[image: image5.png]



Evaluation e-Library (EeL) cover page

	Name of document
	EGY - Interim Evaluation - R4 Report 06-06

	Full title
	Rights and Responsibilities Redirected for Results Initiative 

(R4) Interim Evaluation Report

	Acronym/PN
	R4

	Country
	Egypt

	Date of report
	June 2006

	Dates of project
	May 2004 to March 2006

	Evaluator(s)
	Tamer Kirolos

	External?
	Yes (external to CARE Egypt, but worked for MERMU)

	Language
	English

	Donor(s)
	CARE International UK and CARE Egypt

	Scope 
	Program (Country Office)

	Type of report
	Mid-term

	Length of report
	102 pages

	Sector(s)
	RBA (Rights-Based Approaches)

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	The purpose of the interim evaluation is to assess the impact of R4’s learning processes on the degree to which CARE Egypt’s staff and program has gained an in-depth knowledge and understanding of RBA and has incorporated RBA in their work. As such this report provides both a description of the impact of R4 and subsequent operational recommendations related to improving the impact of R4 at both the CARE Egypt program and project levels. However, and since the impact of R4 has been greatly influenced by CARE Egypt wide variables this report also provides specific recommendations for CARE Egypt, as a whole, in support of R4’s objectives.

	Goal(s)
	Promote adoption of Rights-Based Approaches (RBA) within CARE Egypt

	Objectives
	1. Improved understanding, adaptation and collaboration among CARE Egypt projects and their partners of RBA to poverty reduction;

2. More effective linkages and cooperative associations with government and NGO partners;

3. Active, informed incorporation of RBA in CARE and its partners’ development plans so as to effect greater impact on underlying causes of poverty;

4. Development of tools to assess impact of RBA on poverty reduction. (p.10)

	Evaluation Methodology
	The evaluation relied on qualitative data collection techniques and a review of R4 and other CARE project documents. The evaluation’s terms of reference’s emphasis on qualitative issues, and the lack of quantitative indicators in the R4 proposal, limited the need and relevance for quantitative data to be gathered.

    Though R4 may be considered by some to be, from a resource perspective, a small project/initiative, the nature of R4’s objectives that rely on developing and enhancing knowledge, perspectives, learning, collaboration and partnerships around RBA dictated that a large number of stakeholders be interviewed for the purpose of this evaluation. (p.8)

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	R4 has achieved many of its objectives and has had significant impact on the knowledge, understanding, and adoption of RBA both within CARE Egypt and external partners. R4 however has been somewhat less successful in terms of documentation and dissemination of RBA learning and in the development of RBA impact assessment tools. It must be noted though that the overall objectives of R4 appear to have been over ambitious given the resources available to the initiative. Additionally, the significant transition and turnover in management and programmatic leadership in CARE Egypt over the last two years, have affected the continuity and level of organizational support and resources available to R4.  (p.4)  In some instances R4 training was noted to be quite conceptual and used extensive/difficult terminology; the tone and relevance of orientation was sometimes politicized and confrontational; was too focused on the ‘legal’ underpinning of ‘rights’; and external consultants and technical assistance sometimes adopted a confrontational approach to RBA. (p.5)

	Observations
	Example of an evaluation of an initiative to promote internal change within a CARE CO. Include in any meta-evaluation of CARE’s RBA experiences

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	Not directly

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	Gender Equity

Social Inclusion [empowered poor]
Pro-poor, just governance policies and practices

	Evaluation design
	Formative (process)


[image: image1.jpg]care-



  


[image: image2]
Rights and Responsibilities 

Redirected for Results Initiative 

(R4)

Interim Evaluation Report

Submitted to CARE International in Egypt

June 2006

Tamer Kirolos

“There needs to be much more focus on what we know now, and where we want to be?”

Comment from a CARE Egypt field staff person on his assessment of the priority organizational needs for improving adoption of RBA

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

	AAA
	Awareness Against Aids

	ACD
	Assistant Country Director

	ALIVE
	Integrated Development with Emphasis on Water & Sanitation

	AOP
	Annual Operating Plan

	CAP
	Capability Enhancement through Citizen Action 

	CD
	Country Director

	CDA
	Community Development Association

	CEOSS
	Coptic Evangelical Organization for Social Services

	CIDA
	Canadian International Development Agency

	CI-UK
	CARE International in the United Kingdom

	DIA
	Dialogue in Action proposal

	ECHR
	Egyptian Center for Housing Rights

	EL SHAMS
	Enhanced Livelihood from Smallholder Horticultural Activities Managed Sustainably

	EMPOWERS
	Euro-Med Participatory Water Resources Scenarios

	EnviroNet
	Environmental Network in Aswan

	EU
	European Union

	FF
	Ford Foundation

	GED
	Gender Equity and Diversity

	HRO
	Human Rights Organization

	IIP
	Irrigation Improvement Project

	IOP
	Individual Operating Plan

	LCHR
	Land Center for Human Rights

	LRSP
	Long Range Strategic Plan

	MoE
	Ministry of Education

	MoIWR
	Ministry of Irrigation and Water Resources

	MoSS
	Ministry of Social Solidarity

	NGO


	Non-Governmental Organization

Rights-Based



	NSP
	New Schools Program

	PD
	Program Director

	PDP
	Participatory Development Program

	PM
	Project Manager

	R4
	Rights and Responsibilities redirected for Results

	RBA
	Rights-Based Approach to Development

Training of Trainers

Training

	RBA/RG
	Rights-Based Approach Reference Group within CARE Egypt

	RBA/SA
	Rights-Based Approach Senior Advisor

	RMU
	Regional Management Unit

	SAFE
	Safe Agriculture for Farmers in Egypt

	SAN
	Support to Agricultural Networks proposal

	SMT
	Senior Management Team

	UCP
	Underlying Causes of Poverty

	USAID
	Unites States Agency for International Development

	WEAN
	Women Enlightened Action for Environment proposal


Table of Contents

4I. 
 Executive Summary


7II. 
 Background and Introduction


7A. Structure of the Report


7B. Evaluation Methodology


9C. The Project Evaluated


91.
Background to R4


102. 
R4 and R4 Cost-Extension


13III. 
 Findings and Recommendations


13A. Cross-Cutting Issues


131.
RBA: a technical development approach & a belief and ideology


142.
R4: an Initiative, Project or Person?


183.
Positive Shifts in the Egyptian Political and Policy Environment


194.
R4: Attribution versus Contribution


205.
The Evaluator’s Perspective on RBA


20B. CARE Program level


201.
Knowledge, Understanding and Perceptions of RBA


232.
Incorporation of RBA in Program Strategies, Plans and Design


25C. CARE Projects and Project Partners


251.
Knowledge, Understanding, Perceptions & Adoption of RBA


552.
Inter-Project Learning and Collaboration


603. Development of RBA Impact Assessment Tools


71D. External Partnerships


711.
Knowledge, Attitudes, Perceptions and Adoption and Learning


832. Quality of Partnerships and Recommended Models and Roles


903. The Way Forward for CARE Egypt: Partnerships, Forums and Roles


92IV.
  Summary of Key Findings and Recommendations


92A. Summary of R4 Impact & Findings


94B.  Key Recommendations for R4


95C. Specific Recommendations for CARE Egypt’s Future RBA Strategies & Programming


97ANNEX I:  Terms of Reference for the R4 Evaluation


99ANNEX II: List of Documents Reviewed and Individuals Interviewed


100ANNEX III: Summary of Project-by-Project Status of RBA Adoption





I. 

Executive Summary

The purpose of the interim evaluation is to assess the impact of R4’s learning processes on the degree to which CARE Egypt’s staff and program has gained an in-depth knowledge and understanding of RBA and has incorporated RBA in their work. As such this report provides both a description of the impact of R4 and subsequent operational recommendations related to improving the impact of R4 at both the CARE Egypt program and project levels. However, and since the impact of R4 has been greatly influenced by CARE Egypt wide variables this report also provides specific recommendations for CARE Egypt, as a whole, in support of R4’s objectives.

Overall, it appears that R4 has achieved many of its objectives and has had significant impact on the knowledge, understanding, and adoption of RBA both within CARE Egypt and external partners. R4 however has been somewhat less successful in terms of documentation and dissemination of RBA learning and in the development of RBA impact assessment tools. It must be noted though that the overall objectives of R4 appear to have been over ambitious given the resources available to the initiative. Additionally, the significant transition and turnover in management and programmatic leadership in CARE Egypt over the last two years, have affected the continuity and level of organizational support and resources available to R4.

R4 has generated improvements in RBA knowledge, attitudes and perceptions at the program level, especially related to alleviating some staff concerns around the confrontational and ‘political’ nature of RBA work. Additionally, there appears to be a strong degree of personal commitment to RBA among a growing number of CARE senior program staff, and which has opened the door for R4 to engage more systematically on RBA learning and adoption within a number of CARE Egypt projects. Most importantly, at the CARE Egypt program level, R4 efforts have ensured that the RBA discourse, and agenda, has been kept alive. However, R4’s efforts in improving knowledge/perceptions were generally not systematic and their objectives and impact not sufficiently defined and regularly reviewed. Additionally, inconsistent field staff representation at program and organizational level RBA training and orientation and a lack of organizational efforts to institutionalize R4’s orientation and training work have diluted the efforts of R4.

R4 support and participation in numerous working groups, task forces and planning meetings has helped ensure that RBA is a main theme and consideration in the development and implementation of CARE Egypt’s program initiatives and strategies. Additionally, R4 has engaged with and had substantial impact on the incorporation of RBA in a select number of program development efforts. However, again, R4’s support has not been systematically requested, and has not been integrated well enough with CARE Egypt’s overall program unit plans. Additionally, time and resource constraints surrounding proposal development efforts has meant that adoption of RBA in the design of CARE Egypt projects has also not been systematically ensured.

R4 appears to have had a significant impact on improving knowledge, attitudes and perceptions of a sizable number of CARE projects and project partners towards RBA. Additionally, R4 has assisted the majority of CARE Egypt projects (though with varying degrees of success) in moving forward an agenda on RBA adoption at various levels (design, planning and implementation). Notwithstanding the above, the time and resources available to R4 were limited and as such inappropriate for the scope of impact on CARE Egypt projects that was originally planned to be achieved. This was further exasperated by the fact that R4’s support to projects did not fall within the framework of broader organizational goals and objectives and therefore was at times ad hoc. Furthermore, the operational and resource constraints and realities of projects affected their readiness and willingness to engage in RBA adoption. Finally, it also appears that some CARE Egypt projects were not held sufficiently accountable to further their RBA work, and therefore engagement with R4, and moving their RBA agenda, appears to have been viewed as optional.

R4 training and orientation efforts have been by-enlarge effective and appropriate in furthering the knowledge, attitudes and perceptions around RBA, and encouraging commitment to and adoption of RBA in a wide range of internal and external actors. However in some instances R4 training was noted to be quite conceptual and used extensive/difficult terminology; the tone and relevance of orientation was sometimes politicized and confrontational; was too focused on the ‘legal’ underpinning of ‘rights’; and external consultants and technical assistance sometimes adopted a confrontational approach to RBA.

R4 appears to have made use of information sharing forums, and participation of projects in presenting at RBA orientation and training events, to facilitate inter-project learning. However, R4 efforts to encourage inter-project collaboration efforts appear to have been hampered in some cases by the lack of common organizational understanding of RBA, but in all cases by the ‘project’ based business model of CARE Egypt. Moreover, R4 has had variable success in promoting the documentation and dissemination of experiences in RBA adoption. Furthermore, R4 has not been able to move forward on coordinating the development of RBA impact assessment tools because of timing and appropriateness issues. 

In terms of external partnerships, R4 has been successful, mainly with similar minded organizations, in supporting their increased knowledge, attitudes and perceptions around RBA. R4 has also managed to generate interest from, and collaboration with, HROs and ‘rights’ consultants in CARE’s RBA. R4 efforts have opened the way to the future development of a whole new set of potential partnerships with both traditional and key new types of organizations. It also appears that R4’s external engagement has clearly established CARE Egypt on the road to becoming a pivotal stakeholder, and to some degree a leader, within the field of rights based approaches in development. Furthermore, R4’s work has raised a set of new, and critical, questions and debates within CARE Egypt around partnerships in RBA, especially related to HROs. However MoSS understanding of CARE Egypt’s RBA is insufficiently developed and there still appears to be a significant gap in the understanding of human rights organizations of CARE’s RBA to development. Additionally, learning from others is still not structured, and systematically documented and disseminated. Additional challenges to establishing effective partnerships around RBA are the absence of clear organizational guidelines and criteria on engagement with various partners on RBA, especially related to HROs; partnerships are not yet well structured, defined and purposeful; limited institutionalization of relationships/partnerships; and calls by others for “true” partnership as a critical element in RBA partnerships.

In terms of key recommendations, the call for CARE Egypt to have a clear and common organizational understanding for RBA – i.e. what is it that CARE Egypt specifically means by RBA; and guidelines on the expected norms of RBA adoption – i.e. what can I do or not do, was almost unanimously made by all CARE project and program staff. These ‘calls’ were made within the context of addressing challenges related to understanding and perceptions of RBA, and challenges related to furthering the adoption of RBA. It is therefore recommended that future R4 work on knowledge, attitudes and perceptions towards RBA be a more systematic effort geared primarily to facilitating the development and subsequent dissemination of a common organizational understanding and approach towards, the adoption of RBA within CARE Egypt. In order for R4 to successfully facilitate this process, will require the sustained support of CARE Egypt program and organizational leadership. 

Additionally, it is recommended that in order to ensure R4 resources are utilized in the most effective and strategic way, that CARE Egypt develops an overall set of program goal(s), milestones, and plans related to adoption and mainstreaming of RBA. These plans should be developed with the collaboration of key program and project stakeholders and be related back to CARE Egypt’s overall RBA directions and focus within its upcoming long range strategic plan. This can then be followed by operational planning to outline how each project plans to contribute to these goals and what specific and strategic support R4  are needed.  In the short term it is recommended that a simple joint operational planning process be undertaken between R4 and CARE Egypt projects to develop an integrated R4 support plan for projects until the end of R4 in September 2006.

Furthermore, it is recommended that a group of RBA ‘practitioners’ from within CARE Egypt, take on the responsibility for the documentation and dissemination of RBA case studies and learning and ensure that these valuable RBA experiences are not lost from CARE Egypt’s institutional memory. Additionally, to ensure that RBA learning can be institutionalized within the organization’s program design, implementation and impact assessment efforts, it is recommended that R4 take the lead in coordinating a process of refinement, contextualization and development of tools for design, monitoring and evaluation of RBA application. 

Finally, in order to progress in developing and cementing external partnerships on RBA, it is recommended that CARE Egypt, develop and communicate clear and consistent organizational image related to CARE’s RBA work; develop clear objectives, frameworks, guidelines for priority external partnerships and linkages including CARE’s roles; define mechanisms and processes for assessing and managing risks related to partnerships, especially with partner organizations that may have more activist and confrontational approaches related to rights; managing and institutionalizing partnerships, relationships and linkages, and hence avoid current perceptions that the relationships are built around individuals; and build internal CARE Egypt capacity, skills and attitudes to engage in effective partnerships.

II. 

Background and Introduction

This report is the outcome of the interim evaluation of the CARE International in UK and CARE Egypt co-funded Rights and Responsibilities Redirected for Results (R4) Initiative, which is being implemented by CARE Egypt. The evaluation was conducted on behalf of CARE Egypt during the period from January to March 2006, and the report finalized in June 2006. This is the first and only evaluation of the R4 initiative.

The purpose of the interim evaluation is to assess the impact of R4’s learning processes on the degree to which CARE Egypt’s staff and program has gained an in-depth knowledge and understanding of RBA and has incorporated RBA in their work.  As such this report provides both a description of the impact of R4 and subsequent operational recommendations related to improving the impact of R4 at both the CARE Egypt program and project levels. However, and since the impact of R4 has been greatly influenced by CARE Egypt wide variables this report also provides specific recommendations for CARE Egypt, as a whole, in support of R4’s objectives. Implementation of these CARE Egypt specific recommendations, in the opinion of the evaluator, is an essential pre-requisite for maximizing the overall effectiveness and impact of R4 in future. Additionally, the report includes recommendations that relate to how CARE Egypt can enhance dialogue and collaboration between civil society, human rights organizations, and government to realize the social and economic rights of the poor and marginalized.

A. Structure of the Report

The report starts with outlining the evaluation methodology. Then it moves to a description of the background to, and objectives of R4.The main body of the report around findings and recommendations loosely follows the structure of the research questions outlined in the terms of reference for the evaluation (see Annex I). However, specifically for assessing the impact on CARE Egypt’s projects of R4 support, the report combines the assessment of impact related to improved knowledge, understanding and perceptions with impact on project’s adoption of RBA. This is mainly due to the fact that there is a clear correlation between the two areas of assessment. 

Under each section in this report, the impact of R4 is noted, followed by findings and recommendations for both R4 and for CARE Egypt as a whole. These findings are not disaggregated (between R4 and CARE Egypt) in the main body of the report. However, the final section of the report does provide a summary of R4 impact and summarizes and disaggregates recommendations into those that are specific to R4 and those that are specific to CARE Egypt as a whole.

B. Evaluation Methodology 

This evaluation covers the period of R4 implementation from May 2004 to early March 2006. The evaluation relied on qualitative data collection techniques and a review of R4 and other CARE project documents. The evaluation’s terms of reference’s emphasis on qualitative issues, and the lack of quantitative indicators in the R4 proposal, limited the need and relevance for quantitative data to be gathered.

Though R4 may be considered by some to be, from a resource perspective, a small project/initiative, the nature of R4’s objectives that rely on developing and enhancing knowledge, perspectives, learning, collaboration and partnerships around RBA dictated that a large number of stakeholders be interviewed for the purpose of this evaluation. The specificity of R4’s engagement and relationship with a variety of internal and external stakeholders (and indeed the varying drivers, objectives and agendas of these stakeholders) means that contrary to traditional development programming, the success and impact of R4 can not be measured through interviewing only a representative sample of stakeholders. However, and notwithstanding the above, this report aims at presenting a broader set of findings and recommendations based on the recurring patterns and issues identified during the evaluation.

The evaluator conducted/attended over 40 individual and small/large group interviews and meetings with various CARE and non-CARE stakeholders that R4 has interacted and engaged with. Interviewees included CARE Egypt program staff, current and former CARE project managers and staff, project partners, and project consultants. External stakeholders interviewed included, Ministry of Social Solidarity, Egyptian human rights organizations, local and national NGOs, and international organizations and projects concerned with RBA. The majority of interviews were conducted in Cairo; however three field visits to CARE projects and partners in Qena, Sohag and Beni Suef were conducted. The evaluator also attended, in February 2006, CARE’s SAFE project staff planning meeting in Minya. Additionally, the evaluator attended a roundtable meeting hosted by the Egyptian working group on advocating for the Egyptian government’s signature on the optional protocol to the international convention on economic, social and cultural rights. Additionally, the evaluator presented his initial findings from the evaluation at CARE Egypt’s Senior Management Team meeting in March 2006. For a full list of individuals and groups interviewed, meetings attended and documents reviewed please see Annex II attached.

It must be noted that no formal baseline exists as to the exact status of knowledge, understanding and application of RBA in CARE Egypt prior to the implementation of R4.  However, and as elaborated on below, the R4 proposal included in its “Background and Rationale” section a summary of the activities undertaken and emerging issues related to RBA in CARE Egypt prior to the implementation of R4.  This evaluation makes use of this summary and, where available, interviewee recollection as a reference point to base its statements related to the impact of R4 on improvements in knowledge, understanding and perspectives around RBA. R4’s engagement and impact on the adoption/application of RBA and internal and external partnerships and linkages are both tangible and time-bound and therefore more readily assessed.

**
Finally, the adoption and application of RBA, as is discussed in this report, requires a degree of personal and organizational belief and commitment. There are obvious sensitivities in referring to an individual’s perspectives and beliefs (both on RBA and on the organizational shortcomings that hinder its implementation). Therefore this report explicitly avoids, as far as possible, naming or referring to specific individuals when presenting its findings and recommendations. 

C. The Project Evaluated

1.
Background to R4

During the two years preceding the implementation of R4, and based on plans included in its Long Range Strategic Plan (LRSP), CARE Egypt had organized a series of training events, task forces and learning groups mostly internal to CARE but slowly moving outward, to discuss, learn and begin to apply RBA to its projects.  

There was a high level of interest on the part of many staff and some had already explored additional learning and action options within their projects and with their partners, joined by more informed “rights” specialists from the Egyptian community. A key example of this work was with two strong local Community Development Associations CDAs in Sohag Governorate (Enibess and Tawayil), that had been working with CARE Egypt’s CAP project for the previous three years. The two CDAs, who were considered to be ‘pivotal CDAs’ by the CAP project and therefore supported the work of other weaker/smaller CDAs in their environs, were involved in RBA training and the design of rights-based activities for specific target groups in their communities.  Results of this work generated actions that could be taken by the CDAs over the short and long term around “demands” that were being pursued legally by the CDAs on behalf of (and in collaboration with) vulnerable and marginalized groups, with CARE support. This initial RBA work with Enibess and Tawayil CDAs was documented prior to the commencement of R4.

Additionally, prior to R4, several senior management team meetings, annual project planning meetings, and two program related workshops had included guest speakers from the rights community or specific sessions on RBA.  In the months leading up to R4, several concerns were raised by staff and partners, and which helped formulate questions on the implications of RBA to CARE Egypt’s programming. Issues and questions that had surfaced consistently included: 

· Program versus project approaches, the latter preventing CARE from effecting greater impact at a program level, and how RBA might help projects work in a more collaborative manner to achieve this?

· Concerns about the risks involved in raising rights issues among their project partners, government counterparts and the national security offices.

· Funding may be limited for RBA; what then will this mean for current and future projects and jobs specifically? 

· Service delivery interventions including capacity building of local partners for service delivery projects are comparatively easily measured by quantitative methods. However, RBA are more process oriented, long term, qualitative, and with unclear connections to culture, tradition, policies and power structures. How these will be measured is a major challenge.

· Donors have traditionally been the principal assessors of CARE’s work and staff do not normally feel accountable to anyone else, such as partners, project participants, and even government to some degree. 

· New roles required by RBA require a far deeper understanding of the cultural and social forces operating in any community or society as well as the ability to let-go, allowing greater authority and responsibility by project participants with less predictable and CARE-managed outcomes. Attention is perceived as moving away from CARE as a change agent toward a participant in a larger process led and supported by many actors.

