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Introduction

ARTICLE 19 is pleased to provide, as required, a final narrative and financial report on the above project. As you will be aware, in August 2001 we secured Ford's agreement for a small adjustment to the approved budget, following underspends on completed activities. ARTICLE 19 was initially due to provide a final narrative and financial report to the Ford Foundation by 31 January 2002. However, although all activities had been completed by that date, there was a small amount of unspent funds for which we identified a number of possible follow-up activities. Accordingly, with Ford’s agreement to a further small adjustment to the approved budget, we provided an interim report in January 2002 and requested an extension of the project for a further six months to 31 July 2002 in order to carry out follow-up activities. Finally, in July 2002, we requested an additional extension of the project to 31 October 2002 in order to allow us to complete an activity relating to Sierra Leone work that had been subject to a small delay.

ARTICLE 19 assures the Ford Foundation that all activities under the grant have been conducted in conformity with the terms of the grant.

ARTICLE 19 supplied a number of Annexes (A-K) with the interim report in January 2002. These have not been supplied again. Where they are referred to in the text below, please consult the copies attached to the interim report. Only documents relating to follow-up activities during the period 15 April-31 October 2002 are attached to this final report (Annexes L-N).

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES UNDER THE GRANT

There have been two components to this project [Section A (pages 2-5) and Section B (pages 5-15) below]. Please also refer back to the "rationale" section for each activity in the original proposal for further background information 

Section A
Workshop to Explore the Feasibility of a Regional Access to Information Monitoring/Advocacy Network in sub-Saharan Africa

This workshop was organised in partnership with Media Rights Agenda (Nigeria), a long-standing partner of ARTICLE 19's, with additional support from the Institute for Democracy in South Africa (IDASA). The workshop was held at the Rockview Hotel in Abuja, Nigeria, on 19-21 September 2001. It involved 32 participants from 25 media, human rights, development and labour non-governmental organisations (See Annex A of the interim report). We were able to ensure equitable representation both by sub-region and by language. We also had some success in ensuring equitable representation of women, although we would have liked a better ratio still. 9 of the participants were women. The workshop began by addressing "why access to information matters" (See agenda and selected presentations in Annex B) and exploring advocacy and monitoring strategies in plenary session before breaking up into three working groups that discussed and formulated recommendations under three headings: national advocacy and networking strategies; national monitoring strategies; and regional/international advocacy, monitoring and networking strategies (see Annex C). At the end of the workshop a concluding statement was issued in English and French that encompassed a plan of action to follow-up the workshop (See Annex D).

Key indicators of success or progress for the workshop, as set out in the original proposal, were as follows: 

In the short-term, the extent to which participants at the workshop are able to agree realistic and achievable arrangements and strategies for future cooperation and coordination. This, we proposed, could be assessed on the basis of the final communiqué at the end of the workshop

Arising from the workshop was The Abuja Statement and Plan of Action on the Right to Information. This communiqué and plan of action embodied the principle of informal networking and cooperation/coordination on the basis of concrete initiatives. The main initiatives agreed were at the global and regional level. ARTICLE 19 is committed to a global initiative on freedom of information that has as its objectives:

· higher standards of transparency among Transnational Corporations 

· agreement of a UN Declaration on Freedom of Information

· agreement of an OAU Declaration on Freedom of Expression that has a strong freedom of information component

· promoting stronger policies by International and Regional Institutions on disclosure

The initiative is also designed to support and reinforce activities at the sub-regional and national level, including passing laws on freedom of information that are consistent with international human rights standards. Lead organisations in the work set out by the plan of action include: ARTICLE 19, IDASA, the South African Open Democracy Centre, the Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative, the African Institute for Human Rights and Development, the Media Institute for Southern Africa, UIDH.

All the participating organisations at the workshop agreed to lend their support to these global and regional initiatives as part of an ad hoc coalition. ARTICLE 19 has secured similar undertakings from participating organisations at parallel regional workshops during 2001 for Eastern Europe and Asia.

In the medium-term, the extent to which the workshop leads in practice to increased cooperation and coordination amongst the participants and the development of new and more effective advocacy and monitoring strategies by them. This can be assessed in a subsequent phase of this work through holding a follow-up workshop and by commissioning independent research by an expert consultant

We have still not reached the medium-term yet, so it is too early meaningfully to assess progress in this regard. Much will depend on the degree to which the initiatives set out in the plan of action are realised over the coming five years. In the short-term, we have received reports from Sierra Leonean, Ghanaian and Burkinabe participants that their organisations have begun active advocacy on access to information issues. As for independent external evaluation, that will be appropriate in perhaps two years time, once the process of implementing the plan of action is seriously underway.

In terms of management and monitoring, ARTICLE 19 and its main partner in organising the workshop, Media Rights Agenda (Nigeria) collectively developed a management plan for the workshop and signed a Memorandum of Understanding regarding reporting procedures (see Annex E). All decisions were made following full consultation and on the basis of consensus. Media Rights Agenda was responsible for organising the venue, accommodation and other logistics for the workshop within Nigeria. ARTICLE 19 was responsible for arranging regional and international participation, including participants’ flights. The main implementing officer at Media Rights Agenda was Edetaen Ojo (until September 2001) and then Tive Denedo (from October 2001 to October 2002). Cooperation on the workshop further consolidated the long-term working partnership between the two organizations.

