out and a change in the current policy was recommended. (FIN 05/05/84) As part of the review, 18 sections were asked about their experiences of government funding for relief - only four replied that they had done so (Sweden, Norway, Denmark and Luxembourg). (FIN 05/03/82) For the IS the figures were 25%. It was also reported that most sections had few difficulties raising money for relief. An interim report by the IEC and its Sub-Committee, the Relief Committee, reviewed the advisability of accepting government grants and it was "recommended that a change in AI´s current policy be reconsidered". (FIN 05/03/83)

At the 1983 ICM it was decided that AI would no longer accept grants for relief which have been earmarked by donor governments or intergovernmental bodies. (Decision 12) In the notes of Resolution A71 it was suggested that a more restrictive policy which would rule out government grants completely be considered at a later stage. The resolution proposed suggested that earmarking be defined to include both earmarking by donor governments and inter-governmental organizations and earmarking by AI. The resolution that was adopted changed the wording so that AI would no longer accept grants for relief from governments or intergovernmental bodies which have been earmarked by such governments or intergovernmental bodies on their own initiative for a specific country project or recipient. Thus, AI would still be free to approach governments or inter-governmental bodies for funding of particular relief activities. This has been called negative earmarking, meaning that governments might exercise influence by deciding to fund, or not to fund, particular projects.

Decision 5 of the 1985 ICM states that the rules governing the acceptance of financial contributions and fund-raising should be the same for AI´s relief work as for all AI´s other work. This decision, proposed by the British Section (Resolution A31) meant that AI would no longer accept government funding for relief purposes. (ORG 52/01/85)

At the ICM 1993 a resolution put forward by the Danish section, with the content that AI would be able to receive government funding for relief and for Human Rights Education (HRE), was rejected. However, decision 18 endorses the Human Rights Education policy which states that AI may accept government funding for parts of HRE. (POL 32/03/93)

ICM 1997 decided on a revision of Guidelines for Fundraising to be referred to the IEC. A resolution was prepared by the IEC for the ICM 1999. Decision 47 ICM 1999 decided to endorse the principles enunciated in the Fundraising Guidelines, striking a balance between obtaining additional resources for the movement’s human rights work and assuming that acceptance of funds does not compromise the organization’s independence. The Revised Proposed Guidelines for the Acceptance of Funds and Fundraising by Amnesty International stemming from this decision, (in principle adopted by the ICM 1999) will be presented to the 2001 ICM. These state that: Contributions from governments for relief may be accepted, but not if targeted for specific individuals or for refugees from a specific country.  While these are intended as a minimum framework for fundraising it will ultimately be up to the sections to decide their own guidelines.

Appendix VIII

Relief Review 2002-2003 - Terms of Reference

September 2002

1.  BACKGROUND

Decision 29 of the 1997 ICM (attached, together with earlier decisions) requested the IEC to evaluate the 1995 Guidelines for AI Relief Work (FIN 50/01/95) and undertake a study on how other forms of assistance, including those relating to human right defenders, can be increased and financed outside the relief budget.  Decision 29 requested the IEC to report back at the 1999 ICM, but the decision was then given low priority and not implemented.  

Prior to the 2001 ICM, following a request by the Swedish and other sections involved in relief the IEC agreed that a relief review along the lines of Decision 29 was going to take place after the 2001 ICM.  The review has now been included in OP2.

2.  PURPOSE

The review should broadly look at the following aspects:

2.1
The overall role of relief assistance in the context of Amnesty Internationals human rights mission, including whether relief should be expanded, maintained as it is with minor adjustments, or phased out altogether. 

2.2
A number of policy issues that have arisen over the years, particularly since the Relief Guidelines were issued in 1995. Examples include relief for abuses by non-state actors, assistance to asylum seekers, and others identified already at the time of the 1995 Guidelines as requiring further discussion

2.3
The relationship of relief and other programs, such as the Human Rights Defenders programs and financial assistance in legal cases relating to impunity. 

2.4
The way relief is organized within Amnesty International, both between the International Secretariat and Sections and within the International Secretariat, and its relationship with fundraising.

3.  METHODOLOGY

This review will be carried out by a consultant, chosen by the IS in consultation with key sections.  The review will be managed as a project by the RMP Program Director working closely with the Relief Coordinator.

The consultant will review relevant documents (including ICM and IEC decisions, decisions, guidelines, reports of meetings) and interview relevant staff at the IS and in the key sections involved in relief . The consultant may decide to circulate questionnaires. Where appropriate and feasible, the consultant will also seek the views of other organizations and beneficiaries. 

The project will require limited travelling, specifically in Europe.

The consultant will produce a draft report, which will be circulated for comment within the IS and key sections. It will then be finalised and sent to the IEC (SCRA would be available for commenting if required and feasible). The report will include:

1.  A brief history of relief, with statistics and financial figures

2.  An analysis of the broad role of relief within the AI mission

3.  Policy issues arisen since 1995 

4.  Organizational issues

5.  Funding issues

6.  Recommendations

An international meeting involving key sections may be organized to discuss the report (if so financial assistance by key sections may be required -- the Swedish Amnesty Fund is willing to consider this proposal)

4.  TIMETABLE

July 02


finalization of the terms of reference (to include IEC approval)

Sept/Oct 02

selection of consultant 

Nov 02 to Jan 03

consultants work

Feb 03 


draft report produced by consultant

Mar -April 03

consultation within AI, may include an international meeting

May 03


finalization of report and submission to the IEC

June 03
IEC decides next steps and circulates report to movement (the IEC is required by1997 ICM Decision 29 to report to the ICM on the implementation of the decision)

July 03


final report circulated to the movement

5.  BUDGET

A total of 12,000 have been allocated to this project in OP2.  The consultant fee (C1 plus 10%) for a three months consultancy would amount to 7,000.  Travel expenses should be within 3,000, leaving 2,000 towards a possible international meeting.

Claudio Cordone

10.9.2002

********

(1)  Elisabeth Löfgren has been an AI member since 1973. From 1987-2000 she was employed by the Swedish Section . Her functions as a staff member included, Coordinator of Amnesty Groups, including Country Coordinators and specialist groups; Campaign Coordinator; IGO-Coordinator and EU-Contact Person. She has also been a staff representative on the Board of the Swedish Amnesty Fund.

(2)  The terms of reference can be found in Appendix VIII

(3)  The role of the Relief Officer varies from section to section. Some are staff members, others are volunteers, appointed by the section board or by the AGM.

(4)  A summary of all relevant ICM resolutions is presented in Appendix I

(5)  A presentation of the project is presented in Appendix IV

(6)  Examples of "border-line" cases or cases which have lead to differing interpretations of the relief guidelines are presented in Appendix II

(7)  A summary in English and the full text in French of these guidelines can be found in Appendix V

(8)  See Appendix  III for examples of HRD cases related to relief

(9)  See Appendix II for examples cases relating to impunity

(10)  A presentation of  IRF expenditure the last three years can be found in Appendix VI

(11)   A summary ICM resolutions addressing the issue of governments funding can be found in Appendix VII

Amnesty International, International Secretariat, 1 Easton Street, WC1X 0DW, London, United Kingdom 