· Some staff and CARE partners consider that CARE is already doing rights work by helping people fulfill their basic needs. What is missed here is the explicit nature of a rights approach and the difference between needs and rights. A needs approach often stems from a position of weakness on the part of vulnerable and marginalized groups who are thankful for anything they can get.  Rights imply responsibility on the part of many players, particularly among those with power in our society. It also implies true empowerment of people as they begin to understand, clarify and act based upon their rights. 

· RBA will require a significant change in the way CARE interacts with project participants, partners, and government counterparts. This has direct implication for the kind of competencies CARE Egypt needs to form within its ranks as well as the type of professionals that need to be attracted to the organization. A key question raised is how to do this in a manner that is not disruptive but instead raises new vigor and commitment toward development work?

2. 
R4 and R4 Cost-Extension 

R4 began in May 2004 as a one-year US$ 31,557 initiative co-funded by CARE International in the UK (CI-UK) and CARE Egypt. As per the evaluation Terms of Reference, R4’s activities aimed at consolidating and expanding the RBA capacities of CARE Egypt and its partners by organizing and extending the learning processes around RBA. Additionally, R4 aimed at setting a solid foundation for enhancing the design of CARE Egypt’s programs and interventions with a rights perspective, as well as adapting current projects where feasible to incorporate RBA. 

The overall goal of R4 is the systematic and coherent implementation of RBA in program strategies, plans, and application within CARE Egypt program plans and that of its NGO and government partners.

R4’s objectives are as follows:

5. Improved understanding, adaptation and collaboration among CARE Egypt projects and their partners of RBA to poverty reduction;

6. More effective linkages and cooperative associations with government and NGO partners;

7. Active, informed incorporation of RBA in CARE and its partners’ development plans so as to effect greater impact on underlying causes of poverty;

8. Development of tools to assess impact of RBA on poverty reduction.

R4’s stated outcomes and indicators are as follows:

1. Enhanced understanding, adoption and collaboration among CARE Egypt projects, its partners, and the vulnerable and marginalized populations targeted.   

Indicators: 

· Increased consideration and application of RBA in implementation of current projects and design of future programming. 

· Explore options for increased collaboration among CARE Egypt projects that provides evidence of program-level RBA analysis and action.

2. Documentation and dissemination of experiments including successes and failures that enables CARE Egypt and its partner organizations to promote RBA at a project level.  

Indicators:

· Circulation of case studies and analyses of RBA practices by CARE projects and others in rural Egypt.

· Evidence of trials program level RBA by projects and their partners.    

3. Explore foundations upon which to build an eventual new approach to monitoring that demonstrates the value added by RBA.

 Indicator: 


· RBA questions guides and measurement indicators for comparing RBA results to those of traditional poverty reduction interventions. 

4. Experimentation of processes for knowledge exchange and skills building to help put RBA into practice via networks and partners.

Indicator:

· Production of RBA training materials and guides for use with CARE and its network partners and local government offices.  

The principal activities of R4, as per its design, included:

· Dialogue within local government units to develop new strategies for engagement with them;

· Documentation of rights-related efforts and plans by CARE and related programs, government agencies, private sector actors, and NGOs to build on them;    

· Organization of non-threatening round tables with various stakeholders to initiate dialogue on rights issues using local appropriate language and concepts; 

· Exploration of partners and specialists that can share lessons or help avoid cultural, social, and political obstacles; 

· Analysis of policy options and potential advocacy strategies with legal and human rights experts; 

· Development of basic training materials targeted to particular audiences;

· Preparation of basic information modules on RBA and related issues in Egypt for dialogue with potential partners and stakeholders; 

· Facilitation of a vibrant internal dialogue in CARE about the challenges of adopting RBA leading to a new program culture that adopts and promotes RBA; 

· Assessing the value added by RBA to traditional poverty reduction approaches and presenting convincing discussion papers to this effect; 

· Disseminating lessons in formats useful for training and exchange with staff, partners, grassroots organizations, government programs. This includes country offices in the region that have visited CARE Egypt’s program and have expressed an interest in maintaining a learning relationship on RBA with CARE Egypt. CARE Jordan is one case in point;

· Support to the new EMPOWERS project as it works in a partnership mode on many levels of government and looks to RBA from the start;

· Helping CARE Egypt develop new partnerships and learn how others think about and apply rights work.

Originally R4 was to run from one year from 1 May 2004 to 30 April, 2005. However, R4 received a two-month no-cost extension to the end of June 2005. During July- September 2005, CARE Egypt was in negotiation with CIUK regarding a cost-extension for R4. Though no CI-UK funding was available at the time; the position of Senior RBA Advisor, initially co-funded under the R4 initiative, continued to be funded solely through CARE Egypt resources. In October 2005, CI-UK granted CARE Egypt US$ 25,000 as part of a 12-month US$ 38,000 cost-extension of R4
. 

The overall goal of the R4 cost-extension is similar to that of R4, and is the systematic and coherent mainstreaming RBA in program strategies, plans, and applications within CARE Egypt.

The objectives of the R4 cost-extension are to:

1. Deepen understanding of RBA and its application by conducting an evaluation of all outputs and lessons learnt in R4 and other CARE Egypt projects.

2. Create an enabling environment for the application of RBA based on the analysis and recommendations from the evaluation and impact assessment report.

III. 

Findings and Recommendations

A. Cross-Cutting Issues 

The following sub-sections address several cross-cutting findings and comments that stem from the evaluation of R4.  Addressing and presenting these issues at the outset of this section is important since they have practical implications related to contextualizing both the assessment of R4’s impact and the recommendations found in this evaluation.  While in some instances specific recommendations are made, the majority of recommendations related to the below findings can be found under other sections in the report.

1.
RBA: a technical development approach & a belief and ideology

In nearly all instances, where CARE staff, project and non-project partners and government representatives reported their support for, and understanding of, RBA it was based on a belief that RBA- and hence the aim of fulfilling human rights at all levels- is a non-negotiable and necessary approach towards social and economic development.  There were though variances between individuals (both external and internal to CARE) and organizations (e.g. government representatives, NGOs, and human rights organizations) on how to approach the fulfillment of human rights in a practical setting, and more importantly the degree of personal and organizational commitment, activism and confrontation with duty bearers that would be required to do so. In many instances this variance can be attributed to the individual’s or organization’s perceptions/definitions of their role/mandate and the level of comfort with perceived exposure to risks (government retaliation) associated with varying degrees of rights activism. 

However, irrespective of where individuals stood along the continuum of belief in the need for ‘activism’, a clear pattern emerged in which internal and external interviewees attributed their support to RBA (at a conceptual level)  to their own personal belief systems which places value on ensuring human dignity through the fulfillment of human rights. This was generally observed, during interviews, as a concurrent concern and interest in fulfilling one’s own rights and the rights of others in one’s immediate circle (both at work and at home); the rights of vulnerable and marginalized groups; and the overall rights of all Egyptians. These individuals also presented numerous examples of how believing in and personally committing to RBA had affected their understanding of their professional roles and dealings with not only project stakeholders, but also with their work colleagues and families. These examples consistently revolved around being (and holding others accountable to being) more accountable to others; engaging in transparent and inclusive dialogue with others; and relinquishing/sharing decision-making power.  In several instances commitment and support for RBA were justified in the context of being mandated by, and supporting adherence to, one’s religious beliefs. 

In discussions with CARE Egypt’s RBA Senior Advisor (RBA/SA) questions arose as to whether an individual’s personal commitment and values related to RBA was something that could be nurtured / encouraged or whether it was an immovable characteristic related to an individual’s overall disposition? Examples from the evaluation show that it is a combination of both and that some individuals can make significant shifts in their perspectives and beliefs around RBA, yet belief is a continuum and therefore not all individuals can be expected to share the same degree of personal commitment to RBA. From a human resource management perspective, especially in recruitment and staff development functions, there is space to assess and support an individual’s readiness to internalize RBA.  In its most basic form, it is an individual’s demonstrated willingness to take on board CARE Internationals (CI’s) six programming principles as a set of behaviors and guidelines related to the application of RBA.
 It is therefore recommended, as CARE Egypt move forward in mainstreaming its RBA work that its human resource systems explicitly identify and promote those competencies related to the behaviors associated with adopting the CI Programming Principles. 

From a practical perspective, the interviews with staff and external stakeholders, irrespective of where they were in terms of their belief and commitment to RBA, identified the need to ground the adoption of RBA in technical tools and operational models. It is clear from the feedback from interviewees that the application and adoption of RBA, as related to CARE’s development work, cannot be solely driven by staff’s (or even organizational) belief in and commitment to the principles of RBA, and that it also requires the support of practical models and tools of application. Indeed the provision and dissemination of such models and tools can also have a dampening effect on the fears and concerns of staff related to the adoption of RBA. This in turn would support more positive perspectives towards, and encourage personal commitment by staff to, RBA.

As such, in assessment, it should be noted that RBA, for the implementer, are both a value–based commitment and a technical approach that is supported by operational tools and models. Both these aspects are needed in support of organizational efforts to mainstream RBA within CARE. If CARE as an organization, and specifically its work on RBA, can be likened to a train; then personal belief and commitment would define where individuals were seated on the train, while the practical tools and models would hold the carriages together as the train moves forward.

2.
R4: an Initiative, Project or Person?

In its design, R4 was referred to as an initiative, and hence required the support of CARE Egypt staff at many levels in order to achieve its objectives. The R4 proposal states that “[R4] implementation will be overseen by an RBA Senior Advisor (RBA/SA) working in collaboration with many people from the [country office], including the ACD, Program Director and Project Managers and other members of the Program Unit as well as field staff”.
 This design approach to R4 was appropriate since the required scope of impact of R4’s objectives spanned all of CARE Egypt at various program, project and partnership levels. Additionally, the resources available to R4 were predominantly allocated to fund the position of RBA/SA; with some resources to cover operational, materials and equipment costs; and limited resources for implementation of supporting activities and interventions. Therefore, in reviewing the overall objectives of R4 against its resources it becomes obvious that the success of R4 in achieving the impact of RBA adoption within CARE is intrinsically linked to the degree to which CARE Egypt (at the program, project and senior management levels) is to support its implementation with both human and financial project/organization resources.

However, based on feedback received during the evaluation it appears that several interdependent factors, during the course of R4’s implementation, worked against the institutionalization of R4 within CARE Egypt, as an initiative that is jointly owned and supported by all the various projects and units within the organization. While several pertinent operational factors (such as the operational relationship between R4 and CARE Egypt’s program unit) will be discussed in detail in subsequent sections of this report; the following are the two main underlying organizational factors that hindered the institutionalization of R4:

· Tentativeness in organizational commitment to R4: Considering the degree of staff and organizational concern related to the risks associated with adoption of RBA, the former CARE Egypt Assistant Country Director (ACD) noted that, especially in the early days of R4, there was organizational apprehension as to the available space in the Egyptian environment to push forward an RBA agenda. Therefore clear organizational commitment to R4’s work in terms of adoption of RBA and external partnerships and relationships could not be readily forthcoming. One key reported and observed impact of this has been the notable lack of CARE Egypt’s engagement on RBA with non-project partners on an institutional basis; with the majority of these relationships limited to the person of the RBA/SA. Tentativeness in organizational commitment may have been a natural, and possibly predictable, factor in R4’s implementation; especially since its implementation was geared towards experimentation on learning. However, the RBA/SA noted that, in his opinion, this generated conflicting messages as to the true level and depth of organizational commitment to move RBA forward. 

CARE Egypt field staff noted that one of the drivers behind their interest in learning about and adopting RBA was that they saw that the organization was “heading in that direction”.  However, the RBA/SA noted that at times he did not sense organizational commitment to RBA within the entirety of CARE Egypt’s senior management and core teams. This perspective was supported by several current and former CARE project and program staff, and was noted as a challenge to the adoption of RBA within CARE Egypt. 

It must be noted though, that one of the key factors behind the inconsistency in organizational commitment to RBA has been the significant changes and turnover in CARE Egypt’s senior management, program and project staff during the course of the last 18 months. This significant period of transition in organizational leadership has been detrimental to the ability of CARE Egypt, amongst other things, to develop and maintain organizational focus and commitment to moving RBA forward.

In summation, while a degree of commitment to RBA from senior management existed (and exists), this commitment has yet to achieve the necessary breadth and depth within the ranks of CARE Egypt senior staff to truly represent a consistent and uninterrupted organizational commitment. 

· Significant transition and turnover in management and programmatic leadership in CARE Egypt. From late 2004 to the end of 2005, CARE Egypt underwent a series of changes in its senior management (Country Director and Assistant Country Director for Program); in its program unit (Program Director (position not rehired) and Program Officer); and in its project management (NSP- Acting Chief of Party, SAFE Project Manager; AAA Project Manager).  Extensive senior staff turnover in an organization can have numerous detrimental affects. As noted by previous and incoming staff, the extended transition in CARE Egypt overburdened it’s non-project based programmatic capacity; diffused its organizational and programmatic leadership and focus; and led to an erosion in institutional memory and momentum. This had several negative effects on the ability of CARE Egypt to institutionalize R4 since it:

Limited the broad-based intellectual companionship for R4: Initially, it was envisaged that a CARE Egypt RBA reference group (RBA/RG) comprised of senior program and project staff and representatives from CARE’s regional management unit (RMU), would undertake a guiding and supporting role for R4’s implementation
. The reference group was established in June 2004 with the aim of providing ongoing support to R4 and to ensure the smooth incorporation of RBA within CARE Egypt programming. This was to be achieved, amongst other things, through sharing, learning and working together in the development of case studies and tools related to RBA. However, the RBA/RG only met three times in June, July and October 2004. The group was unable to meet in 2005 as members of the group left CARE Egypt (and the RMU). By the end of August 2005 only the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator, the ACD and the RBA/SA remained with CARE Egypt. Ultimately the role of intellectual companionship to R4 was undertaken by the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator and R4’s external consultant (Adel Lofty). 

Additionally, some field staff (especially the most vocal proponents of RBA) interviewed noted that they were excluded from Cairo based discussions on RBA. The RBA/SA also noted that ultimately the discourse on RBA within CARE Egypt was viewed by non-Cairo based staff as elitist. Therefore, the dissolution of the RBA/RG meant that the inclusion of field based and technical project staff (who are the actual experimenters and implementers of RBA) in the organizational debate and efforts on RBA could not be systematically achieved. Hence, in the opinion of the evaluator, the depth of ownership of the RBA “debate” and “agenda” within CARE Egypt was severely restricted.

Disrupted the organizational mechanisms for accountability & follow-through on adoption of RBA: Of specific note here, as reported by the former Program Officer, is that the Program Director’s position was initially responsible for providing support to R4 in following through with projects on their progress in adopting RBA. This included ensuring buy-in by project managers and holding them accountable for the adoption of RBA. When the Program Director position became vacant, supervision of project mangers was transferred to the ACD. However, the added duties placed on the ACD of supervising project managers (and taking on the position of Acting Country Director subsequent to departure of the CD in May 2005) meant, as the former ACD put it, that the ACD was “overwhelmed” with too many responsibilities. The RBA/SA noted, during the evaluation, that as a result of this disruption in the organizational mechanisms for accountability on RBA, and the fact that his position is that of an advisor, that he perceived that project managers viewed the adoption of RBA and engagement with R4 as optional.

Limited the ability of CARE Egypt leadership to provide R4 with strategic guidance and decision-making support: During the course of 2005 the senior CARE Egypt leadership was mainly focusing its efforts on the practical aspects of managing their own transition, and minimizing the effects of senior staff turnover. Therefore, as the former ACD and the RBA/SA noted, the amount of time available to support R4, during this period, with effective and strategic guidance and decision-making, including prioritization and focus of R4 efforts, was limited. It must be reiterated though, that from the interviews, it is clear that this lack of “support” to R4 was due to practical resource related constraints as opposed to a lack of personal commitment by CARE Egypt leadership to RBA.  

However, the effect of this hiatus in leadership support and decision-making placed the RBA/SA in the untenable position of not being able to commit the organization to various aspects of R4’s implementation. The RBA/SA rightly noted that he could not be expected to taking the lead in committing CARE Egypt, for instance, to enter into partnership relationships with external organizations on RBA and to make decisions on various issues (such as defining advocacy positions). The former created a lack of clarity in the mind of external parties, and in the RBA/SA’s own mind, as to whether his engagement with these parties was as an individual or as a representative of CARE Egypt. The impact of this is clearly demonstrated by the noticeable lack of non-project institution-based relationships created by CARE Egypt on RBA.   

The inconsistency and limited breadth of organizational commitment to RBA; and the limited organizational support and broad-based involvement and ownership of RBA within CARE Egypt has led, to a certain extent, to the isolation of R4 from the mainstay of the organization. Moreover this has confined R4’s access to complementary resources to undertake its mandate to only those projects that choose to engage with R4. 

Additionally, it has not afforded R4 the necessary broad-based internal constituency and formal organizational and leadership backing required to add credibility and legitimacy to R4’s work both internally and externally. Therefore the RBA/SA has relied more heavily on his own credibility, networks and relationships to engage with internal and external stakeholders to move forward on R4’s objectives. The overwhelming majority of external and internal interviewees have explicitly noted the RBA/SA’s clear and strong personal commitment to and belief in RBA; his extensive experience in development; his technical knowledge in RBA; his willingness to help; and his inter-personal skills as factors that have supported the RBA/SA’s credibility and have encouraged them to engage with R4. 

While there is little doubt that these personal traits are an important part of the requirements for the position of RBA/SA, in the apparent absence of explicit organizational commitment, participation and ownership, it may be construed that the RBA agenda within the organization as a whole is driven solely (or mainly) by one individual’s commitment and belief. Therefore it is not surprising that several CARE staff, including the RBA/SA, have directly or indirectly alluded to the question of whether promoting RBA in CARE Egypt is merely a personal undertaking on the part of the RBA/SA or a true organizational initiative? 

CARE Egypt’s CD has noted that he is committed to the continued adoption and integration of RBA in the organization’s programming and strategies. As such it is recommended that this commitment be further reinforced, and made clear, at all levels within the organization, but more importantly with senior management and programmatic staff. Additionally, CARE Egypt needs to reinforce existing institutional mechanisms for accountability (such as annual operational planning at the organizational, unit, project and employee level; reporting; and performance management) that reflect the organizational commitment to RBA. Finally, CARE Egypt should support R4 in its role of facilitating broad-based ownership of the RBA debate and agenda through existing/new forums. (Additional recommendations can be found in subsequent sections of this report that also address the issue of institutionalization of R4 from additional management and organizational perspectives).

3.
Positive Shifts in the Egyptian Political and Policy Environment

There is no doubt that since the beginning of R4, nearly two years ago, and especially since early 2005, there has been at a national level a marked shift in the government’s willingness to engage in democratic reforms at various levels. The most notable government led attempts at political reform include the changes to clause 76 of the constitution, governing presidential elections, to allow for multi-candidate elections; the establishment of the National Council for Human Rights; and improved transparency in the People’s Assembly elections of November 2005. While the drivers behind and true depth and impact of these reforms is open to debate, what is clear is that these reforms have facilitated a multitude of political and non-political actors to more readily voice their opinions on, and concerns with, government polices and performance.  

More importantly it appears that the openness of the political front has been accompanied by more willingness on the part of government to engage with civil society in debate. There is currently a clear policy mandate, as reported by the Ministry of Social Solidarity
 (MoSS) officials interviewed, on the part of government agencies to engage in debate and cooperation with civil society organizations especially in addressing the socio-economic development of the poor. Additionally, the space for international NGOs (INGOs) such as CARE to work on human rights issues through RBA has also expanded, as noted by CARE Egypt’s External Relations Manager, who is responsible for maintenance of CARE’s relations with several government agencies responsible for oversight and facilitation of CARE’s work at both the national and governorate levels.

The cumulative effect of these positive shifts in political freedoms and space for civil society was explicitly described, during the evaluation by a variety of non-homogenous stakeholders including MoSS officials, representatives of human rights organizations (HROs) and NGOs, as the emergence of a broad-based popular socio-political ‘movement’ in Egypt.
  CARE staff and project and non-project partners engaged in RBA and human rights work all noted, during the course of the evaluation, that the degree of success achieved in undertaking advocacy work (associated with RBA) with various local government and line ministries could not have been possible if it had not been for the positive shifts in government willingness to listen to and engage with civil society organizations.  

It also appears, from the interviews that the degree of positive shifts in the political and policy environment does differ from locality to locality. CARE staff and representatives of the Agricultural Federation in Qena and MoSS staff in Sohag noted that the Governors’ individual perspectives and willingness to support and engage in public debate and accountability was a key factor in defining the degree to which citizens, and civil society organizations that represent them, could make use of more government openness towards them at a national level. One representative from an HRO also noted that there is more government tolerance for human rights work and activism in Cairo than in Upper Egypt. Additionally, he also noted, that in his opinion, this tolerance was greater in Qena than it is in Sohag. 

Therefore, in terms of evaluating the impact of R4, the positive shifts in government openness to engaging with civil society has been a significant supporting factor for RBA across the board. Additionally, local variance in government willingness to engage positively with civil society must also be considered when planning for and assessing the success in achieving impact of RBA work in different governorates. 

It must be noted however, that it also appears that the degree to which, for instance, individual projects, have benefited from newly available space to engage with government is a factor of how flexible and proactive project management (with support from R4) has been to make use of the space made available by these freedoms.

4.
R4: Attribution versus Contribution

Discussions under points 1 to 3 above highlight the need for individual commitment and belief; the need for organizational commitment, ownership and support; and the need for a positive and supporting external environment for the adoption of RBA. While R4 can work (and has worked) on positively affecting these factors, many of them are clearly beyond the control of the R4 project on its own. 

Therefore it is difficult in many instances to purely attribute progress, or otherwise, on moving forward the RBA agenda within CARE Egypt solely to the efforts of R4. For example when a project, which R4 has engaged with extensively, moves forward in adoption of RBA, it is as much the result of R4s support as it is the result of project staff and partners personal commitment; project management’s support, commitment; installation of mechanisms for accountability; and supportive (or sympathetic) government perspectives to the effort. Additionally, in some instances, for example, R4 may have, through basic training, orientation or technical assistance planted the seeds within a project for it to move forward independently (or with external technical assistance) on adoption of RBA. 

It appears that where success in moving forward the RBA agenda has been achieved, R4 has tended to play a contributing role of support and facilitation. Additionally, in many instances where success has not been achieved it has been due to a number of contributing factors and not solely attributable to R4.