In the original proposal, ARTICLE 19 set out a number of assumptions and risks. It assumed that awareness of and interest in access to information issues across governments and civil society in sub-Saharan Africa would continue to grow over the next year. If this assumption had been incorrect, then the timeliness of this project would have been called into question. This has not happened. Nonetheless, many governments are displaying a growing hesitancy about opening up their files based on a "rational" assessment that this may not be in their interests, for example on touchstone issues such as corruption. It can also be a struggle to persuade governments and legislators that the issue is a top priority. This structural impediment to success has come into clearer focus during 2001 and 2002 with regard to Nigeria. During 2000, Media Rights Agenda made great progress in pushing the Nigerian Access to Information Bill through the Houses of Assembly. But since then, progress has been halting as politics has become increasingly preoccupied with conflicts between the Presidency and the Legislature. With elections due in early 2002, the likelihood is that the Bill will fall. Accordingly, the campaign for Access to Information legislation may have to begin again. It will be important to learn the lessons of why efforts to push the Bill through the Houses of Assembly ultimately ran into the ground. An important factor undoubtedly was that we had not built a sufficiently broad and deep constituency in wider society to insulate the Bill from extraneous factors that could interfere with its progress.

The main risk identified was that the workshop would lack a clear purpose and direction and become largely a “talking shop” from which no “next stage” emerged. We argued that the key would be to focus on those participants and partnerships that promised concrete results. This was successfully achieved. In terms of the original “bottom-line” that we identified -- to develop the links between Media Rights Agenda and IDASA, both of which already have track-records and genuine credentials in the sphere of access to information -- this was certainly achieved.

Concluding remarks 

The objectives for this activity set out in the original proposal were as follows:

· to enable civil society organisations in sub-Saharan Africa to share experiences and strategies in promoting and monitoring greater access to information and to enhance their capacity to carry out effective advocacy and monitoring strategies as appropriate
The workshop undoubtedly advanced this objective significantly. Impressions during the workshop and evaluation forms completed by participants at its conclusion (for samples, see Annex F) indicated strongly that the workshop had been extremely useful in this regard. Those organisations with extensive experience were able to share it with other organisations for which access to information concerns had been less central. Most participants left the workshop with a greater commitment to placing access to information concerns at the heart of their advocacy and monitoring work in future.

· to assess the feasibility of establishing a loose network of concerned civil society organisations on access to information in sub-Saharan Africa and to map out the basis for any future cooperation and coordination
This objective was achieved. The widespread consensus was that it would be premature and possibly duplicatory to set up a formal regional network on access to information issues, but that informal networking and cooperation/coordination would be invaluable in future. The basis for this, it was agreed, should be concrete initiatives at the national, sub-regional, regional or even global levels. A range of proposals and initiatives arose out of this consensus (see below).

However, while the workshop was certainly a success overall, some valuable lessons were learnt that arose from problems encountered in carrying out the activity. First, the agenda for the workshop was too crowded, which meant that there were points were there was not enough scope for prolonged discussion and debate. Participants argued in the evaluation that it might have been better to have some of the plenary speakers giving evening presentations rather than during the main proceedings during the day. A few suggested that the length of the workshop should have been increased, although that would have posed problems in terms of participants being available to stay throughout. Second, the quality of the interpretation was poor. While participants devised improvisatory strategies for getting around this and communication between Anglophones and Francophones was sustained, this problem highlighted the importance of fuller checking in advance that interpretation facilities will be adequate. We had also underbudgeted for the costs of interpretation in Nigeria, which is very expensive. This reduced our capacity to hire interpreters with a proven track record.

Note: A small amount of the funds available for the Workshop remained unspent after it had taken place. When we requested a further adjustment of the approved budget and an extension of the project in January 2002, we undertook to spend this balance to maintain contact with the participants at the Workshop and facilitate cooperation with them regarding advocacy initiatives agreed at the Workshop. The balance has been used for this purpose, although – for a variety of reasons – progress has been delayed in implementing the advocacy initiatives that were agreed. ARTICLE and its partners in these initiatives hope to push ahead with them during 2003.

Section B
Activities to Promote Freedom of Expression and Access to Information in Sierra Leone

Part 1 cover activities during the initial time-frame of the project (March-Dec 2001).

Information regarding subsequent developments is provided only where essential.

Part 2 covers follow-up activities during the extension period (April-October 2002).

We then review overall management and monitoring arrangements and the assumptions and risks that were identified in the original proposal of September 2000. Finally, under Concluding Remarks, it assesses how far the activities overall have met the objectives set out in the original proposal.

Part 1 – March to December 2001

Activities conducted between March and December 2001 were as follows: i) producing print and radio versions of a Truth Bulletin; ii) holding consultation workshops on truth and reconciliation issues; iii) organising missions to Guatemala, Zimbabwe and South Africa to explore "non-official" community-level truth and reconciliation processes; iv) general running costs for the activities of the Working Group on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission; v) pre-project planning and post-project evaluation meetings. Our partner organisation was Forum of Conscience, on behalf of the Sierra Leone Working Group on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, of which it has been the National Secretariat. 