5.
The Evaluator’s Perspective on RBA

Considering the fact that the debate around RBA, within any setting, is one that is colored by personal ideology and belief, it is therefore difficult for individuals to maintain their neutrality when engaging in such debates. This is true for internal staff and partner debates as it is true for external consultants contracted to support and evaluate CARE’s RBA work. While the evaluator has attempted to maintain a high degree of personal detachment and objectivity in undertaking the evaluation, there naturally exists an indelible bias related to the evaluators own personal beliefs and perspectives on RBA. 

Therefore for the benefit of the reader, it is important to note that the evaluator is a supporter and believer in the principles of RBA and that they are an indispensable set of approaches that should lead CARE Egypt in its development work; the way it works internally; and its relationships with communities and external partners and stakeholders. While the evaluator’s perspective on RBA is certainly not incongruent with that of many staff (including senior staff) interviewed during the evaluation, it must be noted that it is a perspective that is not shared by all CARE Egypt staff. 

B. CARE Program level 

1.
Knowledge, Understanding and Perceptions of RBA

For the purpose of this evaluation, the investigation of the impact of R4 on the knowledge, attitudes and perspectives towards RBA at the CARE program level vis-à-vis RBA relates to changes in attitudes and perspectives of the senior CARE program staff (senior project staff and program unit staff) as a group and not as individuals. 

The main activities that R4 undertook related to increasing CARE program level understanding and positive perspectives related to RBA has been on the facilitating and leading the discourse around RBA in several program and organization wide meetings and forums.  These began with a series of orientation events on R4’s objectives and activities to CARE’s Senior Management Team (SMT) meeting, CARE’s Water Group, and the establishment and orientation of the RBA reference group, all in June 2004. Additionally, R4 facilitated several discussions around RBA in SMT meetings; facilitated a meeting in August 2005 attended by project managers and senior program staff, on CARE Egypt’s RBA priorities and themes in FY06; and led discussions during a CARE Egypt LEARN group meeting in December 2005 relating CARE’s Unifying Framework for the underlying causes of poverty with RBA and policy analysis work. The specific work of the RBA reference group in 2004 was also a key forum for senior program staff within CARE Egypt, to debate, discuss and share ideas and concepts around RBA. In addition to the above formal forums and events, it appears that much of R4’s, work related to knowledge, attitudes and perspectives, was also based on a wide-range of informal support, guidance, and input from the RBA/SA into a wide-range of CARE Egypt’s programmatic efforts and initiatives such as organizational evolution, gender equity and diversity and organization wide planning. 

a. R4’s Impact

The impact of these efforts, by R4, to improve knowledge, attitudes and perceptions related to RBA at the CARE Egypt program level, can be summarized as follows:

Has generated improvements in knowledge, attitudes and perceptions at the program level, especially related to alleviating staff concerns around the confrontational and ‘political’ nature of RBA work: Several program staff noted that through R4 led program wide meetings and forums that they, as a group, have gained a basic understanding of the concepts surrounding RBA. Additionally, SMT meetings where external parties came and presented their RBA experiences
 helped staff to gain a broader perspective on other organizations and individual’s experiences with RBA. Staff who participated in these events noted that they helped them overcome some of their fears and concerns related to their perception of the confrontational nature of RBA: that RBA does not necessarily equate to confrontation with duty bearers. Additionally, R4’s work has also helped in overcoming staff fears around the nature and degree of CARE’s involvement in policy and ‘political’ issues if it were to engage in RBA work.  In assessment, overcoming these perceived fears, by-en-large, has helped address a key obstacle to the adoption of RBA as identified by CARE Egypt prior to the commencement of R4.

Has improved personal commitment and belief RBA, which has opened the door for R4 to engage more systematically on RBA learning and adoption within a number of CARE projects: Several senior project staff noted that R4’s general orientation, discourse and training around RBA not only facilitated their basic understanding of RBA concepts, but that it has also impressed on them the importance of RBA to development work.  They also noted that this helped develop their own personal commitment to and belief in RBA. As such this paved the way for their engagement with R4 on their project specific work related to understanding and adoption of RBA. Hence, it appears that it is no coincidence that staff who noted this positive impact of R4, were the managers/representatives of the projects that ultimately engaged more systematically with R4 on improving their own understanding and perspectives and ability to adopt RBA in their projects.  

Has ensured that the RBA discourse, and agenda, has been kept alive at the organizational and program level: One key impact, noted by both CARE’s senior project and program staff, has been that R4’s overall efforts at facilitating improved understanding, attitudes and perspectives around RBA at program level has ensured that the RBA debate and agenda was kept alive within CARE Egypt. In the opinion of the evaluator, this is a key impact of R4, especially when viewed within the context of the high staff turnover and the CARE Egypt leadership transition periods in 2004 and 2005. In assessment, it appears that without the efforts of the RBA/SA, through R4 it would have been highly unlikely that an RBA agenda and discourse, of a substantive nature within CARE Egypt, would have been maintained during the last two years. 

b. Summary Findings & Recommendations:

Several approach and operational factors that appear to have diluted the ultimate impact of R4 efforts to improve knowledge, attitudes and perceptions related to RBA at the CARE Egypt program level. As such it appears that their still remain enough differences in attitudes and perceptions towards RBA. Hence a critical mass of RBA knowledge and supportive attitudes is yet to be achieved in order to enable CARE Egypt to move forward more rapidly on reaching a common organization perspective on RBA:
R4’s efforts and approaches to improving program wide knowledge, attitudes and perspectives around RBA were generally not systematic and their objectives and impact not sufficiently defined and regularly reviewed: While the initial program-wide orientation, and the work of the RBA reference group, were generally well planned and systematic, the majority of subsequent informal and formal efforts of R4 were not viewed by CARE Egypt as being a series of consecutive, and reinforcing, efforts. It appears that the disintegration of the RBA reference group and the lack of sufficient organizational resources and input from senior CARE program staff into R4’s plans and activities have led to this shortcoming. The RBA/SA noted that the decisions to include RBA orientation and training topics in CARE wide events and to solicit his advice and input were generally demand driven, ad hoc and predominantly opportunistic as opposed to being part of a well-defined organization-wide plan. Additionally, it appears that there were no mechanisms in place within CARE Egypt’s program unit, or within the R4 initiative, to regularly review and monitor the impact of this work.  As such the effectiveness and efficiency of R4 efforts to have an impact on program level knowledge, attitudes and perspectives, appear to have been less than optimal. It is therefore recommended that future R4/CARE Egypt efforts towards improving knowledge, attitudes and perspectives around RBA, be more systematic with clear objectives, benchmarks, indicators and action and monitoring plans.

Inconsistent field staff representation at program and organizational level RBA training and orientation and forums: Several project field staff have noted that they have benefited from attending CARE Egypt program trainings, orientation and forums where RBA has been a key theme. However, they also noted that field staff involvement in these forums appeared not sufficiently and systematically guaranteed to ensure a common discourse and understanding of RBA exists within the organization as a whole.  Additionally, the composition of the RBA reference group, with the clear absence of field based staff, has meant that a number of field staff have expressed that the Cairo based discourse is somewhat elitist and conceptual and does not address the concerns and issues that field staff have around RBA.  In the opinion of the evaluator, if CARE Egypt wants to move forward more rapidly (and extensively) on adoption of RBA in its programming, then it needs to ensure that there is a common organizational discourse (that includes the inputs, experiences and perspectives of both Cairo and filed based staff). 

Lack of organizational efforts to institutionalize R4’s orientation and training work: Several new senior program staff noted that they had not received formal orientation from the human resources or program units around RBA as part of their orientation to CARE Egypt.  Moreover, these staff noted that they had either limited opportunities (and in one case no opportunities yet though the individual had been working for CARE Egypt for several months already) to meet with RBA/SA. In light of the extensive scope of senior program and project staff turnover in the last two years within CARE Egypt, there are therefore apparent detrimental effects on the efficiency and effectiveness of the organization’s, and R4’s, RBA orientation and training efforts. However, it is the opinion of the evaluator that R4 does not have the resources, nor should it have the mandate, to indefinitely provide RBA orientation and training for new senior program staff. Therefore it is recommended that this responsibility be taken on by the CARE program and human resource units. However, R4 can support these efforts by taking the lead in preparing an initial set of RBA orientation materials and packages to be used.

Finally, there are several key lessons learned and recommendations related to the approaches and content of R4’s orientation and training efforts. However, since these lessons learned and recommendations apply not only to program based training and orientation efforts, these issues will be discussed in more detail under subsection C below.

2.
Incorporation of RBA in Program Strategies, Plans and Design

a. R4’s Impact

R4 support and participation in numerous working groups, task forces and planning meetings has helped ensure that RBA is a main theme and consideration in the development and implementation of CARE Egypt’s program initiatives and strategies: The RBA/SA has actively participated in many, if not all, of CARE Egypt’s key working groups, taskforces and as part of the CARE Egypt senior management team in the regular organizational operational and strategic planning meetings. This included participation in the GED working group, the LRSP development taskforce, UCP taskforce. Additionally, R4 took the lead in planning for and holding of a CARE Egypt workshop on “Connecting Governance to Poverty” in April 2005. Generally, it appears that R4’s role has been to provide input and direct support, identification of technical services and materials, and ensuring that an RBA perspective is taken into consideration in CARE Egypt’s initiatives and plans. The RBA/SA’s participation in these organization-wide initiatives and plans has been extensive and appreciated by members/participants of these groups/meetings. However, both the CARE Egypt program unit staff and the RBA/SA’s noted that participation in working groups and task forces placed a considerable demand on the time of the RBA/SA. 
R4 has engaged with and had substantial impact in the incorporation of RBA in a select number of program development efforts: It appears that R4’s support to the CARE Egypt program unit has been mainly in new program development in go-no-go decisions; identifying strategy and partners/partnerships; and ensuring inclusion of RBA. This has involved support to both incorporation of RBA in the design of proposals and also in the process of design. CARE Egypt program officer noted that several times the RBA/SA has insisted to wait on making design decisions until  partners have been consulted and to ensure that field based staff, partners and communities are consulted in the design process.  While in varying degrees the RBA/SA was involved in the majority of project design efforts, he was a key person in a number of these efforts including; the development of several advocacy, governance and decentralization proposals for USAID and MEPI and Support for Agricultural Networks submitted to the EU.  However, it appears that though R4’s participation in the program development is the norm, the degree of this support and involvement have varied greatly depending mainly due to time constraints both in terms of donor deadlines and R4’s engagement in a multitude of other activities. Hence, R4’s engagement in proposal development was not systematic. Nevertheless, it is the opinion of the evaluator that one person (i.e. RBA/SA) cannot realistically expected to engage in all program development efforts, and that it is more feasible for CARE Egypt to see how to ensure that those mainly responsible for program development can on their own ensure RBA incorporation in proposal design efforts. Hence rationalizing, and making effective and strategic use of, the RBA/SA direct and substantial involvement to only key/strategic program development efforts.

b. Summary Findings & Recommendations

In conclusion, though R4 has engaged with and participated in many CARE program an organizational initiatives and planning events and program design:

R4’s participation/involvement has not been systematically requested, and has not been integrated well enough with CARE Egypt’s overall program unit plans: R4 interacted with and provided extensive support to the work of CARE Egypt’s program unit. Additionally, it was noted by CARE Egypt program staff that the RBA/SA involvement and support was timely and appreciated and that it helped ensure that RBA perspectives were taken into consideration in the program unit’s work.  However, this support was noted to be mainly on an ad hoc advisory basis and was not structured or systematic in terms of pre-planning of joint priorities and work. It appears that the R4 initiative was viewed as a project by the CARE Egypt program unit, and as such the plans of R4 and the CARE Egypt program unit were not integrated or viewed as mutually reinforcing. According to CARE Egypt program staff, this affected the ability of the program unit to work with and support the work of R4 in mainstreaming of RBA, especially related to follow-through with projects and project managers. It is therefore recommended that, as with R4’s support to projects, R4’s involvement should be better integrated within a set of program unit goals, objectives and benchmarks, and general AOP and IOPs of the program unit and its staff. Additionally, R4 (and specifically the RBA/SA) need to be an integral part of CARE’s program unit, and not viewed as a project.  

Additionally, time and resource constraints surrounding proposal development efforts has meant that adoption of RBA in the design of CARE Egypt projects has not been systematically ensured. This appears though to be a concern that is somewhat independent of R4 support, since it cannot be assumed that the RBA/SA can participate on all program/project design activities within CARE Egypt.  It is clear that projects that have RBA taken into consideration in their design are more likely to be concerned with successfully adopting RBA during implementation. As such it is strongly recommended that CARE ensure that the all its program design and proposal development efforts are RBA ‘friendly’. This can be practically done through a combination of approaches:

· Ensure that medium-term plans are available, with sufficient lead time, on key program design efforts, and ensure that within these key program design efforts, that R4 can actively participate and contribute.

· The establishment of a set of guidelines and tools - a combination of what already exists within CARE international as a whole (e.g. CI-UK RBA tool, the UCP Unifying Framework, and even the recent CARE USA Country office RBA self assessment checklist) and Egypt specific checklists and tools for program design staff/consultants to use independently of the RBA/SA.

· Ensure that external consultants helping with program design efforts are well versed in RBA. 

C. CARE Projects and Project Partners

1.
Knowledge, Understanding, Perceptions & Adoption of RBA

R4, in collaboration with external consultants and organizations, has engaged extensively with all CARE Egypt projects in an attempt to improve the knowledge attitudes and perspectives of project staff and partners around RBA. R4’s work entailed a significant number of formal orientation and training events that were jointly planned and implemented with the various projects. Additionally, R4’s support to projects involved numerous consultations, input and advice to both project managers and key project staff engaged in taking forward an RBA agenda.   

While the ultimate success of R4’s orientation, training and support work can be assessed in terms of the degree to which projects have been willing to adopt RBA in their work, this adoption (through piloting and learning by doing) in itself is a contributing factor to improving knowledge, attitudes and perspectives related to RBA by raising and subsequently addressing new concerns, fears and questions surrounding the adoption of RBA:
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Therefore this sub-section deals with both R4’s impact on projects’ and partners’ knowledge, attitudes and perceptions towards RBA, and the impact this had on projects’ (staff/partners) adoption of RBA.  The following is a description of the key milestones of R4’s and projects’ efforts in improving knowledge, attitudes and perceptions and the adoption of RBA (see Annex III for a summary of the following section, including project-by-project recommendations):

a. R4’s Impact by Project

i. Safe Agriculture for Farmers in Egypt (SAFE)
Milestone 1: Training of SAFE Staff: The first key interaction between SAFE and R4, beyond orientation of the project manager on R4’s objectives, began with a two-day training event entitled “Introduction to RBA concepts Tools and Practices” for SAFE staff in July 2004. This training was conducted in collaboration with the RBA/SA and an external consultant (Adel Lotfy) and featured a combination of presentation of human rights documentation; CARE specific RBA concepts, tools and background materials; contextualization of RBA within the Egyptian environment including specifically for small farmers in Egypt; and a presentation of two case studies from the Enibess and Tawayil CDA pilots on RBA which had been conducted by CARE’s CAP project in late 2003. 

SAFE project staff interviewed noted that the training had been a critical starting point for the project’s work on adoption of RBA. The majority of staff interviewed noted that it had been beneficial in terms of addressing their fears and concerns related to adopting RBA and had also helped in improving their skills and knowledge related to RBA. Of particular note was that one staff member said it was comforting to know that what we were actually asking for, in terms of supporting people’s ability to secure their rights, was an issue that was not only guaranteed by international law (such as international human rights conventions –all of which Egypt had signed) but also by the Egyptian constitution and laws. Additionally, several staff noted that this training had helped in motivating a personal commitment to RBA within the context of assuring the dignity and rights of individuals. This commitment was demonstrated further when these individuals took the initiative to take courses at Cairo University in human rights and civil society. However, several staff noted, including those who reported positive aspects of the training, that the training could have been less conceptual and more practical in terms of RBA tools and examples. 

However, despite the insufficiency of ‘tools’, and in assessment, it is worth noting that the interaction between R4 and SAFE from the beginning was geared towards assisting the SAFE project in achieving its indicators, as per the project logical framework -for the no-cost extension of SAFE in May 2004-, of “…farmer networks draft a collective advocacy position and plan, and formally present it to local government… [and to] demonstrate capacity to advocate on environmental issues by the end of the project”. This approach meant that the initial training, and subsequent formal and informal support provided by R4 to SAFE staff was well positioned to not only support improvements in knowledge, attitudes and perspectives of staff and partners, but also to translate these improvements, over time, into practical actions around the adoption of RBA. 

A key impact of R4’s work with SAFE is that there now exist a core group of highly committed and motivated staff who are acting as advocates of RBA within the project. In the opinion of the evaluator, from observations during the SAFE staff meeting in February 2006, these staff have helped in reducing the fears and concerns of their colleagues around RBA adoption. Additionally, their experimentation in adoption of RBA has meant that they are ‘leading by example’ and as such appear to have contributed to “raising the bar” of RBA adoption within SAFE as a whole.

Milestone 2: Assiut Training Workshop for Sohag Network: Of the many SAFE events and activities directly (or indirectly) supported by R4, there is one workshop which appears to warrant special mention. This workshop was entitled “Social Positions of Small Farmers: Constraints, Rights and Opportunities” and was held in Assiut in September 2004. It was attended by some 20 representatives from the various CDAs, from Sohag governorate, that comprised the informal small farmers network established through the SAFE project. The main aim of this workshop was to orient and build awareness of participants on RBA; to present a wide range of specific problems and issues facing small farmers in Egypt within the context of social and economic rights (with supporting policy analysis); and to subsequently assist the CDAs in identifying a key problem facing small farmers that the CDAs (under the umbrella of the informal small farmers network) would jointly address through advocacy work. The three-day workshop included seven different trainers including the RBA/SA, SAFE staff, staff from other CARE projects and two external consultants. It must also be noted that this workshop was the first attempt by R4 in collaboration with a CARE project at a detailed orientation of project partners on human rights and RBA.  

During the course of the workshop a number of key SAFE project staff were discontent with the tone and approach used by some of the trainers in conveying the concepts of human rights and RBA to project partners. Staff felt that the approach inappropriately introduced the issue of rights through a political and activist lens and that there was too much focus on ‘rights’ issues and not enough on ‘responsibilities’. Staff also noted that there were also a number of trainees that were worried because they felt that the approach used took a confrontational perspective towards government. This worry, according to SAFE staff, was further magnified in-light of the fact that the trainees were then asked to forge ahead in defining an advocacy issue to take to local government. However, when asked about the ‘tone’ of the Assiut training, members of the Sohag network did not note similar concerns. Their overall opinion was that they benefited from new knowledge information related to the fact that existing policies and laws were not being implemented and awareness of issues surrounding the rights of citizens. The one shortcoming though, that was noted, was that they considered the discussions too broad and that there was too much information presented. While there are differences in opinions between the various protagonists, and furthermore the evaluator was not able to interview them all, in assessment it appears that there are a number of basic factors (which the majority of protagonist appears to agree upon), that contributed to precipitating staff and (unconfirmed) trainee concerns:

· Considering the background and composition of the audience (CARE and non-CARE), it appears that the introductory sessions around the concept of human rights and RBA within the Egyptian context were to a degree overly ‘political’ and confrontational in tone, especially in terms of the examples used related to prisoner treatment.

· It appears that though several preparation meetings were held prior to the workshop that there was still clearly differing understandings and perspectives of the trainers as to what RBA entails and how to present that to project partners.

· That the informal network was not yet cohesive enough as a group to be able to confidently identify (and agree on) and subsequently undertake, as a group, a detailed and planned advocacy initiative. 

· The CDA representatives that attended the workshop were not necessarily the most appropriate since some of them were affiliated with or even part of government, and few represented small farmers. As such they could not engage (be more willing to engage) on advocacy issues on small farmer issues and rights.

The lessons learned from the Assiut workshop helped in shaping the following two milestones (3 & 4) below.

Milestone 3: Minya Follow-on Workshop for Sohag Network: As a result of the concerns arising from the Assiut training workshop, the SAFE project, in consultation with R4, shifted its focus, in Sohag, to the overall capacity building and strengthening of the Sohag network before forging ahead with the identification of a joint advocacy issue, this included establishing/reviewing strategic plans and objectives of the network. In doing so, work with the Sohag network on specific training/orientation on RBA was postponed for nearly a full-year after the above-mentioned Assiut workshop. However, in order to assist the Sohag network to learn by doing, the network progressed on tackling a basic advocacy issue. This was through working with the Ministry of Agriculture for resources from the ministry’s ‘ossom’ project for water and soil improvement in the district of Dar El Salam.  

Subsequently, in August 2005 a follow-on workshop was held in Minya for the representatives of the Sohag network.  The title of the workshop was “Confirming the concept of RBA and identification of an Advocacy issue”.  This workshop included a presentation by the Land Center for Human Rights (LCHR) on policy constraints around the problems facing small farmers. In designing and working the workshop the lessons learned from the Assiut workshop were taken into consideration, in terms of tone of presentation of the concepts of advocacy; in ensuring that the network had invested time resources in identifying their issues; in focusing the discourse around issues that are directly related to small farmers. While the RBA/SA worked closely with SAFE staff and external consultants to prepare for this workshop, it must be noted that the decision to contact and include the LCHR, was appropriately not initiated by the RBA/SA. This point is worthy of note since it highlights the pre-requisite need for projects’ to take the leadership and responsibility in moving forward on RBA both at the pace and tone acceptable by the project; and that the role of the RBA/SA should not, and cannot, replace project management’s roles and responsibilities in this area.

Members of the Sohag network noted that the Minya workshop was beneficial as it helped them identify and begin planning a joint advocacy issue related to the equitable distribution of irrigation water.  Additionally, the Sohag network noted that both the Minya and Assiut workshops had helped strengthen their concepts of group and joint work and how that affects their strength and ability to influence decision makers. Moreover, they noted that one of the most beneficial aspects of the trainings was that they are now aware of a number of legal rights that they are entitled to as farmers, which they previously had not known about, and that they as a group should be advocating for the enforcement of these rights.

Milestone 4: ‘Community Dialogue’ Approach used with the Qena Agricultural Federation: R4 assisted SAFE in identifying an external consultant to undertake a process to help develop Qena Agricultural Federation’s knowledge and understanding of RBA and assist them in adopting such approach through a joint-advocacy initiative. The process utilized with the Qena agricultural Federation, clearly benefited from the lessons learned from Sohag in terms of tone and approach towards orienting partner organizations towards RBA and advocacy. The main approach used in Qena was based on a process of community dialogue undertaken by the CDAs that formed the Agricultural Federation, with the support of SAFE staff and the external consultant. The aim of the community dialogue process was to ensure that the issues and concerns of small farmers were identified in a participatory manner and therefore provided the ‘legitimacy’, by which the Qena Agricultural Federation could then pursue the identification of a joint-advocacy initiative. Moreover, SAFE staff in Qena facilitated bi-annual meetings between key government stakeholders (for SAFE) and the Qena Federation to jointly discuss problems and develop collective action plans. It was noted by SAFE staff that the “community dialogue” approach utilized in Qena fitted well into the consultative process at the governorate level since community driven issues/problems could form the basis for the Qena Federation’s agenda at these meetings with government.

Additionally, while the Qena Federation received orientation and training on RBA and advocacy, this was done in a manner that maintained the discourse to practical considerations and avoiding extensive use of conceptual frameworks and politicized examples of RBA. Indeed the Qena Federation did not receive an orientation to training session that included the term RBA in its title. These orientations also included a meeting with LCHR to discuss the policy constraints related to the advocacy issue identified by the Qena Agricultural Federation, namely: dredging and cleaning of irrigational channels. 

During the meeting with the Qena Agricultural Federation, the consultant noted that the group did indeed possess a good understanding of the concepts around advocacy and the broader underpinnings of RBA. This was demonstrated by their knowledge of the means by which they can positively engage with and affect policy change with government. More importantly the Qena Agricultural Federation appeared to posses a strong understanding of the roles and responsibilities of civil society organizations, including federations and networks, to support their constituencies and to be accountable to them in ensuring they achieve their rights.    Additionally, the group stressed that their work with CARE Egypt, and the LCHR, has helped them appreciate the need for both awareness on the legal rights of small farmers, but on undergoing policy analysis in support of efforts to affect the enforcement of these rights. This appreciation was clearly evident in the fact that the Federation is currently contemplating hiring, or retaining, the services of a lawyer to assist them in the legal awareness and policy analysis components of their future advocacy work.

It must be noted, in terms of confirming lessons learned about when to engage with partner organizations in RBA work, that the maturity and strength and cohesiveness of the Qena Agricultural Federation has been a facilitating pre-requisite factor.  This positive characteristic of the Federation was both noted by Qena SAFE staff, the RBA/SA and observed by the evaluator. The strength of the Qena Federation is partly due to the fact that they had already been registered as a formal federation for sometime, and have received significant organizational development capacity building, by both SAFE and previous CARE Egypt projects. Additionally, it appears that the group dynamics within the Federation is characterized by the equal sharing of decision-making powers. However, it must be noted that the inherent strength of the Qena Agricultural Federation does not take away from the positive fact that the SAFE project with assistance from R4, has been able to develop a more appropriate model for its RBA orientation and adoption in Qena that avoided the anxieties, and potential resistance to RBA understanding and adoption, associated with using a high profile, conceptual and unnecessarily politicized tone and approach.

Milestone 5:  Creating Project and Non-project Relationships (including project partners) with LCHR: One long-term impact that stems from SAFE’s RBA adoption work, in close collaboration, support and advice from R4, has been that SAFE, as a project and its staff and partners, have engaged in both project and non-project relationships with LCHR. In terms of project relationships, SAFE is exploring collaboration with LCHR on how the project can address gender issues from a rights perspective, since SAFE focuses predominantly on male small farmers. LCHR support has been solicited in helping to raise the awareness of female farmers on their social and economic rights, especially those women who are represented in the Qena Agricultural Federation.  Additionally, both the Qena Federation and Sohag network and the CDAs that form them (along with SAFE partners in Fayoum as well), have been in direct and on-going contact with LCHR.  The bulk of communications with LCHR, from these organizations, has been centered on seeking LCHR support and advice on policy and legal enforcement constraints facing farmers on a number of issues, and in several cases around legal advice to deal with apparent breach of supply contracts that CDAs had entered into with green bean exporters. 

Additionally, LCHR worked with SAFE’s field based partners to implement a series of awareness raising events in their communities around citizen’s political participation just prior to the then upcoming Peoples’ Assembly elections of autumn 2005. CARE Staff, in several instances supported the holding of initial preparatory meetings between LHCR and the CDAs, and attends these meetings in their personal capacity. Apart from holding community based political participation awareness–raising meetings, both CDA members and in some instance CARE staff participated as civil society election monitors, during the elections.  

It must be noted though that the involvement of CARE staff in these meetings and in monitoring the elections (even though it was in their personal capacities), does raise a question as to what CARE Egypt’s organizational perspective should be on such issues in future, and that there needs to be clear guidelines issued to staff to help them make the distinction between organizational representation and personal representation. Additionally, a discussion around whether CARE Egypt should monitor and dictate the relationship between its partners and human rights organizations, especially if these relationships were initially facilitated by CARE Egypt, was undertaken during the SAFE all staff meeting in February 2006, attended by the evaluator.  SAFE staff had very differing opinions on this issue, and therefore again it highlights the need for a clear organizational perspective. This issue will be dealt with in more detail, including recommendations, under sub-section E- External Partnership of this report. 

Irrespective of the need, or not, for guidance on managing personal and organizational relationships with human rights organizations, the above-mentioned relationships, and project partnerships, with LHCR around RBA, signifies a first for CARE Egypt. Irrespective of the fine line between of attribution vs. contribution of this impact to R4, it is the opinion of the evaluator, that the improved perspectives and understanding of both CARE staff and partners around RBA, which R4 has had a key role in, and the constant support and advice of the RBA/SBA, have by association facilitated the development of these relationships with a non-traditional partner around RBA.  

Milestone 6: Incorporation of RBA in the Design of the Support to Agricultural Networks (SAN) Project Proposal: The SAN project proposal, submitted to the EU in March 2006, was designed as a follow-on project to build upon the work of the SAFE project, with a focus on the capacity building of the agricultural networks and federations. The RBA/SA has played a substantial role in supporting the design and development of the SAN proposal. While, this support to the development of the proposal is more related to R4’s engagement with the work of CARE Egypt’s program unit, the participatory process by which the SAN proposal was developed which include SAFE staff and project partners (and noted and appreciated by these stakeholders), indicates that these stakeholders have indeed achieved a deeper appreciation and willingness to adopt RBA in their future work, and that this in part has facilitated SAN’s incorporation of RBA.  SAN’s proposed objectives and expected results, list of local partners (including LHCR, and the Habi Center for Environmental Rights) and main activities below, clearly demonstrate that RBA have been a key consideration in its design:

	Objectives of the action
	Overall Objective. The project will contribute to equitable poverty eradication and the achievement of natural resources conservation and sustainable livelihoods of small-scale farmers – both men and women - from the poorest communities in Qena, Sohag and Fayoum. 

Specific Objective. Three sustainable Agricultural Networks have a pivotal role in improving their members’ livelihoods (members of Farmer NGOs, local women’s groups and Input Trader associations), by advocating for their rights and influencing agricultural and environmental polices, promoting natural resources conservation and improving marketing opportunities through safe agriculture services and fair trade practices.

	Local partner(s)
	Federation of Association Working to Enhance the Farmers Communities in Qena Governorate, Mazata Farmer Association, Alliance of Agriculture Environment Development NGOs, Land Centre for Human Rights; Habi Centre for Environmental Rights; Centre for Egyptian Women Legal Assistance; Fayoum University and the Ministry of Agriculture’s Central Lab for Organic Agriculture

	Estimated results
	ER 1.  Networks conduct targeted advocacy campaigns on behalf of their members (farmer NGOs, input traders and local women’s groups) with key stakeholders, such as the government and large input providers.

ER 2.  Networks strengthen the local advocacy initiatives of member organizations by providing technical support in advocacy & organizational capacity.

ER 3.  Network Women’s Committees, representing women’s groups active in local communities, take effective leadership roles in Network management and activities.  

ER 4.  Networks effectively advocate with the community, government and key stakeholders for decision-making roles for women in agriculture.  

ER 5.  Networks will achieve sustainability by the end of the program. 

ER 6.  Networks provide member Farmer NGOs and local women’s groups access to high quality training/TA through advocacy for improved government extension services, links to technical agricultural resources, and direct service provision.

ER 7.  Networks support member Farmer NGOs and local women’s groups to develop marketing plans for safe agricultural products and fair trade.

ER 8.  Networks provide training for input traders’ license renewal and promotion of safe agricultural inputs.

	Main activities
	The project will provide training, on-going Technical Assistance (TA), support, and networking to 3 existing/emerging Agricultural Networks, as well as local women’s groups and network-level Women’s Committees (which will be established by the project). The activities focus on networking and advocacy around key agricultural and livelihoods issues with government to better inform/change policies in support of the small-scale farming community. Support and TA provided, as well as advocacy support, will include the improvement of farmer access to technical services, safe agricultural practices, marketing linkages, and fair trade concepts and possibilities.  


Apart additionally, it would appear that the fact that SAFE, with R4’s long-term technical assistance and support, has developed a workable model(s) – though undocumented- of RBA adoption through use of intermediary organizations as advocates for the rights of their constituencies  has been a factor in the design of SAN.  Likewise, without the experimentation and subsequent identification of a role for human rights organizations on policy analysis and advocacy, then it would appear have been unlikely that these organizations would have become ‘official’ project partners in SAN.

Milestone 7: Beginnings of Mainstreaming RBA in SAFE

In February 2006, an all-staff SAFE meeting was held in Minya, to undergo a review of the project’s progress and plan its activities for the remaining duration of the project.  Both the RBA/SA and the evaluator were invited to participate and lead a session in this meeting around SAFE’s RBA experience. The purpose was for the evaluator to present his initial findings on the state of RBA within SAFE, based on his filed visits the previous month, and for the RBA/SA to review SAFE’s ‘journey’ with adoption of RBA and identify challenges, progress and outstanding issues in support of SAFE’s operational plans.  Additionally, it was an opportunity for the evaluator to solicit and interact with the entirety of the SAFE staff on their views and needs around RBA adoption within CARE Egypt as a whole.

Based on the discussions and interaction between SAFE staff, it appeared that because of the proactive work of a core group of staff in the adoption of RBA this has lead to both reducing the fears of other staff around RBA adoption. Indeed it appeared that these staff had set a ‘standard’ of RBA adoption that was clearly supported by the new SAFE project manager. Hence this standard appeared to represent the ‘norm’ in terms of the Project Manager’s expectations towards the adoption of RBA.  Additionally, both the RBA/SA and several other staff noted to the evaluator after the meeting that the level of discourse, which was geared mainly towards the how, as opposed to previously to the why and how, represented a quantum shift from previous debate amongst project staff around RBA. This progress appears to have been coupled with project management’s desire to ensure that RBA, within the remaining duration of SAFE, was both consolidated and equally addressed across project governorates. However, SAFE staff, as a group, highlighted that in order for them to progress more rapidly on adoption of RBA that they needed a series of tools to help them in both analyzing opportunities for, and monitoring and evaluation of the impact of, adopting RBA. 

Therefore in assessment, the existence of a  core group of RBA ‘leaders’ along with project managers clear commitment and guidance, and the continued guidance and support of the RBA/SA especially in the provision of tools, that the SAFE project has achieved a critical mass in its RBA adoption and hence mainstreaming of RBA.

ii. Euro–Med Participatory Water Resource Scenarios (EMPOWERS)

Milestone 1: EMPOWERS Stakeholder Consultation Workshop: There appears to be a common perception shared by many CARE Egypt program and project staff that the EMPOWERS project has many elements in its design that take into consideration RBA. The EMPOWERS Country Coordinator noted that his project deals with the right of communities to information regarding their water resources (focusing on irrigation water), and the rights and responsibilities of water users, their communities and various government agencies in ensuring the proper and sustainable management of this valuable resource. Therefore discussions between R4 and EMPOWERS began early on in the life of R4 to explore the possibilities for collaboration and support. The first main interaction between R4 and EMPOWERS was around R4’s participation in EMPOWERS stakeholder consultation workshop in summer 2004 and R4’s subsequent assistance in the process documentation of the workshop.    

The purpose of the stakeholder consultation workshop was for EMPOWERS to undertake a decision-making process with governmental and community stakeholders to decide on pilot intervention projects in the targeted communities in Beni-Suef. The identification of the pilot was based on stakeholders jointly setting strategies, scenarios and a long-term vision for the water resources of targeted communities. The RBA/SA and an external consultant were invited as neutral observers to analyze the process and tools used by EMPOWERS at the workshop from an RBA perspective; to monitor stakeholder involvement in the process and their relations with government officials; and to provide insights and recommendations related to the degree to which EMPOWERS processes and tools were aligned with RBA. A report was developed by the external consultant in collaboration with R4 which noted that stakeholders appeared to be too much in agreement and that it appeared that the process used by EMPOWERS had not delved enough, or facilitated the emergence of  the underlying differences in opinion between communities and government. Additionally, the report noted that some of the tools used by EMPOWERS, such Bayesian Network may be too sophisticated for communities to work with and thus not sufficiently pro-poor.

The impact of the R4 report, as noted by the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator, was that the project started to look at itself more critically and through a different lens. This new ‘reflection’ was specifically related to how RBA can help to ensure that EMPOWERS can satisfy its aim to be pro-poor without being overly sophisticated  in attempting to be more inclusive. As such, and in the words of the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator “my understanding has increased that [RBA] wasn’t just another tool but something you live and breathe. We wanted to build a relationship between EMPOWERS and R4 that was continuous and not based on a specific training and orientation”. 

Therefore EMPOWERS and R4 developed a ‘partnership’ framework to guide their longer term interaction with each other. This framework stemmed from EMPOWERS need to better understand RBA; to tune its integrated water resource management tools to become pro poor; and make RBA part of staff ideology. From R4’s perspective the partnership would help R4 to observe, learn and influence how to start a balanced dialogue between Government officials and end users; develop and test tools to monitor and document RBA practice; and to intensify and maximize the learning process and dialogue around RBA concepts and practices within CARE Egypt. In order to implement this partnership framework, R4 was to continue to observe and critique EMPOWERS processes and tools. Additionally, EMPOWERS and R4 together planned to see how EMPOWERS could be a model for RBA implementation and to explore the development of tools to measure the impact of RBA.

Milestone 2: CARE Jordan Visit and RBA Training: Apart from continued support, discussions, advice and provision of technical materials, the next structured interaction between R4 and EMPOWERS was in the design and co-implementation of a 6 day training workshop, including field visits,  for CARE Jordan staff on RBA March 2005. The EMPOWERS Country Coordinator was a co-facilitator of the event, while the project’s Field Coordinator participated as a trainee. Both EMPOWERS staff members noted that participation in this training workshop, though in differing capacities, was extremely beneficial. For the Country Coordinator it helped expose him to the legal underpinning behind RBA within human rights discourse. As for the EMPOWERS field coordinator this event was the first formal ‘training’ he had received on RBA and it helped him acquire knowledge and understanding of RBA and how it relates to the design and implementation of EMPOWERS. Additionally, it helped define a personal commitment and perception of the importance of addressing human rights within development work. 

Milestone 3: Review and Support to EMPOWERS ‘Planning Cycles’: A major on-going interaction between R4 and EMPOWERS, and in which an external consultant has taken the lead - but supported by the RBA/SA- is the review of EMPOWERS first of three implementation cycles. An assessment was conducted of the fist planning cycle in terms of EMPOWERS methodology, partners, tools and practices in both targeting and being inclusive of the voice of the poor and marginalized. This review, according to EMPOWERS staff, was useful in providing EMPOWERS with ideas on how better to enter and engage with communities in the second planning cycle. The impact has been the change in EMPOWERS approach to ensure the voice of the poor. EMPOWERS staff noted that in the first cycle they had not done so well, however in the second cycle they now spend more time to define and identify the poor and marginalized. EMPOWERS has also now combined issues of poverty with the problems associated with water. Therefore while R4’s support in RBA did not change the planning cycles for EMPOWERS, it effected how EMPOWERS interacts with the communities in terms of message and language. Additionally, EMPOWERS staff noted that issues of good governance are now more debated within the project and that EMPOWERS has begun to raise issues around people’s rights. However, it was noted that these issues have not yet begun to be dealt with systematically. 

EMPOWERS approach to RBA is underpinned by the fact that government, as duty bearers, must be included in the debate and dialogue. This has, according to EMPOWERS staff, built trust and working relationships with government, with which potential future advocacy work could be launched. EMPOWERS envisage that during the implementation of the third cycle of planning the project will undertake an analysis as to why people are not participating on issues of achieving their rights. 

Milestone 4: Affecting Change in Communities, CDAs and Government Partners attitudes: Early on in their interaction, R4 and EMPOWERS identified the need and potential for EMPOWERS to adopt a non-confrontational and low profile approach to the application of RBA. 
  Therefore it appears that sub-sequent support and advice from R4 to EMPOWERS was not based on pushing forward a ‘vocal’ agenda of rights and advocacy that would be coupled with formal training and awareness-raising of project partners on the concepts and tools of RBA. 

EMPOWERS has relied on improvements in staff knowledge, understanding and perceptions, and refining its tools and approaches, to facilitate the project’s adoption of RBA and to affect change in project stakeholder relationships and attitudes consistent with RBA (mainly with community based organizations and government offices). In support of this approach, the EMPOWERS Field Coordinator’s Individual Operating Plan includes an objective that he needs to learn about RBA and to consciously transfer this knowledge to communities and partners. The EMPOWERS Field Coordinator supports this approach and noted that “you cannot convince someone of something if you yourself are not convinced”. In terms of R4’s support the EMPOWERS Field Coordinator noted that R4 had helped him organize his thoughts around RBA and has been a key and accessible source of information and materials on RBA. 

The impact of the EMPOWERS focus on conveying RBA approaches in a low profile manner appears to have had significant impact on the understanding and approaches of the two project CDAs of El Masharka and Kassab. During the evaluator’s meeting with representatives from both organizations, it was observed that they possessed a clear understanding, and used consistent language, of the underlying concepts of non-confrontational RBA. The CDAs noted that EMPOWERS had helped them as a community to establish new and collaborative relationships with the local council and district and governorate level government departments. Additionally, they noted that with EMPOWERS help, they have focused more efforts in identifying the poor and marginalized in their communities. Furthermore they attributed to EMPOWERS that these poor people started to have a ‘voice’ and to understand (specifically those at the end of the miska) that water is their right and how they can voice it in a non-violent manner. 

In terms of impact of this new awareness of ‘rights’ issues, the CDAs noted that for the first time they managed to secure the local councils ‘emergency plan funds’ (khita el 3agla)  to support the EMPOWERS community pilot projects. They noted that previously the use of the emergency plan funds (mainly for roads and street lighting) was forced on them by the head of the local council, but that this time they put forward their request to the local council as a ‘popular request’. The CDAs also noted that after EMPOWERS ends they believe they can still manage to achieve such results because they now know how to do it and because they know what their rights are:  “the 250,000 is mine and not for one person to impose a decision from above”. From the perspective of the CDAs’ roles and responsibilities, it was noted by the CDAs that “everyone is now talking about their rights” and that “people are starting to hold us accountable. If there is a shortfall in undertaking the CDA duties and services provision they will hold them accountable. It therefore appears that the CDAs have realized their responsibilities towards their constituencies. Additionally, and in order to strengthen their negotiation power and to affect change at a broader level, the two CDAs noted that they planned to join the Beni Suef Environmental Federation (which is a current partner of CARE Egypt’s ALIVE project and a prospective partner for EMPOWERS). 

In terms of government relationships and attitudes, the evaluator met with an EMPOWERS focal point (a female engineer) from the Beni-Suef directorate of the Ministry of Irrigation and Water Resources. It appeared from the meeting that the engineer had both an understanding of the basics of RBA, as it relates to her relationship as a government employee towards the rights of farmers and the need for engaging with the CDAs that represent them.  Though clearly the views of one individual cannot represent a systematic change in the directorates perspectives as a whole, it does demonstrate a living example of the potential impact of EMPOWERS adoption of RBA on governmental partners’ perspectives.

The engineer noted that her participation in the stakeholder consultation workshop made her realize that EMPOWERS was a different development project than what she was used to. She noted that this meeting and the subsequent work with EMPOWERS helped to break down barriers between herself and poor farmers, by allowing for each party to explain and listen to their differing perspectives. Moreover the engineer noted that working with EMPOWERS and CARE Egypt has helped her realize that when she was helping to solve the problems of farmers who came to the directorate with their complaints that she was “not giving them charity but giving them their rights”. She also noted that a rights perspective has become part of her thought and principles. This she noted, had given her personal strength to stand up for her own rights within the ministry, especially since she was the first woman engineer to be employed in the directorate and was therefore marginalized. Moreover, the engineer demonstrated an apparently well-rounded perspective on issues of rights by stressing that fulfilling rights also means fulfilling responsibilities.

The directorate level engineer’s support to the concerns and problems that farmers faced with the MoIWR implementation of the national irrigation improvement project (IIP), is a key example of the impact in changes of her perspectives towards the rights of farmers. Farmers’ problems (centered on the MoIWR’s replacement of the meska open irrigation channels with pipes) included technical, practical and financial objections.  In deed the refusal of farmers for the MoIWR to back-fill the meska resulted in a violent confrontation in which a number of farmers were incarcerated so as to allow for MoIWR technicians to back-fill the meska without physical opposition. The engineer consequently undertook field visits to confirm the concerns of the farmers and then raised the issue with her superiors at the MoIWR in Cairo, who subsequently raised it to the Minister himself. This resulted in a concern by the MoIWR to proactively attempt to address the concerns of farmers, open dialogue with them, and ensure their acceptance of the piped irrigation scheme.

As would be expected the process mentioned above went through several iterations of internal ministry communications and led to several units within the MoIWR in Cairo to lay the blame, for the problem, on the Beni Suef directorate. When the relationship between the directorate and the MoIWR units in Cairo responsible for the IIP, reached a deadlock, EMPOWERS intervened. According to the project’s Country Coordinator, EMPOWERS made use of its credibility and relationships with the MoIWR in Cairo to alleviate the pressures on the directorate and afford them the time, with the support of EMPOWERS, to solve the issue through working with the communities. The MoIWR agreed, and according to the Country Coordinator of EMPOWERS “things quieted down”. Subsequently, the Beni Suef directorate organized a series of internal meetings to attempt to solve the problems of farmers with the IIP. In a first of its kind, the two EMPOWERS CDAs of El Masharka and Kassab were invited by the directorate to attend these meetings as representatives of civil society. It was noted that while EMPOWERS sometimes attends these meetings, the project is taking as less prominent role in events and acts more as a facilitator and catalyst for change, with RBA in the ‘back of their minds’. 