We assess each activity separately below in terms of the specific indicators of success or progress set out in the original proposal. 

i)
Producing print and radio versions of a Truth Bulletin

The Sierra Leone Working Group on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission produced 9 print editions of the Truth Bulletin between March-December 2001 (See Annex G for copies of these editions). The services of an editor has been obtained thanks to the support of the Ford Foundation. The print editions have varied in length, being between 6 and 12 pages long. Each of the first 9 print editions combined: news, including from the provinces, regarding the TRC process and the activities of the Working Group; "voxpop" quotes regarding the TRC process; and an article by ARTICLE 19 entitled "News from Elsewhere", which has sought to provide information about truth and reconciliation debates in other parts of the world. The print-run has increased during the year to 400 copies. Distribution has been as widespread as possible and has been undertaken outside of Freetown by the Working Group through its regional secretariats (see below). Its development continues. Since the October 2001 edition, the Bulletin has included pictures. However, it continues to be cheaply produced.

It was originally envisaged that the radio version of the Bulletin would be a customised programme produced on audiotape for circulation to all radio stations. However, this proved impractical, as funds were insufficient for this purpose. In the end, regional secretariats were given funds to buy airtime on local radio stations and took the print version of the Bulletin as the basis for live programmes. Programmes were regularly broadcast on the state broadcaster SLBS but also on Radio 98.1 and Voice of the Handicapped in Freetown; on Kiss FM in Bo and on local radio in Makeni, once the security situation permitted.

Key indicators to assess success or progress set out in the original proposal to Ford were: 

The development over time of a significant readership and audience for the two versions of the Bulletin
The visit of an independent evaluator to Sierra Leone in December 2001 allowed us to undertake a limited survey of the impact of the two versions of the Bulletin to date (see section e) below. The evaluator's report can be found below as Annex H). On the basis of this survey, it appears that the radio programmes had a wide audience. The print Bulletin developed an increasingly wide readership, although most of its readers were within the governmental, UN and NGO sectors. It was a valuable tool for regional secretariats outside Freetown, where the media and information environment still remains extremely limited. However, the relatively small print-run of the print version of the Bulletin had restricted the size of the readership it had been able to attract and the radio programmes were regular enough either to build up their audience. The efforts of the Working Group remain a drop in the ocean given the level of public need for information. However, it has remained committed to continuing with the two versions of the Bulletin and cooperating with wider sensitisation and consultation efforts if and when they gathered (belated) momentum.

The extent to which the Bulletin promotes public debate about and understanding of truth and reconciliation processes 

According to the report of the independent evaluator, the radio programmes promoted much public debate and had been especially positively received in the regions. The print Bulletin had also helped in this regard, particularly on issues such as reparations and the relationship between the Truth and Reconciliation Commission and the Special Court that is due to try those "most responsible" for human rights abuses during Sierra Leone's internal conflict. However, they had not been enough in themselves to have a significant impact upon public understanding of truth and reconciliation processes, including the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. They could never have been so on their own. Public understanding remains low, in part because overall levels of sensitisation and consultation by other apparently better-resourced stakeholders such as the government and the UN on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission have been inadequate to date. Another issue was how far the different versions of the Bulletin contained clear and consistent messages about truth and reconciliation processes. The lack of recordings of the radio programmings made this difficult to assess, but the evaluator uncovered a question mark in some minds on this count. Some interviewees felt that the radio programmes needed to be longer to allow greater time for discussion and clarification of issues. Further work is needed to make the content more "punchy" and improve production values. In addition, the evaluator also raised an important issue that the Working Group needed to review: who is it targetting? At the moment it is attempting to straddle Working Group members and other NGOs; "elites" and social movers; and communities. He suggested that it might not be possible to cover all three targets adequately without an increase in funds and that the two versions of the Bulletin should be separated into segments that address these three targetted audiences in ways that maximize their value and impact. 

The evaluator concluded that both versions of the Bulletin, if the issues raised above were addressed, can undoubtedly continue to make useful contributions to the process of promoting public debate about and understanding of truth and reconciliation processes. 

ii)
Holding consultation workshops on truth and reconciliation issues 

The purpose of this activity was to increase opportunities for interested local NGOs and community representatives to hear about the TRC process and to make their voices heard on issues of concern to them regarding truth and reconciliation. A particular priority was to ensure that these opportunities were extended outside Freetown to those based in the regions. The initial proposal was formulated at a time when there were no such initiatives emanating from other players in the TRC process. 

The initial aim was to have six major workshops, three in each region: the West, the South and the East. At the time the proposal was formulated, the North was inaccessible due to being almost entirely in the hands of the RUF. In practice, this was found to be inappropriate. Three major workshops were ultimately held, convened by the Southern, Eastern and Northern Regional Secretariats of the Working Group, in May (Southern and Eastern) and August (Northern - shortly after it had become open for NGOs) respectively. Because workshops on this scale were extremely expensive, the Working Group decided to expend the balance of the funds available for this activity on a range of smaller-scale consultation meetings outside of the main urban areas. Ultimately, a further 7 such consultation meetings were held, two in the South, one in the East, one in the North and three in the West. For a list of all meetings held, please see Appendix C of the independent evaluator's report. 

Some of these workshops and meetings were organised in partnership with other organisations, for example UNAMSIL and the Campaign for Good Governance. Others were organised solely by the Regional Secretariats of the Working Group.