Milestone 5: RBA Learning, Tools and Approaches for EMPOWERS in Egypt, Jordan and West Bank: From the beginning of the interaction between R4 and EMPOWERS there have been attempts to identify and jointly adapt and refine EMPOWERS tools, such as the Network Perspectives in the Evaluation of Development Interventions, to be more aligned with RBA.  However, it appears that progress on these aims was constrained by several operational considerations. EMPOWERS is a three-country program being implemented, apart from Egypt, in Jordan and the West Bank. It is a complex project that has developed and implemented a number of  tools and approaches, to be applied in all three countries, that aim to ensure stakeholder participation and concerted action in the development of community and government joint visions and plans around local water resource management. As such the refinement of EMPOWERS Egypt’s tools from an RBA perspective was dependant on the ability of EMPOWERS Egypt to demonstrate to the rest of the project that doing so was both in-line with the project design concepts and would help achieve better project outputs and impact – and therefore worth the investment of staff time and project resources to mainstream in all three countries. 

It appears that the unhurried and long-term approach of EMPOWERS Egypt to defining and reviewing its tools and approaches, with the support of R4, has had a significant impact on creating a critical mass of acceptance within EMPOWERS as a whole to forge ahead with aligning itself to RBA concepts and practices. This was demonstrated by the holding of an RBA introductory learning workshop in Jordan in February 2006. R4 was both a member of the ‘steering committee’ for preparation for the Jordan RBA workshop, and the RBA/SA was a co facilitator for the workshop along with CI-UK’s Rights Advisor. Additionally, for the benefit of contextualizing, an external ‘rights’ consultant attuned the workshop and presented an Arabic discussion paper on the issue of water rights, which included a basic framework for specifically analyzing attainment of water rights.

It must be noted though that it appears that both CI-UK (as project partner on both R4 and EMPOWERS) and MERMU have also had a significant role in supporting EMPOWERS, regionally, to initiate a process of learning around RBA, analyzing already existing tools & methodology of EMPOWERS through a ‘rights’ lens (e.g. accountability tool); and the development of RBA strengthening and adoption plans within EMPOWERS. This, in the opinion of the evaluator, further demonstrates that management and organizational commitment and support are critical elements to furthering the understanding and adoption of RBA.

iii. Integrated Development with an Emphasis on Water & Sanitation (ALIVE)

Milestone 1: Orientation and training of ALIVE project Staff and Beni Suef Environmental Federation: Initial discussions between R4 and ALIVE around RBA orientation and training for project staff began at the very outset of R4 in May 2004. During that month ALIVE had planned a staff retreat in which they wanted the RBA/SA to orient staff on RBA.  According to the ALIVE Project Manager, who at the time had attended a CARE USA RBA workshop in Nairobi, they wanted to undergo a strategic shift in the project towards adoption of RBA, especially that the project saw that its field based partners (the Beni Suef Environmental Federation and community based informal women’s groups) were ready and able to engage on RBA. Since this request had come during the start-up of R4, the RBA/SA declined as he felt that he himself was not yet ready to engage with ALIVE in a ‘general’ RBA training event.

However, discussions between ALIVE and R4 continued during the summer of 2004, and ultimately led to a series of events in October 2004 in support of ALIVE. Initially there was an orientation meeting for the board of the Beni Suef Environmental Federation (that includes 15 CDAs from Nasser and Ihnasia Districts) on R4’s objectives and activities. This event was coupled with a series of discussion between ALIVE, EMPOWERS, R4 and the Beni Suef Environmental Federation around the possibilities of a joint effort in support of the federation’s on-going advocacy efforts related to reductions in water connection fees for the poor and marginalized. Subsequently, as part of this joint effort, an initial orientation to the members of the federation on the concepts of RBA and Governance was conducted by RBA/SA and an external consultant. This session as also attended by ALIVE Extension Officers and was meant to broaden the existing mindset of participants, and place the intended advocacy plans of the federation within the framework of RBA and good governance. The Beni Suef Environmental Federation noted that this orientation and training was useful and helped them work with CARE to successfully have the connection fees for piped water reduced for the poor and marginalized within their communities. However, they also noted that they considered that the training they received as basic and that they still needed more awareness raising on their ‘rights’.  The evaluator, noted from the meeting with the federation, that they appeared to still lack many of the concepts and understanding associated with RBA. It appears though, that the absence of formal follow-on training was a result of insufficient resources within ALIVE, and the fact that the donor was averse to utilizing project resources for implementation of visible RBA ‘activities’.

In terms of ALIVE staff awareness and understanding of RBA, this was noted to be limited to a small number of staff who had been exposed to concepts of RBA at either international or Cairo-based trainings or workshops. It was noted by ALIVE that the October 2004 orientation and training had helped improve the understanding of the Extension Officers of the project. The ALIVE project manager noted that his staff were not fearful of implementing RBA, partly because of R4, but also because the project possessed good relationships with grass-roots government officials which ALIVE could rely on to facilitate positive dialogue and engagement. It was also noted by the Project Manager that R4 has helped in changing the nature of meetings between ALIVE and local government to become more of discussion and debate, as opposed to simply protocol, meetings.

Moreover, it was noted by the main focal point of ALIVE who deals with the federation and with the women’s groups that R4 support had helped deepen her commitment to and understanding of the importance of RBA in the efficient use of development time and resources. Additionally, this staff person, as with other CARE Qena and Beni-Suef staff, took the Cairo University diploma on human rights and civil society development. She noted that the diploma helped her in realizing the legal underpinning of human rights and that she extracted from the international human rights conventions those aspects related to both women’s rights and water rights in an effort to see how these could become part of the environmental awareness curriculum in schools.  However, it was noted that since this idea was not in the original design of ALIVE, that therefore there was not enough project ‘focus’ and resources to implement this idea. It was further noted by the Project Manager, that ALIVE’s attempts to redirect project resources to undertake more visible and extensive activities related to issues of rights, and hire a full-time specialist focal point person for RBA, were declined by the project’s donor. However, there still remained a degree of flexibility, and therefore ALIVE adopted a low profile approach to its adoption of RBA. This has included documentation of experiences on ‘rights issues’ and in a low profile manner specific objectives and activities, and indicators, around rights within the work of the informal women’s groups. 

In terms of the support of R4, and the ALIVE – R4 relationship, the ALIVE Project Manager defined the relationship as a partnership. This was noted to be due to the fact that ALIVE needed to benefit from the experience of R4 so that the project could apply RBA. Additionally, it was noted by the Project Manager that both ‘projects’ had similar objectives to work on RBA and how it relates to the sustainability of the women’s groups. The ALIVE Project Manager’s assessment was that R4 did not have enough time to give more direct support and training to the women’s groups on RBA.  In response, the RBA/SA noted that his time and resources did not allow for him to engage fully with all CARE Egypt projects. However, in assessment it appears that the RBA/SA did support and attend a number of orientation meetings for the women’s group and fully supported the development of a joint proposal (between ALIVE, R4, EMPOWERS and the Beni Suef Federation) to address issues of RBA, (see more detail below in Milestone 3) within the context of an environmental stewardship role for women groups.  Therefore it appears that the request from ALIVE for more of R4’s time was, in the opinion of the evaluator, more of a need for a technical RBA person to undertake direct service delivery of trainings as opposed to strategic support and assistance:  the former being a role which is clearly not feasible within the human resource limitations of R4.

Milestone 2: Piloting of RBA orientation and work with Dalas women’s group and the subsequent Development of RBA orientation and work plans for five additional women’s groups: As a pilot, according to ALIVE staff, the women’s group of the Dalas community were oriented to the idea that they are ‘powerful’ and that they can engage, and request an audience, with relevant government officials to discuss their problems and seek solutions to them. In order to facilitate this process, ALIVE coordinated meetings between these women’s groups and local officials.  Two preparation meetings for the women’s group were held to identify the issues and problems that they would like to discuss with local officials. Though not related to water issues, one of the problems identified by the women in the first preparatory meeting was related to the unsafe isolation of high voltage electrical supply wirings and installations in the village. The second preparatory meeting was then used to better define and analyze this problem and its impact. Subsequently the women documented the scale and nature of the problem through photographs. These pictures were presented along with the women’s demand to find a solution to the problem in a meeting with the head of the local council of the village and the head of the Electricity Directorate for the district.  This meeting, which was attended by R4, led officials to redirect some of their resources to solving the problem on the ground. Accordingly, the success of the meetings gave the idea for ALIVE to both replicate this experience with a number of other women’s group, but focused on water issues, and to develop a proposal for funding an initiative that connects women’s groups to their role of public supervision of service provision (i.e. to engage with and to hold service providers accountable). 

In terms of replication of the Dalas women’s group experience, ALIVE developed and began implementing a formal plan for the orientation of five women’s groups to the basics of RBA in simple and appropriate language and concepts. The plans also included the identification of priority issues and problems associated with water by the women’s groups. Once identified, these problems were to be better defined and analyzed and meetings with government officials held to demand that they acknowledge and address these problems.  This work has had the added impact of encouraging a number of women’s groups to consider registering themselves as an NGO and hence improve their ability through credibility brought on by representation of women in their communities, to engage on affecting and holding government service providers accountable.

Milestone 3: Women Enlightened Action for Environment (WEAN) Proposal Development: ALIVE did not have the concept of RBA in its design, and its donor did not want to enter in a visible manner into the promotion and adoption of RBA, because, according to ALIVE staff, the donor felt that these issues were beyond its scope.  Therefore it was not possible to realign project objectives and resources to be more pro-RBA and to make use of and to scale-up project experiences especially with the women’s groups in adoption of RBA. As such, a joint proposal – entitled “Women Enlightened Action for Environment” (WEAN) was developed between ALIVE, EMPOWERS, R4 and the Beni Suef Federation to make use of the ALIVE ‘RBA’ experience in a systematic manner. Additionally, since the Beni Suef Environmental Federation serves the communities where women’s groups are active, the WEAN proposal aims at assisting the federation to act as an umbrella organization for the women’s groups, and which  can voice the women’s groups issues and be a vehicle for the participation and representation of women in the federation. 
According to a September 2005 version of the WEAN proposal, the goal of the project is to empower women at the local level through creating and strengthening environmental women groups in five villages in Ihnasia and Nasser districts in Beni Suef governorate and linking them to a supporting intermediate NGO (the Beni Suef Environmental Federation).  Additionally, the objectives of WEAN are to:

· Enhance women participation in environmental protection & water issues;
· Create mechanisms for holding government officials accountable;
· Consolidate and focus capacity building processes of the federation & women groups;
· Facilitate cross learning and process documentation.
While attempts have been made, with the support of R4, to secure funding for the WEAN project there appears to be several operational and capacity considerations that have hampered these efforts. From the perspective of ALIVE, and since it is in its last few months of implementation, many staff have left and as such the project is understaffed and attention to follow-through with WEAN has not been possible. From the perspective of the Beni Suef Environmental Federation it appeared that they still needed further capacity development and negotiations to be able to define and undertake their responsibilities as outlined in the WEAN proposal. 

Milestone 4: ALIVE Project Phase-out Plans: Despite the impending end of the ALIVE project within the coming year, the project has included in its annual operating plan specific RBA related activities. Additionally, ALIVE has attempted to assign as much project time and resources in support of the RBA work of the women’s groups and the Federation. However, as noted above, the phase-out of project is anticipated to have an adverse effect on the project’s capacity to move forward on RBA. While this is partly due to attrition in staff numbers, including in such key positions as the Assistant Project Manger, it also appears to be a result of the very practical needs associated with phasing (and closing) out a development project. One key activity though, that ALIVE intends to accomplish before its phase-out is, with the support of R4 and external consultants, is to ensure that they document the results of the project’s work and experiences in adopting RBA  in a low-profile manner. This is anticipated to both contribute to CARE Egypt’s learning on RBA, and to ensure, with support from R4, that a planned follow-on project (ALIVE II) fully incorporates RBA in its design.

iv. Awareness Against Aids (AAA) 

Milestone 1: Engagement and Support on Possibilities for RBA Adoption in AAA and Orientation of Aswan Environmental Federation on R4 and RBA: The former Project Manager of AAA had received training on RBA through several CARE Egypt and regional workshops and events some of which R4 participated in and facilitated. Therefore, initial interaction between AAA and R4, from the beginning, centered on how to take RBA forward within the context of the project. Through these discussions between R4 and AAA, it was jointly agreed that the project could potentially deal with the rights of people living with HIV/AIDS. However, according to the former AAA project manger, it was identified that there were approach and credibility problems with approaching this issue without first focusing on the rights of individuals to information on HIV/AIDS.

R4 had links with grassroots organizations, none of which had worked on HIV/AIDS, and his recommendation was to work with the Aswan Environment Federation on issues of the right of individuals’ information on HIV/AIDS. R4 proposed the Aswan Federation since it had previously worked with CARE Egypt’s Environet project on environmental rights, and was a strong organization which had the ability to work on other rights issues such youth and women’s right to access to information and services related to HIV/AIDS. R4 subsequently provided an orientation session for the Aswan Federation on both the R4 initiative and RBA.

Additionally, R4 conducted extensive research on potential national level organizations that could support AAA’s rights work. This research supported AAA in developing relationships with national level human rights organizations (both focusing generically on issues of human rights and organizations such as the Egyptian Initiatives for Personal Rights also working specifically on HIV/AIDS from a rights perspective). The RBA/SA, according to the former AAA Project Manager also helped in sharing information and contact with AAA on CARE USA’s efforts to work on women’s empowerment for a variety of perspectives including addressing women’s increased vulnerability to HIV/AIDS. 

Therefore it appears that R4’s main support to AAA has been helping them define their approach and understanding towards RBA adoption and helping them through connecting them to both field based and human rights organizations to support AAA’s RBA work. In terms of impact of R4’s support, the former AAA Project manger noted that it affected AAA thinking and approaches on how to include issues of rights and responsibilities within HIV/AIDS programming. 

As for AAA field staff and the Aswan Environmental Federation, it was noted that they had already heard of the concepts and ideas of RBA through the CARE Egypt EnviroNet project and therefore was generally not difficult for them to capture the concepts in terms of HIV/AIDS work. It would appear therefore that AAA benefited from working with a previous CARE Egypt partner that had already been exposed to RBA concepts and training.  However one difficulty AAA noted, in generic terms and not specifically from AAA’s experience, was in terms of how CARE Egypt can communicate an RBA message to a new or potential partner. The project Manger of AAA noted that CARE Egypt seemed to grapple with this issue mainly because of the selection of difficult terminology and language in describing RBA, especially to partner who are used to thinking more on the level of benefits.  Additionally, the former Project Manager noted that she felt that the use of external consultants who may have more radical and legal perspectives on how to address issues of rights does not help in achieving an appropriate, and easily conveyable message on CARE’s RBA.

Milestone 2: Dialogue In Action (DIA) Project Proposal: Since AAA was limited in its resources and hence its ability to allocate theses resources to RBA adoption R4 supported AAA in the development of a project proposal entitled “Integrating Sexuality, Gender, and Rights in HIV/AIDS Programs: Dialogue In Action (DAI), in collaboration with the Women’s Federation and Environmental Federation in Aswan. The proposal takes forward the concepts of RBA within the area of HIV/AIDS awareness and vulnerability, and marks a significant shift in thinking from the original AAA design which did not highlight RBA as a key approach in its implementation.

As per the final version of the proposal, submitted to Ford Foundation in early October 2005, the goal of DIA is to promote the reproductive health rights of vulnerable and marginalized populations in Aswan governorate. The project objectives are: 

· To strengthen the capacity of two CDA networks to understand and promote the reproductive rights of vulnerable and marginalized people, including increasing awareness of inequitable social and cultural norms that facilitate vulnerability to HIV/AIDS.

· To facilitate an inclusive and participatory learning environment among civil society organizations, and other stakeholders to understand and address within the local context the underlying causes of vulnerability to HIV/AIDS and sexually transmitted infections.

Milestone 3: Change of AAA Management and a Subsequent Down-scaling of Interaction between R4 and AAA: In fall 2005, the Project Manager of AAA left her position with CARE Egypt, and the position was subsequently re-hired. This change in AAA management happened at a time when R4 had just ended - August 2005- and negotiations were still underway in earnest between CI-UK and CARE Egypt on an extension to R4. Therefore it appears that the engagement of R4 with the extension negotiations with CI-UK and the obvious loss of institutional memory associated with a change in AAA, led to the suspension of interaction between R4 and AAA. However, it must be noted that even before the change in AAA management, R4’s engagement with AAA had not been extensive and appeared to be more focused on periodic and demand driven support. This appears to be a natural result of the inherently small size of AAA and the limited resources available to R4 to support all CARE Egypt projects simultaneously and through equally extensive engagement. 

However, the new AAA Project Manger, who has taken the Cairo University diploma on human rights and civil society development, appeared to be committed to re-engaging with R4 once her induction period was over and she had the time to re-visit AAA’s overall plans. However, she also noted that she had attempted and had not found any CARE Egypt (and even CARE Canada’s – which is the AAA project partner) manuals, guidelines and tools on RBA which would have helped her to orient herself on CARE’s specific approaches to RBA. 

Additionally, in terms of the impact of future engagement between R4 and AAA, the new Project Manager noted that though she was committed to exploring and working on RBA that AAA’s limited financial and human resources did not bode well in terms of supporting opportunities to engage extensively on activities related to RBA adoption.

v. New Schools Program (NSP) 
Milestone 1: Initial Generic Orientation: During the first year of R4 there was limited interaction between R4 and NSP. This interaction was confined to NSP staff perception in SMT and CARE Egypt wide RBA orientations and meetings, but did not transpire into direct R4 in support to NSP in RBA understanding, perceptions and adoption. The main reason behind this lack of R4 engagement with NSP was that, at the time, NSP was ending March 2005 (i.e. within less than ten months time at the start of R4 in May 2004). It was agreed that the NSP focus during its last year was more on achieving its outputs and results, and that as with many projects that are approaching their end, staff attrition was expected, and therefore it was unlikely that NSP could maintain either the focus or capacity to engage, and make any significant progress, on a new and complex initiative such as RBA. 

Milestone 2: Renewed Interaction and Engagement with NSP Extension: In May 2005, the NSP project received a 3 year cost extension from USAID.  As part of this extension, in September 2005, NSP hired a Community Mobilization Advisor who among other things is responsible for taking forward RBA within NSP.  NSP staff noted that in the NSP extension, they wanted to address RBA systematically and to take it into consideration into the project’s operational planning. With the hiring of a focal point for NSP on RBA and a desire by the project to engage on RBA adoption, the relationship between R4 and NSP was re-established. 

The RBA/SA met with the NSP focal point and provided him with background information and orientation on RBA. Subsequently R4 and NSP began planning how they could work together. NSP initially requested to begin with an RBA training in order to establish a common understanding among staff of RBA concepts and practices, especially that they felt that the RBA language being used within CARE Egypt was difficult to understand, highly intellectual and not readily practical. However, it was later agreed, so as to avoid simply a generic training that this should be delayed until NSP had identified its strategies and focus first. Hence, the RBA training for staff could be tailored to the specific priorities of NSP.

In order to assist NSP in identifying strategies and approaches to adopting RBA, two rounds of field visits were conducted by the RBA/SA and an external consultant to NSP governorate offices.  The aims of the first round of visits was for R4 to orient itself to the existing NSP program with the primarily school boards of trustees and the parent associations for the multi-grade community schools; and to identify opportunities within the existing NSP program to integrate RBA. The second round of visits was for R4 and NSP to jointly identify potential intermediary organizations that can work with NSP, through a strategic partnership, on its adoption of in RBA. As such visits to education federations in the three NSP governorates of Beni Suef, Fayoum and Minya were conducted to assess their potential to play such a role.
 

R4’s recommendation, based on the field visits was that the small multi-grade community schools were more advanced in their potential for RBA adoption- with their focus on access, quality, child-centered, community participation to and in education. As such R4 recommended that NSP’s advocacy efforts should focus on working with the facilitators and parent associations of these multi-grade schools. NSP staff noted that R4’s support helped them to start to view the benefits of having multi-grade schools from an RBA perspective. Previously, NSP had believed that their aim should be to have all the children in the formal schools. However, NSP staff did note that they did not fully understand R4’s advice to focus NSP advocacy efforts on the facilitators and parent association of the multi-grade schools as the best option. As such, NSP staff felt that they did not have an understanding of the whole RBA ‘picture’ and that this was therefore a priority for the project. Additionally, staff noted that they wanted R4 to be more proactive in identifying and communicating its concerns to NSP around RBA adoption.

In terms of R4 support and interaction, NSP staff noted that there was not yet a plan for guiding the interaction between R4 and NSP. Moreover, staff noted that support from R4 has been demand driven and that R4 has not yet supported them in achieving their objectives of identifying a better strategy and focus in RBA application.

Milestone 3: R4 Participation in NSP All-staff Planning Meeting: NSP staff noted that based on renewed project management commitment to move forward on RBA adoption, that the project undertook an exercise, without the support of R4, to review the project logical framework from an RBA perspective and identify elements that could be changed to better align NSP to RBA. In support of NSP’s efforts in this direction, as part of NSP’s annual planning meeting, a session was dedicated to looking at how NSP has been engaging in RBA adoption. Therefore, both the RBA/SA and the external consultant were invited to give brief sessions on the history of RBA and organizations that have been working with it, and a brief overview of the results of the field visits.

Feedback from NSP staff was that the discourse was too theoretical; with too many references to legal language. Additionally, the language used in the RBA sessions, especially the Arabic, was noted by staff as being too ‘formal’ and that it needs to be more accessible. Additionally, NSP staff felt that the external consultant was unduly critical in terms of explaining ‘deficiencies’ of NSP in terms of RBA adoption. One staff member stated “challenge us but don’t put us in a defensive situation“ and stressed that when using external consultants there is a need to ensure that there is pre-agreement on expectations and outputs. 

In terms of current NSP staff’s understanding and perceptions of RBA, it was noted by NSP senior staff that until now they had not achieved a simple understanding of RBA with the project’s field staff. They noted that trainings and orientations have been quite theoretical, and field staff at the front end need to understand the more practical aspects of RBA. Therefore simpler language is needed that avoids too much terminology, and focuses on how field staff can integrate RBA in their daily work and their interaction with communities. NSP staff sees that individuals need more ‘understanding’ and not ‘convincing’. It was also noted by NSP staff that there were no real fears or concerns amongst project staff regarding implementation of RBA and “that staff accepted it easily because the project is an RBA one because it focuses on girls’ rights to education. We conducted a reflection session to ask what we have done in terms of RBA, and people felt that examples of the work with the board of trustees, and how they worked and solved problems, and with mobilizing communities meant that they felt we were already doing [RBA]”. 