A representative of ARTICLE 19 attended the major workshop organised by the Southern Regional Secretariat in May 2001, at which over 40 people from all over the South and East attended (see the June-July 2001 print edition of the Truth Bulletin for the Concluding Statement of this workshop). 

Key indicators for assessing the success or progress of the regional consultations in the original proposal were as follows:

The levels of attendance and participation of target communities and the main political and social groups at the workshops

According to the independent evaluators' report, some of the workshops and meetings were successful in involving community representatives, including their leaders. ARTICLE 19's impression is that most of the workshops and meetings in fact did so. For example, the May 2001 workshop in the Southern Region had representatives from all over the region, many of whom had received no previous information regarding the TRC process until that time. In addition to providing information about the TRC process and consulting with stakeholders, in practice the workshops and meetings simultaneously sought to act as a basis for building contact points with communities that could stand future sensitisation and consultation efforts in good stead. In this, the Working Group appears to have been very successful, although the challenge is to sustain the progress made and to further deepen and strengthen community-level structures and processes. The Working Group now has contact groups established at chiefdom level across all 52 chiefdoms in Sierra Leone. As the evaluator stated in his report, a major priority over the coming year was to strengthen coordination and cooperation with organisations working in the same area, which have become more active in truth and reconciliation consultation/sensitisation work since the Working Group began its own work in this area -- for example, UNAMSIL/National Forum for Human Rights/International Human Rights Law Group. As the evaluator makes clear, progress is now being made in this area after some initial difficulties.

The degree to which the consultations promote effective follow-on information, participation and advocacy strategies in relation to truth and reconciliation processes at both the regional and national levels
Many of the foundations for the promotion of effective follow-on strategies in these spheres have been laid, most notably through the establishment of structures and processes that will allow for ongoing consultation and accountable decision-making (see section d) below). The first signs that this groundwork was bearing fruit was the decision at the Working Group's national consultative conference in December 2001 that an initial focus for a coordinated advocacy effort should be the issue of reparations. However, as the independent evaluators' report made clear, there is still work to be done to improve the clarity and content of the information that the Working Group is transmitting to those with whom it is consulting. He also suggested that a more issue-specific approach might be useful in future, with clear outcomes outlined in advance for consultation activities. ARTICLE 19 agrees, although its view is that the success of the initial phase of consultation depended in part on keeping an "open agenda" so that a genuine sense of participation and ownership could be created. Cooperation and coordination with other stakeholders active sharpening the focus of future consultations would also be important in this regard. However, it is ARTICLE 19's view that it is essential that the Working Group retains a capacity for independent action if it is to engage in effective advocacy in future. As such, it is vital that it continues to seek diverse sources of funding and does not become too dependent upon funding support from stakeholders "on the ground" and directly involved in the TRC process such as UNAMSIL or the International Human Rights Law Group. The Ford Foundation's funding support has been particularly vital in reaching the point where a "genuinely national" Working Group has begun to emerge.

iii)
Organising missions to Guatemala, Zimbabwe and South Africa to explore "non-official" community-level truth and reconciliation processes

A two-week mission to Guatemala took place in July 2001. It involved Bishop Samuel Gbonda, Anglican Bishop of Bo and Chair of the Southern Regional Secretariat of the Working Group, and Shellac Sonny-Davies, a representative of the Western Regional Secretariat of the Working Group. The mission was accompanied by Jon Lunn, then-Africa Researcher at ARTICLE 19. Our hosts were the Human Rights Office of the Archdiocese of Guatemala (ODHAG). 

A two-week mission to Zimbabwe and South Africa took place in September 2001. It involved John Caulker, Chair of the National Secretariat of the Working Group, and Barbara Bangura, a representative of the Western Regional Secretariat of the Working Group. She is from the North of Sierra Leone and was selected in the light of this fact. Richard Carver, a consultant to ARTICLE 19, accompanied the mission. Our hosts in Zimbabwe were the Amani Trust (Matabeleland). Our hosts in South Africa were the Centre for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation (CSVR). The process of nominating and selecting representatives to travel on the part of the Working Group were viewed as fair and reasonable, according to the independent evaluators' report (see Annex I for copies of narrative reports to ARTICLE 19 by host organisations and other relevant documentation relating to these missions).

18 meetings were held during the visit to Guatemala. They included: meetings with members of the ODHAG and activists in other dioceses who had been involved in the Commission for the Recovery of Historical Memory which had led to the publication of the Catholic Church's truth report, Nunca Mas, in 1998; meetings with members of the ODHAG and activists in other dioceses who are involved in the follow-up work to the 1998 report in the areas of mental health, conflict mediation, reconciliation and reflection at community-level; meetings with senior Bishops who support the work of the Human Rights Offices within their diocese; meetings with community groups themselves, including the animators who lead the work within their own community. The mission was a memorable and enriching experience for those on it.

The same was the case with regard to the Zimbabwe/South Africa mission. In Zimbabwe, the mission was fortunate enough to be visiting at the time of a community-supported symbolic exhumation. Members of the Argentine forensic anthropology team were in Matabeleland at the time. ARTICLE 19's representative of the mission produced a short evaluation report of visits to Zimbabwe and South Africa. This, along with a schedule of meetings for both countries is attached to this report (see Annex I).