Additionally, NSP staff noted that the lack of CARE Egypt definitions, guidelines, manuals and tools (especially in Arabic) was a key challenge to making progress on RBA adoption. Additionally, they see that there needs to better documentation of CARE Egypt’s experiences and models in RBA application. Moreover, NSP project management noted that they felt that there is no common understanding within CARE Egypt of RBA and that there is a need for a better sense of direction and guidance to projects as to what the organizational expectations (and norms) are in terms of RBA adoption. 

vi. Enhanced Livelihoods from Smallholder Horticultural Activities Managed Sustainably (EL SHAMS)

Milestone 1: Initial Orientation and Interaction between R4, EL SHAMS and SAFE: R4 conducted orientation and training for nearly 20 senior EL SHAMS staff on both the R4 initiative and “RBA concepts and tools” in June 2004.  It is worth noting that R4’s training of EL SHAMS staff on RBA concepts and tools was the first such training that R4 conducted. Additionally, in July 2004, joint orientation and planning meetings were facilitated by R4 for EL SHAMS and SAFE staff in Sohag. The purpose of these joint meetings was to explore joint collaboration between EL SHAMS and SAFE on orientation of the informal Sohag network of small farmers’ associations. The Sohag network was a primary partner for the SAFE project and its member associations were part of EL SHAMS targeted farmer associations. Additionally, both projects planned to undertake advocacy training and support to these organizations. The outcome of the joint planning meetings, and subsequent follow-on meetings, was the design and conducting of an RBA and advocacy orientation for the Sohag informal network (as detailed under SAFE: Milestone 2 above). Two EL SHAMS staff participated in the training workshop as co-facilitators. 

Despite these initial efforts and activities, subsequently EL SHAMS and R4 collaboration and interaction was all but suspended. The formal, but also plausible, reason noted by several staff was that since EL SHAMS was still in its start-up phase, the operational priorities and needs for this phase meant that it was difficult for EL SHAMS to focus on the issue of RBA adoption and training (i.e. RBA was not a project priority at the time). Additionally, the position of Policy Analyst for EL SHAMS was not scheduled to be hired until later in the project, and therefore the most likely candidate to be the R4 counter-part in EL SHAMS was not yet available. Both the preceding reasons appear to be valid, however it was noted by EL SHAMS staff that there could have been more interest in RBA within the project but the ‘tone’ used by some of the external trainers on rights issues was too confrontational. Hence, it appears that this element tipped the scales within EL SHAMS towards focusing more on the immediate operational priorities by not presenting RBA in a way that would convince project management, despite immediate operational priorities, to nevertheless invest in the project’s understanding of RBA.  Additionally, it was noted by EL SHAMS staff that CARE Egypt’s overall approach to RBA is unclear, and that this has had – and continues to have- a detrimental affect on supporting projects’ efforts to incorporate RBA.

However, it was alluded by EL SHAMS staff that if there had been more commitment on the part of the organization to push an RBA agenda, that this would have supported R4 in being more proactive in engaging with EL SHAMS -and to have brought EL SHAMS to the ‘table’- despite the fears and concerns that the project had regarding the confrontational tone of RBA that had been initially presented.  

EL SHAMS shares a similarity with NSP in that the contemporaneous priorities of project start-up (EL SHAMS) and phase-out (NSP) affected their ability to focus on the issue of RBA adoption. However, while no one could have predicted the three- year cost extension for NSP, EL SHAMS was clearly one of the largest, if not the largest CARE Egypt project for a number of years. Therefore, what ever the reasons behind it, not engaging on improving staff knowledge and understanding of RBA in EL SHAMS from the outset, appears to have left a considerable gap in, and delayed, CARE Egypt’s overall progress on mainstreaming RBA. 

Milestone 2: Renewed Interaction and Engagement, Including Planned RBA Orientation and Advocacy Workshops: In November 2005, EL SHAMS hired for the position of Policy Analyst, with the responsibility for identifying the regulatory and policy constraints facing small farmers and could therefore be linked to R4’s work on RBA.  Additionally, R4 is mentioned in the job description as one of the key relationships to be established by the Policy Analyst.  In terms of the need for RBA in EL SHAMS, it was noted by the Policy Analyst that since change in policy needs dialogue from both farmers and local government officials, that RBAs are needed to support the creation of this dialogue and hence facilitate that policy research/analysis leads to policy reform.

Subsequent to the hiring of the Policy Analyst, she held initial meetings with R4 to both get, on an individual basis, more understanding of the concepts of RBA and to jointly explore possibilities for substantial cooperation. At the time of the evaluation, in February 2006, EL SHAMS and R4 were working to develop capacity building plans for both EL SHAMS staff and farmer associations (networks/federations) on RBA and on advocacy.  As with SAFE, EL SHAMS aims to establish an advocacy plan for small farmers’ association networks/federations to initiate dialogue between farmers and government on key priority challenges that face small farmers. Therefore, the capacity building plans for EL SHAMS includes a two workshops; one for farmers and one for EL SHAMS staff around policy and legal awareness and RBA. These workshops were planned to be conducted March-April 2006. R4’s support in this process, which was greatly appreciated by the Policy Analyst, was in recommending consultants; helped formulate agenda and topics; working closely with the external consultant.

As part of the above process, EL SHAMS is exploring to replicate the Minya training conducted by SAFE in terms of highlighting the legal/policy barriers that face small farmers (especially in terms of inputs). Therefore, through R4 and SAFE contacts, the EL SHAMS Policy Analyst has had initial meetings with the Land Center for Human Rights (LHCR). While it appears that EL SHAMS project management is generally positive about engaging with LHCR, there are voices within EL SHAMS that feel that LCHR could be too aggressive in its tone and that EL SHAMS should not be associated with such a tone. However, other voices within the project feel that taking legal action, with the support of LCHR for the sake of ensuring policy and legal enforcement of rights is acceptable, though admittedly not appropriate at this point in time.

This wide discrepancy within EL SHAMS regarding the potential nature of the relationship with LCHR (as with the SAFE project as well), indicates in the mind of the evaluator that projects/CARE Egypt as a whole, needs to define and communicate its approaches and expectations in terms of partnering with human rights organizations on RBA. It appears that in the specific case of LCHR the need for such organizational guidelines, within a broader partnership agreement with LHCR, is even more pressing since LCHR has multiple current (and potential) relationships with different CARE Egypt projects. 

While there has obviously been limited impact on EL SHAMS in the past from its interaction with R4, project staff noted that the upcoming policy and advocacy work in EL SHAMS and R4’s critical support to this work will support the immediate aim to make staff and farmers aware of the factors that govern the agriculture sector (laws and policies) and that these can be affected. EL SHAMS staff also noted that the long-term aim is to facilitate the building of private public partnerships; and for small farmers not to be intimidated by policy analysis issues. 

b. Summary of R4’s Impact 

In summary it appears that the main impact of R4’s work on project and project partner knowledge, attitudes, perceptions and adoption of RBA can be summarized as follows:

R4 appears to have had a significant impact on improving knowledge attitudes and perceptions of a sizable number of CARE projects and project partners towards RBA. This has been especially true of projects where longer-term and more systematic engagement with R4 was possible: most notably SAFE and EMPOWERS and to a lesser degree ALIVE and AAA projects. Of particular importance is the positive effect of R4’s contribution to project partners’ perspectives towards RBA, including local government staff, formal and informal NGO networks and federations and individual CDAs.

R4 has assisted the majority of CARE Egypt projects (though with varying degrees of success) in moving forward an agenda on RBA adoption at various levels.  This impact on RBA adoption has been on a wide ranging and includes project planning and discourse; approaches and perspectives towards engaging with civil society partners- including towards coalition and network building; perspectives and relationships with local government; and more openness for projects and project partners to engage with non-traditional actors such as human rights organizations/consultants and legal and policy analysts.

There now exists a growing number of field based staff that are committed to, and proactively engaged in, RBA in their work: These individuals, who represent nearly all of CARE Egypt projects, can be (in the opinion of the evaluator) a key driving force behind pushing forward the RBA discourse and agenda from a practical perspective within CARE Egypt. It also appears that if this ‘group’ of field staff are encouraged, coordinated and supported they will have the potential to act as complementary resources to the work of R4; to act as change agents within their projects on attitudes and perceptions on RBA; and to facilitate practical learning and collaboration within their projects and within CARE Egypt as a whole on RBA.

c. Summary Findings & Recommendations

Despite the positive impact of R4, it appears that R4’s contribution and impact has not been as consistent or effective for all projects within CARE Egypt. There appears to have been several operational and organizational challenges, and concerns related to ‘tone’ and ‘content’ of orientation and training on RBA that have hindered the ability of R4 to engage fully and effectively with all CARE Egypt projects on improving knowledge, attitudes and perceptions towards RBA, and hence limited the speed, scope and depth of adoption of RBA in some of CARE Egypt’s projects:

i- Operational & Organizational Challenges

The time and resources available to R4 were limited and as such inappropriate for the scope of impact that was planned to be achieved: It appears that the original design of R4 was unrealistic in terms of the appropriateness of the resources available to the intended scope of impact on CARE Egypt projects. Therefore R4 in some instances was not able to respond in a timely manner to competing requests for technical assistance from projects. As such R4 relied on working in collaboration with, and linking projects directly to, external consultants as an additional source of technical assistance to projects.  It must be noted though that there appears to be a marked lack of suitable external consultants proficient in RBA in the Egyptian market. This fact was both observed by the evaluator and noted by CARE and non-CARE interviewees. This fact must be taken into consideration in future since it is a potential challenge to CARE Egypt’s ability to have a large pool of external consultants that it can draw upon to augment its internal RBA capacity.

However notwithstanding the above, It is the opinion of the evaluator, that if resources available to R4 continue at current levels then CARE Egypt’s ability in the short and medium term to build-upon and expand the positive work, learning and impact of R4 will be severely compromised.  It is therefore strongly recommended that CARE Egypt, identify and dedicate available financial and in-kind resources to support R4 objectives in the short and medium terms, until such time that RBA work is fully integrated and mainstreamed within CARE Egypt. While such resources could be donor funded, they should also include mobilizing existing project and program resources.  

R4’s support to projects did not fall within the framework of broader organizational goals and objectives and therefore was at times ad hoc: In the absence of CARE Egypt program level operational goals, plans, benchmarks and frameworks for advancing RBA, it appears to have been difficult for R4 to develop short and medium-term operational project support plans which stressed achieving specific priority outputs and milestones. This appears to have precipitated a tendency by some projects to request ad hoc support from R4. Additionally, the RBA/SA noted that he was reluctant in many instances to simply refuse such requests since he felt that it was important, within the overall framework of sensitizing CARE projects to RBA, to be responsive to all types of requests from projects for R4 support. Therefore, and according to the RBA/SA, this has meant that R4 support to CARE projects was not always as strategic and effective as it could have been. It is recommended that in order to ensure that R4 resources are utilized in the most effective and strategic way, that CARE Egypt develops an overall set of program goals, milestones, and plans related to adoption and mainstreaming of RBA. These plans should obviously be developed with the collaboration of key program and project stakeholders and optimally should be related back to CARE Egypt’s overall RBA directions and focus within its long range strategic plan. This can then be followed by joint and detailed operational planning to outline how each project plans to contribute to these goals and what specific and strategic support R4 (and other external and internal resources) are needed by each project. Considering the current preparation work that CARE Egypt is undertaking for development of its new Long Range Strategic Plan (LRSP), it would make sense to delay the full fledged implementation of this recommendation until after the finalization of the new CARE Egypt LRSP. This does not preclude though, that in the short term, a simple joint operational planning process be undertaken between R4 and CARE Egypt projects to develop an integrated R4 support plan for projects until the end of R4 in September 2006.

Some CARE projects appear not to have been held sufficiently accountable to further their RBA work, and therefore engagement with R4, and moving their RBA agenda, appears to have been viewed as somewhat optional: This issue was raised by a large number of project staff and the RBA/SA within the context of the reasons behind inconsistent engagement of R4 with projects. Several project staff, especially from NSP and EL SHAMS, noted that their expectation was that the RBA/SA could have been more proactive in holding project managers accountable to engaging and moving forward on RBA. However, the majority of staff noted that the problem mainly lies with the apparently weak enforcement of measures of accountability on the part of senior CARE program staff. Additionally, many staff noted that this weakness in holding projects accountable helped develop doubts within their minds as to the true extent of organizational commitment to a sustainable RBA agenda. These doubts did not ‘encourage’ some staff/projects to more proactively seek knowledge on, and be open to changing their attitudes and perceptions towards, RBA. It must be noted though, as detailed in section III-A, that this apparent lack of organizational commitment was mainly due to the practicalities of unforeseen yet significant turnover in senior program and organizational leadership in 2004 and 2005, and not a reflection of an individual lack of commitment on the part of CARE senior Country Office staff to RBA. It is therefore recommended that CARE Egypt program unit and organizational leadership reinforce their commitment to RBA through holding projects and staff accountable to making substantial progress on understanding and adoption of RBA. Accountability mechanisms and tools clearly exist within regular project planning and reporting cycles and individual performance management processes within CARE Egypt. 

Operational and resource constraints and realities of projects affected their readiness and willingness to engage in RBA adoption: The degree to which success can be achieved in terms of RBA adoption on existing projects is limited by the operational realities of projects such as being at the start-up or phase-out of implementation; not having dedicated- or the flexibility to dedicate- financial or human resource capacity to RBA adoption; or simply having a design that does not facilitate the adoption of RBA. While there are no specific recommendations to address these factors in-situ, since they tend to have a large immovable inertia or momentum of their own, it is important in contextualizing the impact of R4 efforts to at a minimum acknowledge these operational limitations.  However, from a future organizational planning angle, it is recommended that these project operational realities and limitations be factored in when establishing organization, program or project level plans for the adoption (or for supporting the adoption through technical and financial resources) of RBA within CARE Egypt’s projects as a whole.

Lack of common organizational understanding of RBA, and organizationally defined boundaries and norms of expectations related to RBA adoption:  The call for CARE Egypt to have a clear and common organizational understanding for RBA – i.e. what is it that CARE Egypt specifically means by RBA; and guidelines on the expected norms of RBA adoption – i.e. what can I do or not do, was almost unanimously made by all CARE project and program staff. These ‘calls’ were made within the context of addressing challenges related to understanding and perceptions of RBA, and challenges related to furthering the adoption of RBA. As such it was a call shared by those who claimed/appeared to understand RBA and adopt it and those who claimed/appeared not to understand RBA and how to adopt it. It is therefore recommended that future R4 work on knowledge, attitudes and perceptions towards RBA be a more systematic effort geared primarily to facilitating the development and subsequent dissemination of, a common organizational understanding and approach towards, the adoption of RBA within CARE Egypt. In order for R4 to successfully facilitate this process, will require the full-backing and support of CARE Egypt program and organizational leadership. The following headings present specific recommendations for CARE Egypt (supported by R4) in achieving a common organizational perspective:

· Contextualizing the CI Programming Principles as the basis for a common understanding: The six CI programming principles are non-optional and were originally developed to mainly reflect, amongst other organizational priorities the principles of RBA adoption in project design and implementation. Therefore they represent an already available framework from which to extrapolate a common understanding for CARE Egypt, related to RBA. However, the principles in themselves are broadly worded and do not, in the opinion of the evaluator, help in achieving individual and organizational clarity on the operational implications of enacting the CI principles. For example, staff appear to understand the definition of ‘solidarity’ and “accountability”, however it appears that the clarity they are looking for is in what does it mean (within the Egyptian context and for CARE Egypt as an organization) to “stand in solidarity with the poor and marginalized” or to “hold others – meaning duty bearers- accountable”? Does holding others accountable mean holding them ethically, legally or even financially accountable, and if so how will we enforce this accountability: through pleading to their innate sense of morality and obligation, through dialogue, negotiation and compromises, through national or international legal recourse, or though the pressure of popular demand and protest? And what does ‘standing in solidarity mean’ when the poor and marginalized ‘voice’ their demands for their rights through for example peaceful demonstrations? Do we literally stand with them, or put our organizational weight and credibility behind them; or (within the Egyptian context) do we discourage them or even disassociate ourselves from them? While, for some, the answers to these real questions are known, it appears that within CARE Egypt there are both those who do not have answers and are seeking organizational answers; and those that have answers yet their answers vary greatly from those of their colleagues. It is therefore recommended that the answers to these and many other questions that pose themselves when trying to operationalize the CI programming principles be both posed and answered in a participatory manner. It is of course recommended that all staff levels, locations and functions be equitably represented in such a process. 

· Participatory identification of organizational drivers, goals and focus: On a less controversial, yet equally important, issue it is recommended that as part of CARE Egypt’s LRSP process that it aim to define, and in some cases reconfirm, its overall reasoning behind RBA adoption (and not simply by reiterating organizational frameworks and concepts); its specific aims and goals in its efforts to move forward on RBA; and most importantly which aspects or issue that as an organization will form the focus of its RBA efforts. 

· Establishing operational definitions and guidelines for the adoption of RBA: Once the CI programming principles are contextualized and defined for the organization, and organizational goals and focus established, then it is recommended that CARE Egypt proceed to transform and detail these outputs into operational definitions and guidelines for the use of projects. These definitions and guidelines should be geared to assisting projects in operationalizing RBA within their individual contexts, yet within the framework of a common understanding of what RBA is and what it is not.

· Managing individual understanding vs. organizational understanding: CARE Egypt’s organizational understanding will most likely lie somewhere near the middle of the extremes of individual understandings/perspectives around RBA (i.e. ‘activism’ and ‘conservatism’). However, it is also likely that understanding the organizational perspective will not override individual staff’s tendencies to push the boundaries towards their own understanding. While this in itself is a positive aspect as it allows for learning and experimentation, there are risks to both the individual and the organization if the ‘boundary’ is significantly exceeded in the direction of ‘activism’. Therefore it is recommended that clear guidelines are provided to staff to help them identify actions that would constitute a significant departure from organizational expectations if they were to be undertaken in their capacity as CARE staff or using CARE resources and name. Additionally, it is recommended that staff are encouraged to seek advice from their supervisors on the interpretations of the guidelines in unclear or new situations. It must be noted that the aim is not to limit an individuals right to their personal perspective or position, but to ensure that any risks associated with staff actions, conducted in their capacity as CARE staff, are within the organizations’ ability to manage. 
ii. Concerns Related to R4 Training and Orientation Efforts

It appears that R4 training and orientation efforts have been by-enlarge effective and appropriate in furthering the knowledge, attitudes and perceptions around RBA, and encouraging commitment to and adoption of RBA in a wide range of internal and external actors. However, there are a number of lessons learned, that are based on feedback from participants in these training and orientation events - and the RBA/SA in reflection, which should be considered with care in future training and orientation efforts around RBA:

· Limiting the use of extensive and difficult terminology and using simpler language to explain concepts, as opposed to defining terminology, can help in increasing clarity about what RBA is and what adoption of RBA entails.

· Less conceptual and more practical: However, it appears not to be an issue of either/or but rather of the suitable mix of both.

· Tone and relevance of orientation needs to overall less politicized and confrontational i.e. the use of examples from the field of development as opposed to political examples will reduce people’s resistance to, and fears associated with, RBA.

· Avoiding focusing on the ‘legal’ underpinning of ‘rights’ at the onset of orientation and training. However it appears that they are critical to supporting people’s willingness to adopt RBA, and therefore should be focused on subsequent to the ethical underpinnings of addressing rights of the poor and marginalized.

· Use of external consultants and technical assistance must be managed carefully, to ensure clarity on their role (e.g. technical input or helping to push the adoption of RBA?), and to ensure consistency and appropriateness of tone and approach with that of the organization. 

2.
Inter-Project Learning and Collaboration

a. R4’s Impact

R4 appears to have made use of information sharing forums, and participation of projects in presenting at RBA orientation and training events, to facilitate inter-project learning: R4 has participated and co-facilitated many CARE Egypt learning and information sharing forms such as LEARN, the Water Group, and general meetings and forms such as the quarterly SMT meetings. It appears that by both presenting orientation and training around RBA and UCP topics and by encouraging the presentation of project experiences in these areas that cross-learning has been facilitated.  Several CARE project staff noted that briefings at these forums, especially at the LEARN, has helped influence how they could address issues of rights, and encouraged them to engage with other projects after the forums in experience sharing. Additionally, both NSP, EMPOWERS and SAFE staff noted that R4 has helped highlight their experiences in RBA within the organization by encouraging them to present their experiences at the LEARN, water group and SMT meetings.  However, several CARE project staff noted that though these learning forums are useful in cross-learning, they only provide hints and ideas but not substantial learning, and that for such learning to occur it is better to have one-one meetings and discussions between projects. It was noted that during the December 2005 LEARN meeting it was recommended that a specific forum on RBA learning be established. Though nothing has transpired to this effect, it would appear that learning forums, because of time constraints, and the fact that they are generic in manner, as opposed to tailored learning based on an individual project’s need, that learning forums have inherent limitations in their ability, on their own, to lead to substantial cross-learning.

R4 has also made use of the experiences and work of individual projects as part of its training and orientation workshops. The EMPOWERS project is a key example of this, since the project’s experiences have featured regularly in training and orientation events for both CARE Egypt projects and external partners. Though this effort presents a systematic presentation of a project’s experience, the main outcome would appear to encourage learning on RBA, as opposed to cross-learning amongst projects. Additionally, it appears that since these trainings are ‘few and far between’ that they cannot represent a sustained process of cross-learning between projects on RBA.

R4 efforts have been partially successful in generating sustained inter-project collaboration on RBA:  R4 placed a priority, early on in its work, on encouraging joint-collaboration between the various CARE Egypt projects on RBA learning and adoption. Through multi-project orientation and planning meetings -such as that for the CARE Egypt’s water group members (ALIVE, SAFE and EMPOWERS), facilitated by R4, two collaborative efforts emerged between CARE Egypt’s projects, namely: SAFE and EL SHAMS and EMPOWERS and ALIVE.