The Working Group was required to produce a report on the missions to Guatemala, Zimbabwe and South Africa for circulation and distribution. This was produced in January 2002. A copy of the second draft of this report was attached to the interim report to Ford as Annex J. Although the text of the Guatemala element of the report is now finished (see Annex J1, as attached), the Zimbabwe/South Africa element has not been finished to date due to the pressure of completing other follow-up activities between April-October 2002. The Working Group hopes to have completed the entire report by January 2003. In the meantime, the second draft has been widely circulated and distributed as a discussion document. 

Key indicators of success or progress set out in the original proposal were as follows: 

The extent to which the findings of the missions contribute to Working Group information, participation and advocacy strategies

It is perhaps still too early to give more than a tentative assessment of how far success has been achieved or progress made in terms of this indicator. Because of other demands, it was not until late-November 2001 that the Working Group representatives who travelled on the missions were able to give a formal report-back to members of the Working Group. An in-house meeting was held for the Northern and Western Regional Secretariats in Freetown at which twenty members were present; a similar meeting was held for the Southern and Eastern Regional Secretariats in Kenema, attended by over thirty members. Despite this delay, the independent evaluators' report confirmed that issues arising from the missions and the report-back meetings featured strongly in discussions at the national consultative conference of the Working Group that was held in Bo in December 2001. The evaluator states that the four issues that received most attention were: the importance of reparations in truth and reconciliation processes; the role of NGOs in the process of statement-taking during TRC processes; the importance of considering the "mental health" impact of the conflict and what support those accessing bodies such as the TRC may need; and the role of NGOs during the TRC and, crucially, after the TRC is over. 

Importantly, the national consultative conference in Bo agreed to further develop and deepen the links that the Working Group had now made with groups working on truth and reconciliation issues beyond Sierra Leone. The emerging advocacy focus of the Working Group on reparations over the last year also appears to confirm the impact of the missions is beginning to be felt within the Working Group. The in-house impact of the missions has been extended to a wider audience through dissemination of the Working Group's draft report on the missions. However, production and distribution of a final version of the report remains an important next step.

How far the missions lead/contribute to projects and activities which promote truth and reconciliation processes in Sierra Leone

Again, only a tentative assessment can be undertaken of this indicator. The most immediate outcome was a decision at the December 2001 conference to seek financial support to hold a national conference on reparations during the first half of 2002, if possible with international expert participation (see below). As at October 2002, the Working Group was due to submit a funding proposal to the Open Society Initiative for West Africa (OSIWA) to support a number of “pilot” community-level truth and reconciliation processes.
iv)
Operating and organisational costs for the activities of the Working Group on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission

A relatively small proportion of the grant approved by the Ford Foundation was for this purpose. ARTICLE 19 is aware that Ford has provided further funds for this purpose through another grant made directly to the Working Group. We asked the independent evaluator to assess the processes and structures that had been developed by the Working Group with the help of the funds provided towards operating costs in this grant.

 Regional Secretariats have successfully been established since March 2001. Further, the process of establishing contact points in all 52 chiefdoms of Sierra Leone was completed by early 2002. At the national consultative conference in Bo in December 2001, a National Coordinating Body (NCB) was set up and a leadership structure for the NCB elected comprising four regional representatives, a financial secretary, an assistant secretary, a vice-chair and a chair. A constitution was also agreed. While John Caulker of Forum of Conscience was elected chair, it has been agreed that the pivotal role of that organisation in the development of the Working Group up until now should be reduced over time. 

The key indicators of success or progress set out in the original proposal were: 

The organisational effectiveness of the Working Group in supporting the activities under this project

The degree to which the Working Group involves its wider membership in those activities

These indicators are assessed together below, given their close interconnection. 

Given the massive logistical and capacity constraints that exist for all NGOs in Sierra Leone, ARTICLE 19 believes that the Working Group has achieved a remarkable degree of effectiveness in supporting the activities under this project. This it has done at the same time as it has sought to develop its own structures and processes as a genuinely national body. ARTICLE 19 also believes that the Working Group has been strikingly successful in involving its wider membership in its activities.

Importantly, various misunderstandings and tensions that had developed between the Working Group as a whole and other important stakeholders -- most notably the National Forum for Human Rights (NFHR) – during 2001 appear to have been resolved at the December 2001 national consultative conference and subsequently. These are described in more detail in the report of the independent evaluator. The solution has been based on agreement with the NFHR, that the Working Group is formally an independent sub-committee of the NFHR. These misunderstandings and tensions were also reflected in the attitude of some UN staffers to the Working Group, both in Geneva and in UNAMSIL in Freetown. ARTICLE 19 believes that while there were real issues that needed resolution or clarification, a motivation for some critics may have been to weaken the credibility of a Working Group that was taking an independent (and sometimes critical) stance on issues relating to the TRC process. 

As the independent evaluator stated, misunderstandings and tensions are common in such "highly charged political environments". They have undoubtedly at points slowed the progress of the Working Group. Yet what was striking is that "the difficulties have been grappled with and a new decentralised and potentially highly effective structure has been developed. Lessons on cooperation and the difficulties in building a broad-based coalition also seem to have been integrated by the various NGOs involved". He also noted that the perception on the part of some critics that the Working Group was "insufficiently active" needs to be understood in the context of its efforts to develop structures and processes as democratically as possible outside of Freetown. ARTICLE 19's view is that this was essential in the initial phase of the development of Working Group if it was to break out of the "Freetown syndrome" that afflicts so many NGOs in Sierra Leone. Now that a lot of the internally-focussed work required to establish accountable structures and processes is bearing fruit, as the evaluator suggests, more attention needs to be paid to building relationships of confidence with other stakeholders.