SAFE - EL SHAMS collaboration: SAFE and EL SHAMS are both concerned with support to small farmers and share the same geographic focus in Sohag, Qena and Fayoum; have many of the same organizations as project partners; and both have objectives dealing with supporting the advocacy capacity of these partner organizations. Therefore it appeared that there is a logical need to ensure coordination of the two project efforts in working, with R4, to orient and build the capacity of partner organizations in identifying and implementing advocacy initiatives. From a timing perspective, SAFE was more advanced in its life of project cycle, and therefore initial joint collaboration between the two projects was centered around then joint preparation for and participation of EL SHAMS and SAFE staff in orienting SAFE’s Sohag informal network to RBA and advocacy (detailed under SAFE project Milestone 2: Assiut Training Workshop for Sohag Network above). This workshop resulted in highlighting the differences in perspectives between CARE staff towards RBA both in the same project and between EL SHAMS and SAFE. 

It appears that the joint collaboration between EL SHAMS and SAFE on RBA, did not blossom mainly due to differences between project management perspectives in EL SHAMS and SAFE on the priority for, partnering models around (such as HROs) and understanding (high-profile vs. low-profile) of RBA adoption. While R4 has attempted through on-going meetings with SAFE and EL SHAMS project management and staff to overcome these differences, it appears that ultimately the CARE Egypt’s ‘business model’, with individual projects objectives and agendas taking precedence to a clearly defined set of program level agendas, does not facilitate inter-project collaboration on many organizational cross-cutting issues, and not only on RBA.  Additionally, not having a common organizational understanding on RBA meant that individual project perspectives (i.e. differences in understanding) played a key factor in hindering opportunities for joint collaboration on RBA.

While field staff of both EL SHAMS and SAFE have strived to inform each other of and coordinate their efforts, it appears that this was ‘optional’ and based on personal initiative and relationships between the two project’s staff. Hence formal opportunities for formal synergies and practical collaboration in the form of joint activities were not possible. It must be noted that this limitation of CARE Egypt’s business model in supporting collaboration was noted by all CARE Egypt project managers and external consultants interviewed during this evaluation.

Additionally, despite the fact that SAFE project will end soon, and in a manner that EL SHAMS will ‘inherit’ the work of SAFE on capacity building of field partners (including RBA and advocacy work), there appeared to be now concerted effort by the project’s to build on what has already been done 

ALIVE- EMPOWERS- R4 collaboration: Both projects implement their activities in  Beni Suef and are concerned with water and environmental issues and had a demonstrated commitment to engage in RBA learning and adoption in a similarly low-profile manner. Therefore with R4 support the opportunities for joint collaboration around RBA adoption were investigated and it became clear early on that a potential focal point for such ALIVE-EMPOWERS collaboration was present in the form of the Beni Suef Environmental Federation (a partner of the ALIVE project). It appears that from the perspective of ALIVE, working with the federation was an opportunity to scale-up the RBA work of the project related both to the capacity of the federation to adopt RBA and to find a suitable organizational housing for the project’s RBA work with women’s groups. From EMPOWERS perspective, it appears that the Federation presented an opportunity to support and house advocacy initiatives that appeared to be a likely component of EMPOWERS work during its third planning cycle with its targeted communities.

However, it appears that for operational reasons in both projects (ALIVE’s inability to allocate extensive resources for its RBA work because of donor reservations; and EMPOWERS need not to ‘jump the gun’ on allocating resources to support advocacy initiatives and to adhere to its overall schedule and process of ‘planning cycles’) that neither project was able to take the lead in pushing forward a joint initiative on RBA from its current project resources. Therefore, it was agreed that a three way partnership between ALIVE, EMPOWERS and R4 would be based on the development of a new project proposal that would provide the additional resources, and focus needed, to implement a collaborative RBA initiative (details of the proposal can be found under ALIVE project: Milestone 3: Women Enlightened Action for Environment (WEAN) proposal development).
 
While the WEAN proposal was developed, several additional operational and uncontrollable external factors appeared to have thwarted the efforts of the ALIVE-EMPOWERS-R4 joint collaboration to reach fruition. It became evident that the capacity of the Beni Suef Environmental Federation, the key partner on WEAN, needed substantial capacity development support in order for them to undertake their roles on the WEAN project. Therefore R4 in collaboration with ALIVE and EMPOWERS began to support the building of the federations capacity. 

However, the contemporaneous departure of the ALIVE Project Manager, and the overall attrition of ALIVE capacity during its phase-out period, meant that little attention could be focused on moving forward on WEAN joint collaboration initiative. Additionally, and during the course of the finalization of this report in June 2006, the Director of the Ben Suef Federation lost his life in an unfortunate traffic accident. Therefore as things stand, as of, June 2006 it appears that prospects for the WEAN joint collaboration initiative to materialize into on the ground actions are unfavorable.

Notwithstanding the above factors, it was noted once again by the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator, that in general he felt that CARE Egypt’s business model does not allow for substantial and sustained collaboration between projects since project (and their donors) priorities are the overwhelming drivers of CARE Egypt’s work in the field. This has also meant that the development of strategic partnerships with local organizations over time in support of building partners capacity in mainstreaming and adopting cross-cutting priorities such as RBA and therefore a handing over of the ‘baton’ from project to project tends not be possible. This was also partly attributed to the fact that: CARE Egypt appears to have limited capacity to retain organizational memory after projects ends (i.e. who owns the project’s experience and is responsible to take it forward and build-upon it).  Therefore, despite the facts that ALIVE and EMPOWERS shared a common understanding of RBA; had practical reasons to engage in a collaboration; were supported by R4 in coordination and technical input into the collaboration, it appears that ultimately the practicalities and priorities of individual projects prevailed.  

R4 has had variable success in promoting the documentation and dissemination of experiences in RBA adoption: R4 has attempted to support the development, documentation and dissemination of RBA case studies and lesson learned in RBA adoption to the degree possible given the resources and operational constraints faced by R4. In terms of specifically R4 lead efforts, the evaluation of the Enibess and Tawayil CDAs experience in RBA learning and adoption was a key starting point. The evaluation, and its lessons learnt has been used extensively by R4 in its orientation and training events on RBA for both internal CARE Egypt and external stakeholders and partners. However, the majority of R4 subsequent efforts to document and disseminate case studies and lessons learned around RBA have been dependant on the active participation of the projects and individuals concerned in the ‘case studies’. While this approach is appropriate and practical in terms of mobilizing additional project and program based resources in achieving the objectives of R4, it appears to have also led to a dependency of the availability of these additional resources in order to make significant progress. 

As per the terms of reference of the RBA Reference Group (RBA/RG), established to support R4 objectives, the group had the role, amongst other things, to “draft, supervise production of, and promote case studies, concept papers and documentation reports on RBA to be shared within CARE and with other concerned partners.”
 However, the initial focus of the RBA/RG was on supporting the planning processes of R4 and on general advancement of the thinking processes with R4 in regards to its implementation.  Subsequently, due to staff turnovers within CARE Egypt, the RBA/RG lost its membership and gradually ceased to exist. Therefore the RBA/RG’s ability to support in the documentation and dissemination of case studies and lessons learned on RBA was not tested. 

However, it appears that the composition of the RBA/RG, which was mainly comprised on senior project management and program and MERMU staff, meant that the discourse within the group tended to be of a conceptual nature. Admittedly, the RBA/RG did though extend its support on practical issues such as R4 planning and exploration of potential project collaborations.  Additionally, it appears that tasking a group compromised of senior management staff with ‘labor’ intensive work associated with developing and documenting case studies is unrealistic expectation. 

Apart from the lessons learned from Enibess and Tawayil some additional ‘case studies’ on specific aspects and experience with RBA adoption and thinking were developed and disseminated at various CARE Egypt, CARE regional forums.  However, these appear not to represent a systematic effort on the part of R4 or CARE Egypt. 

Additionally, in general, case studies and ‘modeling’ of experiences tend to be developed when those experiences are either complete or sufficiently mature enough to generate useful information and knowledge. It appears though, in the opinion of the evaluator, that CARE Egypt’s RBA experiments had not, until recently, matured enough to justify the investment of resources in their documentation. Therefore, apart from the limitations associated with resourcing and housing of the documentation and dissemination efforts of R4, there appears to have been a practical reason related to the ‘readiness’ or otherwise of CARE Egypt’s  RBA experiences to be documented.  However, in assessment there are now several experiences (most notably SAFE, EMPOWERS and ALIVE) that appear ready to be documented and disseminated.

b. Summary
Findings & Recommendations

R4 efforts to encourage inter-project collaboration efforts appear to have been hampered in some cases by the lack of common organizational understanding of RBA, but in all cases by the ‘project’ based business model of CARE Egypt. It is recommended that CARE Egypt investigate how it can ensure (in terms of common understanding, joint plans, resources and accountability) a program approach vs. project approach to its efforts in furthering the adoption of RBA. Hence ensuring better coordination between projects within the framework of program wide goals and objectives, and that projects can pro-actively support and reinforce (geographically, temporally and technically) each others efforts to adopting RBA with project partners on the ground. 
There are currently a number of well-developed experiences in RBA learning and adoption that need documentation and dissemination both internally and externally: It is recommended that a group of RBA practitioners from within CARE Egypt, and potentially external to CARE, take on the responsibility to undertake such documentation.  It would appear appropriate that in the medium term CARE Egypt explore the creation of an RBA “kitchen” of practitioners, facilitated by R4, to lead in the development and documentation of these case studies.  It is recommended that this group be heavily task oriented and maintain a ‘light’ membership base, yet also be able to draw upon the resources of field and project staff as needed to achieve its outputs. From the perspective of priority, it is recommended that the group focus in the short-term on documenting the RBA experiences of those projects that are nearing their end: namely ALIVE and SAFE. Doing so will ensure that these valuable RBA experiences are not lost form CARE Egypt’s institutional memory.
3. Development of RBA Impact Assessment Tools

R4 has not been able to move forward on coordinating the development of RBA impact assessment tools: A key objective of R4, in its original design, was the development of specific tools for the measurement of the impact of adoption of RBA on deepening the impact of CARE Egypt’s projects in their poverty reduction efforts
. However, it appears that the efforts of R4 to move on this objective have faced similar obstacles as those faced in the documentation and dissemination of RBA adoption experience.

It was anticipated, since the RBA/SA could not realistically be responsible to single handedly develop RBA impact assessment tools, that the RBA/RG would play a key role to “compile, adopt and adapt assessment tools for RBA initiatives”.
 However, the dissolution of the RBA/RG and its overall make-up meant that support to this R4 objective did not materialize. 

Additionally, the need for RBA impact assessment tools was logically related to project’s first having to have adopted RBA in their work (i.e. one cannot assess the impact of something that does not exist). Therefore, and using the same argument as for documentation and dissemination of case studies used above, there appears that only recently have RBA adoption experiences reached a level of maturity that would allow for a realistic assessment of the impact of this work on poverty reduction. 

R4 has though, engaged over time with EMPOWERS to assess, refine and develop RBA planning and design tools: Despite the lack of progress on the development of RBA impact assessment tools, R4 – with the support of an external consultant, has engaged with EMPOWERS in a long-term assessment, refinement and design of RBA planning and design tools (details of the work and impact on EMPOWERS of R4’s support on tools review and development can be found under EMPOWERS RBA milestones above). While there have been some minor outputs in terms of recommendations to changes in project tools,  as of the evaluation, no specific outputs in terms of completed tools had been developed. A key tool that has been worked on is the on-going development of an accountability framework tool to help EMPOWERS conduct analysis on why communities are not taking charge of their own “destiny”. Additionally, a number of other tools have been reviewed, from what the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator termed an ‘academic perspective’.  

Discussions between R4 and EMPOWERS on working on tool development had began early on in the life of the R4. When asked why the development of these tools had been delayed, the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator noted that it was mainly due to the fact that there is not yet clarity from the project’s perspective on exactly what it is that is needed.  Furthermore, the Country Coordinator noted, that the aim was not simply to develop tools but more importantly to identify what theses tools will be used for and as such a great deal of learning had to happen before moving on to the development of tools. As such the development of tools had to conform to EMPOWERS own pace.  While these are the insights of the EMPOWERS project, they represent, in the opinion of the evaluator, key lessons learned to be considered by R4’s and  CARE Egypt when identifying and planning for the development of tools.

The overwhelming majority of CARE project and program staff have identified the need for RBA design, analysis and monitoring and evaluation tools: As more and more practical experiences in the adoption of RBA within CARE Egypt’s projects have been gained, there is now a clear demand by projects to be able to assess the impact of these experiences on their overall project goals.  Additionally, both program and project staff noted that in order to mainstream RBA adoption that it will be critical to ensure that tools are available that support RBA incorporation in program development and in project level rights analysis and RBA activity design.   

Based on the above findings, and to ensure that RBA learning can be institutionalized within the organization’s program design, implementation and impact assessment efforts, it is recommended that R4 take the lead in coordinating a process of refinement, contextualization and development of tools for design, monitoring and evaluation of RBA application. It is also recommended that these efforts be assigned to the aforementioned ‘kitchen’ compromised of RBA practitioners. Finally, since the variety and number of tools demanded by projects and program staff is great, it is recommended that the first task to be undertaken by the group is an identification and prioritization exercise as to which tools to focus on in both the short and medium terms.

4.
‘Models’ of RBA Adoption in Projects

a. Summary Findings & Recommendations

In reviewing the various experiences within CARE Egypt projects in RBA adoption, it appears that there are a number of key ‘approaches’ utilized that can be used to describe the ‘models’ of RBA adoption. However, it appears that the various experiences of CARE Egypt projects have more similarities than they do differences between them. As such there appears to be only ‘contextual’ differences that in the opinion of the evaluator do not constitute in their essence a number of models but rather it is one broad model with slightly differing permutations. However discussions under the following sub-headings attempt to give an idea as to which of these permutations of the basic model appears to be more likely to succeed, and indications to this in terms of changes in project partnerships and affect on communities perspectives that have occurred’:

i. Policy Analysis and Direct Advocacy: A Common Tool

In the majority of projects that currently adopt or are beginning to adopt RBA, there appears to be a common approach to utilizing direct advocacy as an RBA tool. Direct advocacy here is used to describe advocacy initiatives that are based on direct dialogue between rights holders and duty bearers, usually facilitated by CARE. A commonality in this approach is that CARE Egypt projects view, in quite similar degrees, that the involvement of government is therefore that of a partner in the process and not simply a target of advocacy initiatives. Some of the most notable examples of use of direct advocacy are in SAFE, ALIVE and EL SHAMS. Additionally, it appears that in EMPOWERS there have been informal direct advocacy initiatives, and that the project sees the potential for more formal efforts in the latter stages of the project. 
It also appears that policy and legal analysis in support of identifying and supporting advocacy messages play a key role in CARE Egypt’s projects that have taken direct advocacy as a formal project activity (SAFE & EL SHAMS). From a conceptual perspective the use of policy analysis is a logical and integral part of being able to ‘make a case’ for policy enforcement or change. This is confirmed by CARE staff and project partners practical experiences, and who have noted the importance and benefits of legal and policy analysis in not only supporting advocacy initiatives but in helping communities and target groups understand and become more ware of their rights. Therefore it appears that since direct advocacy is and will continue for the foreseeable future to be a common project RBA tool that subsequently CARE Egypt and its project partners access to policy and legal analysis services will be needed. 

Currently only EL SHAMS has formal in-house capacity in support of policy analysis. Other projects such as SAFE are relying on external service providers to assist them with their policy and legal analysis needs.  In reality, even EL SHAMS, because policy analysis is both analytical ability and sector/issue specific knowledge, will invariably need to use additional expert external services. Hence, it appears that in future, there may develop a demand-supply gap in such services.

Since policy analysis as part of the inputs to project based advocacy work appears to be widespread within the current (and future) RBA work of CARE Egypt it is recommended that CARE Egypt explore and secure the necessary capacity for policy analysis to support its project and program efforts in advocacy. This need not be in the form of a program unit staff person, but can be satisfied through identifying and using the services of specific consultants/organizations that have the ability to provide these services. A good example of this is the work that the LCHR has been doing with SAFE and EL SHAMS. 

ii. Coalition Building: Federations, Networks, and Groups

In the last four to five years there appears to have been a move within CARE Egypt projects to work on establishing networks of CDAs as part of project interventions. It appears that initially this move was driven by a desire to ensure sustainability of project interventions through the provision of a ‘support group’ of CDAs that could continue to share information and learn for each other. Additionally, it was seen that working with networks allowed for broader geographic coverage in future CARE Egypt projects, especially since the NGO law at the time placed limitations on the ability of CDAs to work beyond the geographic boundaries of their communities. Initial networks created by CARE Egypt projects were informal, since the NGO law did not facilitate the registration of formal networks and federations, and CDAs/NGOs were only permitted to join pre-established quasi-governmental federations. 

More recently, and as CARE Egypt moved forward on advocacy and RBA adoption, NGO informal networks and later also Federations (once the NGO law changed) appear to now play a crucial role in CARE Egypt’s RBA adoption. This is true now of SAFE, ALIVE and EL SHAMS. It also appears to be true of future plans of other projects, such as EMPOWERS exploration of a relationship with the Beni Suef Environmental Federation and in  the design of the WEAN proposal (ALIVE/EMPOWERS collaboration) that ALIVE’s current community based women’s groups would be connected to, and represented on the Beni-Suef Environmental Federation.  The underlying concept behind these relationships appears to be coalition building in support of current and future advocacy initiatives, a point which is clearly not lost on the networks and federations themselves. Additionally, the design of capacity building plans for networks and federations of NGOs appears to take into consideration the need to be representative of and accountable towards their ultimate constituencies and to develop their agendas and priorities based on the ‘voice’ of these constituencies.

There appears to be three distinct types of coalitions that CARE Egypt works within its RBA adoption. The below table outlines some of the key reported and assessed pros and cons of each of the three types as related to CARE Egypt’s current model of RBA adoption which relies on direct advocacy as a common tool:

	Formal Federations
	Informal Networks
	Temporary Alliances

	 e.g. Qena Agricultural Federation (SAFE/EL SHAMS)
	e.g. Sohag Agricultural Network
	e.g. Fayoum Group (SAFE)


	Pros:

· Government prefers to dialogue with formal organizations

· Long-term and therefore can deal with many advocacy issues over-time

· Can formally receive and manage funding and resources from donors for its work

· Membership more likely to be cohesive since they have entered into a formal alliance

· The need for consensus building can ensure more transparent and democratic governance and decision-making processes

· Can benefit from longer-term relationships with supporters and counterparts

· Can overtime effect structural changes in power relationships between rights holders and duty bearers


	Pros:

· does not require lengthy registration processes

· is not burdened by bureaucratic processes

· If cohesive as a group, can undertake many of the same functions as  a federation but at less cost
	Pros:

· Government can be part of the alliance (as is the case in Fayoum)

· Issue based advocacy, therefore focused, and membership is based on acceptance to work on the issue

· Does not require funding beyond the advocacy issue

· Can become known as a champion of the issue 

· May be more willing to take their issue nationally

	Cons:

· Requires comparatively more financial resources to ensure sustainability

· Consensus building may hamper ability to be more responsive and quick

· May be less willing to push on issues so as not to ‘burn bridges’ with governmental officials 

· Advocacy is not the only initiative or activity they undertake, therefore can loose focus


	Cons:

- May have credibility issues with dealing with government

- cannot establish auditable fund management mechanisms therefore they need an entity to disburse on their behalf

- ‘organizational’ sustainability and cohesiveness of membership tends to be weak and untested

- have similar problems to federations in regards pushing on issues, and focus, yet with generally less credibility with government


	Cons:

· May have credibility issues while dealing with government

· Ends with the end of the advocacy initiative

· May not have an impact, i.e. on power relations and structures, beyond the advocacy issue




In conclusion it appears that all three types of coalitions may achieve positive results on an advocacy initiative. However, in terms of some of the deeper and long-term RBA adoption and impact, it appears that formally registered federations are the most likely to achieve results.

iii. Low-profile vs. High-profile Approaches 

It appears that the question around differing RBA models of adoption includes an inherent focus on the debate within CARE Egypt on the perceived differences in what can be termed as high-profile vs. low-profile RBA adoption. The following table below attempts to establish a discreet outline of some of the key differences between the two approaches, based on what projects are doing on the ground and on staff’s perceptions of the approaches. However, in reality it appears that none of CARE Egypt projects actually engage in high-profile RBA adoption as outlined below, and that at the most there may be projects that are engaging in medium-profile RBA adoption (a combination of some elements of both low and high approaches):

	
	‘High-profile’
	‘Low-profile’

	Key Concepts


	Focus more on legal accountability, use of clear rights languages and concepts of power relationships 

Focuses more on rights than on responsibilities 

Acknowledges that changes in the status-quo of power is key to having long-term impact, and this may at one point lead to confrontation

Associated in the mind of implementers  with personal and organizational ‘activism’


	Ethical and moral focus and accountability, less formal use of rights language and legal basis of rights. 

Approaches both rights and responsibilities equally

Highlights the need for consensus building as the means to affect change and avoids confrontation at all costs

Associated in the minds of implementers as a natural progression of current development work

	Key approaches in implementation
	Direct advocacy starting from debate and dialogue but uses indirect advocacy e.g. mobilizing public opinion and the use of mass media and legal recourse if needed.

Uses open public forums for advocacy and direct contact between rights holders and duty bearers

Builds a wide range of alliances and supporters from different sectors and degrees of ‘activism’

Advocacy  on both policy enforcement and reform, with clear plans and outputs and supported by legal and policy analysis

Act locally but think globally
	Direct advocacy, based largely on debate and dialogue, building trust and ‘convincing’ using soft power, does not have plans for ‘escalation’ if not initially successful

Tends to involve intermediary (representational) organizations and ‘behind closed doors’ advocacy 

Largely focused on one or more similar minded civil society organizations 

More focused on situational analysis and impact of the problem and on policy enforcement, as opposed to reform

Act locally and think locally


It appears, from a conceptual perspective, that using a high-profile approach can have a deeper impact by changing power relations, and a quicker impact by using a variety of tools and methods. However, with each ‘escalation’ come the risks of the approach becoming solely confrontational. Additionally, the risks to implementers increase exponentially therefore requires a high degree of personal and organizational commitment to the approach. In terms of low-profile approaches to RBA adoption, it appears, from the findings of the evaluation, that they too can have an impact on power relationships. However, this appears to require more time and resources to achieve, and ultimately may not be guaranteed in all cases. However, low-profile RBA adoption aims and helps to avoid confrontation with duty-bearers, therefore helping to make use of collaborative solutions to problems and reducing risks to staff and the organization.  

iv. Grassroots ‘Proactivism’
It appears that the ultimate goal of RBA is not about satisfying a community’s or target group’s right or rights, or successfully advocating for specific policy reform or enforcement in support of these rights. However they do appear to be valid ‘outputs’ of RBA adoption, and are by-en-large sustainable beyond project interventions. Additionally, it appears that bottom-up approaches to identification of the problems and challenges faced by target groups and ensuring successful and honest representation on the part of civil society organizations of these issues is also not an ultimate impact of RBA work.  Again, this does not negate the fact that these are important pre-requisites for affecting positive change associated with the fulfillment of the rights of the poor and marginalized. 