However, significant work remains to be done to ensure that the new structures and processes operate effectively and sustainably over time. The evaluator addressed this issue in some detail in section 5 of his report. We will not repeat his points in detail here, except to note that he argued that there remain a number of issues that were still to be unequivocally resolved by the Working Group. These are: 

· Its mandate: should the Working Group be an implementation body or a monitoring/advocacy network? While the majority of members of the Working Group see it as a network, a few view it as an implementing body. All confusion on this score needs to be ended, argued the evaluator. ARTICLE 19 understands from the NCB that the level of confusion on this issue is actually minimal. It has been necessary up to this point to straddle both roles and negotiate the tensions. 

· Its relationship to the TRC: should the Working Group operate in "critical partnership" with it, completely outside it, or in pure collaboration? Most members understand that it is a relationship of "critical partnership", but other views were expressed to the evaluator. ARTICLE 19 understands from the NCB that the standpoint of "critical partnership" is the view that will prevail.

· Its relationship to the Special Court Working Group, set up in parallel to the Working Group on the TRC following the decision to establish the Special Court: how closely should the two bodies cooperate? This required clarification, according to the evaluator. ARTICLE 19 agrees. However, we believe that there are strong grounds for having two distinct bodies, something that the evaluator was not so sure about. During 2002, the Special Court Working Group appears to have been dormant.

· Development of specific programmes of action: what should be the Working Group's members implement as a priority? Progress was made on this at the national consultative conference in December 2001, but further work was needed, argued the evaluator. See Concluding remarks for further comments on specific programmes of action.

In terms of institutional development of the Working Group, the independent evaluator identified capacity-building for the NCB in the areas of strategic planning, leadership and team-building as an urgent immediate priority. 

v)
Pre-project planning and post-project evaluation meetings

The original intention was to have a pre-project planning meeting in London in March 

2001. However, for cost and logistical reasons it was ultimately held in Freetown in 

that month. With regard to the post-project evaluation report, ARTICLE 19 

hired Brandon Hamber, a clinical psychologist and human rights activist with a

strong track-record on truth and reconciliation issues, to undertake the 

evaluation. He visited Sierra Leone for a week in December 2001 and his report is 

attached as Annex H.

Key indicators of success or progress set out in the original proposal for these activities were:

The agreement of detailed management and activity plans by partners at the February 2001 meeting

As already stated, this meeting was delayed pending receipt of the grant from Ford Foundation, which arrived in ARTICLE 19's bank account in April 2001. Advance funds were provided by ARTICLE 19 in order to allow the meeting to take place in March. A detailed management and activity plan was agreed at that meeting. A Memorandum of Understanding was signed by both ARTICLE 19 and Forum of Conscience in its capacity as National Secretariat of the Working Group. Similar Memoranda of Understanding were signed with the host organisations for the missions to Guatemala, South Africa and Zimbabwe, as discussed earlier (see Annex K). 

The production of a well-researched evaluation report, including clear recommendations for action/improvement/follow-up, based on extensive consultation with stakeholders

This was fully achieved. Please see the independent evaluators' report, including sections 5 and 6.

Part 2 – April toOctober 2002

A number of planned follow-up activities were identified by ARTICLE 19 and the Working Group when the request for a further adjustment to the approved budget and an extension of the project was made. In the covering letter with the interim report of January 2002, they were set out as follows:

i) The Working Group will hold a National Conference on Reparations. There was a growing debate about this issue by the end of 2001, including in the context of the Special Fund for War Victims established under the 1999 peace agreement. The Working Group prioritised this issue for advocacy work during 2002.

ii) The Working Group will undertake capacity-building initiatives for the newly-established NCB with some of the unspent funds in at least one of the following areas: team-building, facilitative leadership training, strategic planning and project/financial management. These areas were all identified as priorities by the independent evaluator in his report following his visit in December 2001.

iii)  The Working Group will send a representative on a fundraising visit to Switzerland and Norway to seek financial support for future community-level, victim-centred activities on truth and reconciliation and capacity-building initiatives for the Working Group itself. The main funders to be visited were the World Council of Churches and Norwegian Church Aid, with both of whom the Working Group has made initial contact.

iv) ARTICLE 19, by agreement with the Working Group on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, will continue to support this work and provide a final financial and narrative report to the Ford Foundation.

Following Ford’s agreement to a further modification of the approved budget and an extension of the project, further discussions took place between ARTICLE 19 and the Working Group as to how the funds available should be spent. The organizations agreed that the funds were insufficient to support all the activities set out above. In particular, support for capacity-building initiatives for the NCB was not feasible in the short-term because it might create mistrust amongst rank-and-file members of the Working Group. A higher priority for members was found to be continued support for the Truth Bulletin. This priority ultimately replaced item ii) of the above portfolio of follow-up activities. Item iv) is not separately reported on. Information regarding ARTICLE 19’s supporting role appears in the account provided below of the Working Group’s activities. On the basis of this joint decision, a budget was agreed and a new Memorandum of Understanding was signed by ARTICLE 19 and the Working Group (see Annex L, as attached).

Reparations Workshop

The Reparations Workshop was held in Makeni on 2-3 August 2002. A smaller seminar on reparations was also held in Freetown on 6 August 2002. The Makeni Workshop was part-funded by Ford Foundation, with additional financial support from the South African NGO, the Centre for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation (CSVR), and the UK Department for International Development (DFID). It was attended by 64 participants, including representatives from the media, development NGOs, the religious community, parliamentarians and government officials. Two staff members from CSVR with expertise in the area attended the Workshop. 

The Makeni Workshop took place in the context of mounting public concern about the way in which ex-combatants appeared to be receiving greater assistance and support than victims and their families/communities as part of the peace process. At the time, the Amputees Association was refusing to cooperate with the TRC. The Makeni Workshop agreed an action plan at the end of proceedings. It has four elements: a victims’ needs survey needs to be undertaken urgently; community-level truth and reconciliation processes should be given greater priority than has been the case so far by local NGOs, government and the TRC; donors and government should pay greater attention to finding funds for the Special Fund for War Victims, established under the 1999 peace agreement, which to date remains completely empty; further public education and sensitisation work should take place about the TRC and the Special Court, about both of which people remain confused and ambivalent. The Freetown seminar endorsed this action plan.

The Makeni Workshop received much publicity and has galvanised public debate about the issue of reparations. The government has undertaken since it was held to address the issue of raising funds for the Special Fund for War Victims in discussions with donor governments and agencies. A report of the proceedings of the Makeni Workshop has been produced and is currently being distributed (see Annex M, as attached).

Continuation of the Truth Bulletin
A further three print and radio editions of the Truth Bulletin have been produced since April 2002 (see Annex N, as attached), making 12 issues in total since March 2001. The Bulletin has become a bi-monthly production since April 2002, in order to make available funds last through to October 2002. However, the low level of funds available, combined with the pressure of undertaking a wide range of activities, have made it difficult to address the suggestions for improvement that were made by the independent evaluator in his report of December 2001. However, the Working Group remains committed to doing so as soon as circumstances allow. The only change in format has been the opening up of the “News from Elsewhere” column to other contributors, following the withdrawal by mutual agreement of ARTICLE 19 from a sole authorship role after April 2002. 

Fundraising Visit to Europe
The fundraising initiative was originally due to take place in July 2002 but had to be delayed due to the amount of work involved in organizing the Makeni Reparations Workshop. This delay was why ARTICLE 19 contacted Ford by email in early July to ask for a further extension of the project to 31 October 2002. 

In addition, a decision was taken to replace the planned visit to Norway with a visit to Germany for meetings with Medico International, an NGO with a long-track record of supporting CSVR and the Khulumani Support Group in South Africa, particularly in the sphere of psycho-social support for victims of human rights violations. The fundraising visit ultimately took place from 6-20 September 2002. The delegation from the Working Group comprised John Caulker, Chairperson, and Shellac Sonny-Davies, Treasurer. They met representatives of Medico International in a series of meetings on 12-13 September in Frankfurt. Following these meetings, Medico agreed to consider jointly hosting an international conference on community-level truth and reconciliation processes in Sierra Leone in 2003. The aim of the international conference would be to share experiences from other countries and undertake some training of Sierra Leoneans by international experts. Medico also agreed to consider a funding application from the Working Group for the Truth Bulletin and for institutional support. The Working Group has undertaken to develop proposals on both counts. While in Frankfurt, the Working Group delegation also held meetings with other organizations active in the field of mental health.

In Switzerland, the Working Group delegation met with representatives of the WCC in Geneva on 16-17 September 2002. The WCC promised US $8000 towards the Truth Bulletin, the operating costs of the Working Group and towards up to two provincial workshops for chiefdom representatives to discuss the way forward on community truth and reconciliation processes. Meetings were also held with the Head of the UK Mission at the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, and the Executive Directors of the ISHR and OMCT. The Executive Director of OMCT agreed to mobilize international support for action on the issue of reparations. 

Finally, while in London, the Working Group delegation took the opportunity on 20 September 2002 to meet with the Sierra Leone Desk Officer at the UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

The fundraising visit to Europe was judged a success by the Working Group delegation. A series of concrete commitments were made by those with whom they met. Their only regret was that the visit could not have been longer and taken in more organizations/countries 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

This report now turns to other assessment criteria set out in the original proposal of September 2000 for the Sierra Leone activities described above under both Parts 1 and 2.

 In terms of management and monitoring arrangements, the partners collectively developed a management plan for the activities. Funds have been held by ARTICLE 19, which was responsible for periodic/final narrative and financial reporting to funders. Funds were disbursed by ARTICLE 19 on the basis of agreed activity plans. Partners agreed to a schedule of narrative and financial reporting to ARTICLE 19 which was consistent with its reporting responsibilities to the Ford Foundation. Local partners were primarily responsible for local implementation, with ARTICLE 19 providing advice, information and expertise as appropriate. ARTICLE 19 had the lead responsibility for the international elements of activities. The main implementing officer for the Working Group was John Caulker, Chairperson.

In terms of assumptions and risks set out in the original proposal, we were worried that there was a risk that the Government and Sierra Leone and the UN would construct a TRC process that is non-participatory and bureaucratic in character and which lacked ownership and support amongst Sierra Leoneans. It was hoped that the activities proposed in the project would help to reduce the likelihood of the TRC failing these key tests of credibility and effectiveness. Unfortunately, this remains a risk, in ARTICLE 19's view. While we hoped that the activities undertaken would act as a catalyst for other stakeholders to improve their performance and approach, most notably the UN, we believe that the Working Group came to be seen as a threat by some UN staffers in Geneva and Freetown because it was a body that they could not directly control. It has taken time and effort to reduce such suspicion. The UN has not done enough to promote local support for and ownership of the TRC process. Since the appointment of the TRC commissioners in March and the establishment of the Interim Secretariat, there have been some improvements in this sphere. However, there is a widespread public perception that (for better or for worse) the Sierra Leonean commissioners on the TRC are predominantly supporters of the current government, which was re-elected in May.

This problem does not mean that the TRC will be a "failure", but it does mean that certain necessary preconditions for a credible and effective TRC are still not solidly in place, in our view. This vindicates the wisdom of ensuring through the above activities that the Working Group addressed not just the TRC process but also "non-official" truth and reconciliation processes, including those that will be needed long after the TRC has finished its work.

The activities were also based on an assumption that a TRC in some shape or form was likely to remain part of the strategy of the Sierra Leonean government and the international community for healing the wounds of the past and addressing the issue of impunity in Sierra Leone. This assumption has been borne out by events since the beginning of 2001, although ARTICLE 19 has detected over recent months that the international community has been pursuing the establishment of the Special Court with greater urgency than it has the TRC. This is reflected in the continuing problems that the TRC is having in raising the funds it needs to operate.

Concluding remarks on Sierra Leone activities
The overall objectives of the Sierra Leone activities, taken as a whole, were as follows:

· to promote understanding and awareness in Sierra Leone of the importance of access to information about human rights violations in the context of “truth and reconciliation processes” such as the TRC
The activities of the Working Group have undoubtedly done much to promote such understanding and awareness. As much has been achieved towards that end through the efforts of the Working Group as could have realistically been expected. However, much remains to be done and much can be further improved, including the Truth Bulletin. Generally, a wider-ranging and more creative communications strategy needs to be devised, wherever possible in cooperation with other stakeholders. Lack of funds and capacity has held up progress in this regard during 2002. 

·  to promote public participation in monitoring, reviewing and shaping “truth and reconciliation processes”, including the TRC, in Sierra Leone through the building up of civil society’s knowledge-base and institutional capacity to undertake this essential work

The activities of the Working Group have laid the basis for significantly widening public participation in this regard. How far this will extend to the TRC itself remains to be seen. That is not within the power of the Working Group to ensure. Progress has been made in building up civil society's knowledge-base and institutional capacity to promote public participation, but the challenge now is to sustain and deepen them both. 

· to provide civil society stakeholders in Sierra Leone with opportunities to learn from the experiences of other countries where “truth and reconciliation processes” have been central to efforts to end conflict

This objective has been achieved on an initial basis, although important work remains to be done to further disseminate the findings of the Working Group following its missions to Guatemala, Zimbabwe and South Africa widely across civil society in Sierra Leone and to devise concrete follow-up activities that reflect "lessons learnt".

At the December 2001 national consultative conference, the Working Group outlined a range of activities that could be part of a specific programme of action for its members over the coming period. They included: community reconciliation work; victim support work, including possibly setting up victim support groups similar to the Khulumani Support Group in South Africa; and monitoring the TRC process. Discussions have continued as part of a strategic planning process during 2002. The Working Group has also slightly, but significantly, amended its name to the Working Group on Truth and Reconciliation. This reflected a decision on the part of its members that the TRC process should no longer provide the sole terms of reference for the Working Group. Its most important contribution should be to establish the structures and processes that can make possible long-term truth and reconciliation work in Sierra Leone. 

On the basis of that decision, and with a coherent institutional framework for the Working Group largely created, the Working Group was theoretically in a position to move ahead and move to the next level during 2002. But things are rarely that simple, particularly for broad-based coalitions like the Working Group. During 2002, the Working Group has undoubtedly further consolidated itself and strengthened its credibility and profile. But it is yet to cross the crucial threshold of turning its undoubtedly imaginative plans into concerted and sustained action. In ARTICLE 19’s view, despite the decision reached in December 2001 to focus less on the TRC, this is in part a reflection of a continued uncertainty and ambivalence amongst its members as to what its role should be. The Working Group is still periodically caught between pursuing its independent course and supporting the TRC, which has largely unilaterally insisted that the Working Group is its key civil society “partner” and is quick to inform other stakeholders that this is the case. At the same time, some members of the Working Group are still attracted by the possibility of accessing funds through the TRC – even though a host of past promises by those driving the TRC process have never been delivered upon. It can take time for a decision such as that taken in December 2001 to be fully integrated into practice. ARTICLE 19 hopes that with the TRC to begin its work in earnest during October 2002, the Working Group will be able to further clarify its role and priorities at its forthcoming Annual General Meeting in December 2002.

ARTICLE 19 does not intend to remain directly involved as an intermediary for funders such as the Ford Foundation once the life of the current grant has expired. That is no longer necessary. But we remain convinced that the Working Group has a crucial role to play in building peace in Sierra Leone and hope that the Ford Foundation will continue to support it in its future endeavours.

4
ARTICLE 19