It would appear, somewhat logically, that RBA should have a sustainable and structural impact on the underlying power relations between duty bearers, right holders, and (if they exist) the organizations that either represent or support each group.  Since each of these groups have both claims to rights and responsibilities towards each other, it would appear that RBA should aim to address power imbalances amongst these groups that lead to one or more groups to dominate the relationship and hence either avoid having to fulfill their responsibilities towards others, or to proactively deny these other’s ability to secure their rights. 

Within the context of CARE Egypt’s RBA work, and its focus on the rights of the poor and marginalized, achieving a sustainable balance in the power relationships between these target groups, CDAs and Federations that represent them, and governmental agencies that serve them, should ensure (amongst other things) that “poor and marginalized people…take control of their own lives and fulfill their rights, responsibilities and aspirations” (from CI programming principle # 1 – Promote Empowerment).  In order to do so target groups need to be able to identify and voice their rights and to hold accountable those individuals and organizations (civil society, government and private sector) that have responsibilities and obligations in fulfilling these rights beyond project interventions.  This end-state invariably appears to have an effect on the awareness and roles of both target groups and the organizations that represent them, both vis-à-vis each other and in relationship to the duty bearers.

While some within CARE refer to this desired end state as grass-roots activism, other CARE staff feel that the term ‘activism’ implies a confrontational approach that is not in-line with their understanding of CARE’s overall approach to RBA. The evaluator found it difficult to identify another off-the-shelf term which is less controversial and so resorted to creating one: ‘grass-roots proactivism’, which while still implies a degree of activism necessary to hold other’s accountable, focuses attention on the important aspect of empowerment and being proactive through taking control of one’s life.

However, irrespective of the terminology, it appears that RBA adoption in several CARE Egypt projects (and with Tawayil and Enibess CDAs) have resulted in the establishment of a form of grass-roots proactivism and which appears to have begun to create new power relationships that are more favorable to the poor and marginalized.  

For example in Tawayil, women members of the CDA who began as project beneficiaries of the PDP project appeared to have realized and tapped into their latent strength, both individually and as a group to affect positive change and realize their rights. As such the women have begun, to analyze – though apparently unintentionally – their position and power and to take proactive steps to expand their independent power base as a group. Women members noted that they were in the final stages of breaking-away from Tawayil CDA and establishing their own women’s NGO that will address their specific issues and rights (which was not an original objective of the PDP project).  While they noted that the Tawayil CDA had provided them with all the support they needed and that they had no complaints related to the CDA, they noted that only by establishing their own NGO could they achieve full autonomy and independence in decision (i.e. Tawayil does not solely focus on women’s issues-therefore cannot serve them in the best possible way and that the women needed their own organization that represents their interests and voice). The women of Tawayil also noted that they can then establish a relationship/partnership with Tawayil CDA but based on a partnership of ‘equals’. Additionally it appears that the women have also realized the need to expand their power and representational base beyond NGO work and to have their voice and place within locally elected bodies, by running for local elections. 

In Enibess, where water-sellers had been identified as a target group for piloting of RBA adoption through addressing the rights of this marginalized group in a number of areas. The meeting conducted by the evaluator with the CDA included a number of representatives of the water-sellers, in their capacity as members of the ‘target group’ but also as members of the CDA.  During the meeting it became evident that the CDA had been partially successful on working to help the water-sellers attain their rights. It also appeared that the water-sellers, far from being simple beneficiaries of these efforts (and as in many cases during external visits to CDAs by external supports and potential donors where beneficiaries are humbly and blindly thankful and grateful to any efforts of the CDA) were in fact questioning and holding the CDA accountable for not making more progress on addressing their problems and issues as a group. It also appeared that the CDA therefore viewed the water-sellers, especially since these individuals are ‘voting’ members of the general assembly, not as beneficiaries but as part of the CDAs constituency. 

Though EMPOWERS is a self-proclaimed low-profile adopter of RBA, the meeting with its two CDA partners of El Masharka and Kassab, demonstrated that there has been a shift in their perspectives towards their rights and responsibilities, and hence roles, as a constituency based civil society organizations. While noting that they now felt that they had a right to affect decision-makers and to hold decision-makers accountable, they also felt that they had a responsibility to be accountable themselves to their own communities and constituencies. It appears that it is not coincidental that these perspectives feature in CI’s own programming principles in very similar terms, and are regarded as essential to the successful adoption of RBA.

Similarly, in the meeting with the Qena Agricultural Federation, it appeared that the organization had a mature understanding of their responsibilities towards advocating with government on-behalf of their constituencies. Additionally, the federation representatives showed an understanding of the need to have a bottom-up approach to identification of the problems of their constituencies partly because they felt that this provided them with legitimacy and power to engage with government on addressing these issues. While it is difficult to assess to what degree SAFE’s RBA work had a direct impact on these perspectives, it appears, that there is one critical aspect of the Federation’s understanding that can be directly attributable to SAFE’s RBA work. During the meeting, it was noted several times by participants that being aware of their rights, especially from a legal perspective, has helped them gain commitment to help fulfill their rights and the  confidence in themselves to affect this change since their claims for these rights are legitimate.  Put in simple terms the message that was coming across from the group is that “when you have a right you are strong”. 

Finally, it is important to note that while the EMPOWERS project used a low-profile approach, and the Tawayil, Enibess and the SAFE Qena experiences appears to be a medium-profile approach to RBA adoption, that both approaches appear to have achieved a degree of impact on creating a form of grass-roots proactivism. 

v. Changes to Project Partnerships

While it appears that systematic changes in CARE Egypt project partnerships as a result of RBA adoption have not been achieved, there are indications of a number of trends and directions related to these changes. The discussions in the below sub-headings are based both on feedback received from CARE staff and project partners, and direct observations made by the evaluator.

Balance of power in partnerships: in several cases, but most notably with the Qena Federation, it appears that as a result of RBA adoption that partners are tending to be more vocal about their concerns and issues with CARE, and that they do not only have responsibilities in the partnership but that they also have rights. It appears that this partly due to a self-realization, that since they have a right to engage and dialogue with duty bearers from a point of strength (based on their legitimacy provided by their constituency and as right holders) that the same principles should by extrapolation apply to the relationship with CARE – i.e. partners are taking the initiative to assume more power within the partnership.

However, it also appears that CARE project staff have also changed their perspectives and attitudes towards power sharing and being held accountable by partners based on CARE staff’s understanding of the behaviors associated with adopting and committing to RBA – i.e. CARE has been more willing to give up some control and to share power in the relationship with partners. 

Ownership of RBA by partners: In several cases, partners appear to have taken ownership of RBA concepts and adoption based on a combination of better understanding of and commitment to RBA.  Additionally, partners noted that they were now more empowered to undertake activities related to securing the rights of their constituencies. As such, several partners had already identified additional rights issues they want to work on, and noted that they  can do this on their own in future without CARE’s assistance. 

More of a facilitation and networking role for CARE Egypt: In supporting the ownership of partners of RBA adoption, and in providing partners with contacts and support for their work, CARE Egypt projects have clearly taken more of facilitation and networking role when it comes to the implementation of RBA activities. While it appears that this partly due to supporting partners ownership, it also seems to be a conscious mechanism by some projects to avoid being a protagonist and thus jeopardize their ability to bring rights-holders and duty bearers to the ‘table’. 

Realization, on the part of many CARE project staff, of the need for strategic non-project partnerships with key current project partners: It appears that a significant number of CARE project staff and management have realized that in order build the capacity of partners to understand, own and champion RBA in their work, that this requires extensive support and time. Additionally it requires a different approach to partnership that is not constrained by the practicalities of one-off project partnerships. More importantly there is a realization among CARE project staff that affecting changes in power relationships and policies also requires significant time and effort, and that this is not always possible considering the short-term nature of many development projects. It appears that, for example, in the WEAN and SAN proposals development efforts, CARE Egypt took more attention than usual to ensuring the input and voice of partners in the design of the projects. This appeared not simply based on good practice proposal development practices, but on a deeper commitment to facilitating and engaging with organizations that are natural candidates to be long-term strategic partners for CARE Egypt in its adoption of RBA. 
vi. Multiple ‘Approaches’ to Success: Relevance of Approach

As noted in the introduction to this sub-section, it is the opinion the evaluator that the various experiments and experiences with RBA adoption in CARE Egypt’s projects appear not to represent a number of different models. Rather, they represent a number of permutations of approaches to a similar model.  In terms of which of these approaches is better or more appropriate (for example high profile vs. low profile or the use of federations or temporary alliances) that all approaches have the potential to affect positive change and impact. Therefore, it would appear that the issue of appropriateness of approach is more to do with relevance and usefulness of the approach within a given context. It also appears that the successful adoption of RBA is related to satisfying a set of critical project specific, external and organization wide criteria irrespective of the approaches used. These criteria are identified in the following section.

Notwithstanding the above statement, in terms of the high-profile vs. low profile RBA adoption debate (since it appears that some staff believe that CARE Egypt should adopt a high-profile approach), it will be up to CARE Egypt, as part of establishing a common understanding of RBA, to define the range/zone, as an organization, that it is most comfortable with. However, the evaluator does recommend that as far as possible that CARE Egypt leave a degree of flexibility for projects to allow them to find their own approach that is relevant and most appropriate to their specific contexts. 

b. Criteria Affecting the Successful Adoption of RBA in CARE Egypt

It is recommended that CARE Egypt view the below list as a ‘recipe’ for the successful adoption of RBA. The below list has been developed based on findings and recommendations noted through-out this report:


i. Project Specific Issues

· Inclusion of RBA in the design of the project, 

· Project senior management understand and commit to RBA

· Openness to flexibility & experimentation in implementation, 

· A critical mass of project staff who understand and are committed to RBA

· Availability of dedicated project staff to lead and support efforts

· Suitability of timing (in cases where project design does not include RBA) of adoption, i.e. will unlikely be successful if RBA work is initiated either during the start-up or phase-out stages of a project 

· Well planned, long-term and strategic technical assistance on RBA, 

· Integration of RBA into project operational and M&E plans, including availability of relevant tools

· Availability of policy analysis capacity, 

· Open and transparent management culture that is in line with RBA ‘behaviors’

ii. Externalities

· Donor support and interest in exploring and working on RBA

· Partners’ ownership, commitment to RBA 

· Partners’ capacity and willingness to undertake a leadership role in RBA

· Partner’s commitment to support the creation of grassroots activism within both their membership and constituency, and to be held accountable to them

· Creation of linkages between project partners and HROs and consultants 

· Generally supportive political environment (local/national) 

iii. Organization-Wide factors

· Demonstrated organizational leadership and commitment to RBA in organizational and program planning, learning, resource allocation and human resource management activities.  

· Open and participatory debate and discourse that allows for broad-based ownership of RBA and the development of a common and practical understanding.

· RBA forms the basis of organizational strategies and plans and is not an add-on

· Clear guidelines and communication around organizational drivers and objectives, partnering and visibility and the ‘red lines’ in adoption of RBA. 

· Existence of strong mechanisms for holding staff accountability, 

· An organizational culture that itself ensures that the rights and dignity of its staff is both valued and ensured.

D. External Partnerships

1.
Knowledge, Attitudes, Perceptions and Adoption and Learning

a. R4’s Impact 

R4 has engaged in a substantial number of orientation and introductory events and meetings with a wide range of external actors and stakeholders. Many of these organizations are new to CARE Egypt. As expected not all of these R4 attempts have subsequently led to more substantial engagement. While recognizing the importance of having to cast a wide net in order to identify potential partnerships and collaboration around RBA with external actors, this sub-section deals only with those efforts that have developed beyond the introductory orientation and familiarization, or with those efforts with critical stakeholders such as the Ministry of Social Solidarity. The key examples and impact of R4’s efforts around improving knowledge, attitudes and perceptions and learning and collaboration of external partners around RBA can be grouped around the following types of interactions between R4 and external partners:

i. RBA Orientation and Training:

Milestone 1: Training PDP staff on RBA:  As part of several key interactions between R4 and the  CIDA funded Participatory Development Program, R4 provided training to PDP  staff on RBA, including presenting the CARE Egypt experiences with Tawayil and Enibess CDAs on RBA.  This training appeared to be very timely as PDP had just started and RBA was among its overall objectives as outlined by CIDA. R4’s training of PDP staff consisted of a theoretical background around human rights; legal protection instruments and monitoring; and the experiences of Tawayil and Enibess CDAs. As such the training did not just to focus on ‘best practices’ but there was also sharing of the lessons learnt from the R4 evaluation of the Tawayil and Enibess experiences.  

PDP staff noted that the R4 presentation was beneficial since CIDA’s perspective on RBA is at the program level but CARE’s was on the project level and therefore gave additional perspective and insights to PDP. Additionally, PDP staff highlighted that the approach and methodology used by R4 in the training was appropriate since whether the RBA/SA was presenting other NGOs or CARE Egypt’s approach to RBA, he facilitated the group discussion and did not lead it. Additionally, it was noted that the RBA/SA, during the training was making the connection to, but not speaking on behalf of CARE or the NGOs. PDP staff and management noted that the R4 training assisted in developing a fuller understanding and analysis of rights holders and duty bearers in project design.  Additionally, they noted that the training helped PDP in moving towards its aim to build the capacity of CDAs to adopt RBA. In particular, it helped PDP Project Officers to start talking with a rights-language and understand the resources and legal references in defining rights and in their analysis of CDAs. Additionally, on the issue of RBA training, PDP staff noted that since there is a lack of expertise and trainers on RBA in Egypt, and that CARE Egypt, with its technical experiences should have a strategy to develop cadres of local trainers, to develop expertise and training modules on RBA in Arabic. 

Milestone 2: Training CEOSS staff on RBA: CARE Egypt and the Coptic Evangelical Organization for Social Services (CEOSS) established a partnership on the EMPOWERS project in 2005. As a result of this relationship, in which both EMPOWERS and CARE Egypt noted their overall interest in RBA, it was discovered that CEOSS was also interested in improving its staff understanding of, and ability to adopt, RBA. As a result of this identified interest R4 undertook pro-bono training for CEOSS staff on RBA.  CEOSS staff noted that it was important that a meeting had been held before the training between R4 and CEOSS and a common understanding was developed that the overall aim of CEOSS’s RBA adoption was to improve the impact of its programs. CEOSS staff felt that the R4 training was well-prepared, and that the dissemination of the case studies on Tawayil, Enibess and EMPOWERS experiences was an important factor in the success of the training since they provided CEOSS staff with CARE’s first hand knowledge of RBA adoption. Moreover, it was noted by CEOSS that the training came at a time when the CARE Egypt-CEOSS relationship was improving, and that the R4 training has helped to create a realization that the two organizations have a good opportunity to further develop their relationships/partnership especially in the area of RBA.

CEOSS did a participant evaluation of the R4 training and the results showed that it had been highly practical and useful, and that it had led to a better understanding of RBA, on the part of CEOSS staff, and that there were multiple models of RBA adoption. CEOSS noted that the ideas presented at the training were new to many staff, and that through the training both old and new staff began to develop a common understanding of RBA. After the training, a three year plan was developed by CEOSS to promote a focus at the policy level on three main target groups: (a) small fishermen; (b) working children; (c) disabled youth/children. CEOSS Staff noted that they had just undergone a policy analysis process to develop an RBA approach, and the R4 training was timely, as an introductory step, to take the reflective process to the practical level. Therefore, it appears that the R4 training has had a direct impact of contributing to CEOSS’ plans to develop its own model of RBA.

Milestone 3: Orientation of Ministry of Social Solidarity (MoSS) staff on RBA: including the National Steering Committee meeting /presentation):  As part of its efforts to keep MoSS staff at both the governorate and national levels iformed of RBA work, CARE Egypt with support from R4 has taken two complementary approaches that appear to be based on the differing roles of local vs. national MSSD staff in supporting CARE Egypt’s work. It must be noted though that the evaluator met with only one representative of governorate level MSSD staff (in Sohag). As such, the comments and findings related specifically to the impact of R4 on knowledge and learning around RBA with governorate level MSSD staff may not apply to other governorates in the same way as it does in Sohag. 

In terms of activities for orientation of MSSD staff -at both the national and governorate levels on RBA- R4 gave an orientation in June 2004 on R4 at a joint meeting of the heads of the Community Development Departments of the MoSS in all 27 governorates. Additionally, R4 conducted a follow-on orientation on R4 and RBA to MoSS Cairo and governorate representatives during a regular CARE Egypt-MoSS ‘National Steering Committee’ meeting’ in February 2005. Finally, CARE Egypt activities, which began before R4, specifically related to RBA understanding and perceptions of local MoSS representatives in Sohag governorate were centered on the participation of select MoSS staff members in orientation and training events for local CARE Egypt partners.

In terms of local MSSD staff in Sohag, it appears that R4’s work on including them in joint training with CDAs has resulted in a fair understanding at the local level for the concepts and adoption of RBA, and appears to have resulted in a more supportive and empathetic view by local MoSS staff to RBA adoption. However, it appears that more work can be done by CARE Egypt and R4 to explain how RBA actually differs from other development approaches.  The MoSS representative in Sohag noted that CARE was the first NGO to work in RBA, yet proceeded to associate RBA with traditional community participation approaches related to focusing on the poorest segments of communities and identifying their needs.  However, it was noted that CARE’s RBA training for Enibess and Tawayil had, in the opinion of MoSS made their interaction with their target groups more participatory.

In terms of MoSS, at the central level, it appears that while CARE Egypt and R4 have managed to convey the basic terminology of RBA to MoSS, there is still a long way to go in clarifying to the ministry how RBA differs from other development interventions that CARE Egypt has been implementing in the past. This was evident in that the comments made to the evaluator were more related to the issues of rights (whether human rights in general or the rights of specific groups such as women or the disabled) as opposed to rights-based approaches in development. MoSS perspectives and suggestions towards CARE’s role in addressing rights issues can be summarized as follows:

· CARE is pro-poor and is building a local model of RBA by building schools and working on the rights of girls to education; 

· CARE is developing new models that MoSS can implement jointly with CARE and government inputs and work with NGOs; 

· Suggestions include: including MSSD on RBA training. MSSD is the administrative authority for NGOs. CARE can have a capacity development role for developing the capacity of the MSSD (through including MoSS staff in RBA trainings) to engage in debates with NGOs 
· CARE’s work in RBA is not charity but long-term and sustainable  
· CARE has a role to connect NGOs with awareness raising on rights issues.
ii. Expert and Technical Advice & Facilitating Partnerships with Other Organizations:

Milestone 1: Connecting PDP to CDAs and Participation on the Egyptian Program Advisory Committee of PDP: As a follow-on to the RBA training provided by R4 to PDP staff, which included the presentation on the work of Enibess and Tawayil CDAs on RBA, R4 pursued the development of a funding relationship between PDP and the two CDAs, and nominated a number of other CDAs that had previously worked with CARE. While more in-depth discussions on the details of this effort for Enibess and Tawayil can be found under Milestone 2 below, the PDP staff noted that R4’s support in identifying suitable CDA candidates for the PDP’s sub-grant component was highly appreciated given the scarcity of suitable civil society organizations that could receive funding.  Additionally, PDP noted that R4 while providing the contacts and links, and working to support the development of funding relationships maintained a facilitation role which helped build direct contacts with the CDAs. This approach to collaboration from R4 was highly appreciated by PDP.
Subsequently in November 2005 the RBA/SA was invited by PDP to be a member of the projects Egyptian advisory committee. That provides guidance to PDP’s planning and implementation processes and overall advice on approaches and strategies. It appears that the invitation to R4 to be a member of the PDP’s advisory committee was due to the experience and technical expertise of the RBA/SA and for the potential for learning and networking potential of CARE Egypt. Additionally, since PDP is a project and will end in 2008, CARE Egypt presents an opportunity for PDP to house its experiences and lesson’s learned after 2008. However, it appears that there is no clear distinction in the R4 – PDP relationship between the contribution of the RBA/SA as an individual and his organizational role as a representative of CARE Egypt.
Milestone 2: On-going Support to Tawayil and Enibess CDAs in Sohag: R4 continued from the CARE’s previous work through its CAP project had begun in terms of piloting RBA adoption in the Tawayil and Enibess CDAs. Key R4 interaction with the two organizations began with an in-depth evaluation of the RBA experiences of both CDAs.  Additionally, R4 helped establish contacts between the two CDAs and PDP, and assisted Enibess in the development of a funding proposal to PDP. Additionally, R4 contact with, though somewhat, infrequently due to time constraints, with the CDAs and provided on-going technical assistance, support and contacts and links with human rights organizations and forums. Unlike Tawayil whose working relationship with CARE ended with the end of the CAP project, the Enibess continues to be a CARE project partner on the EL SHAMS project. 

In terms of impact of R4 support and engagement, Tawayil CDA managed to secure funding from PDP for a women’s legal support project. This funding has helped Tawayil deepen their RBA experience and work. It must be noted that Tawayil is a strong CDA that has an excellent understanding of RBA concepts and practices and have fully committed to RBA in their programming. While Tawayil noted and appreciated R4’s continued support in providing advice and contacts and relationships with funding and human rights organizations, it was difficult for the evaluator to draw a distinct line between the impact of R4 support and other factors including PDP’s funding and support and the Tawayil’s own organizational initiative and commitment. What is clear though is that the Tawayil experience and journey with RBA is worth documenting as a learning experience for CARE Egypt. Additionally, the low-level yet long-term engagement of R4 with the Tawayil CDA appears to represent a potential model for CARE Egypt on how to maintain strategic partnerships, beyond the project level, with appropriately strong and like-minded grass-roots civil society organizations.

Tawayil: Past, Present and Future
In 1996 Tawayil was a small hardly known CDA within its community and began working with CARE on a number of service delivery projects including septic tanks, literacy, and water connections. 

They were introduced to RBA in late 2003 as part of CARE’s CAP project. They found the concepts and approach of RBA interesting because it was not ‘set in stone’ like other projects and was well-planned.  It took months to prepare and they took their time doing so, investigating all community segments through household livelihood security analysis. They identified daily/seasonal agricultural laborers as their target group and then worked with them to define the group’s problems which included: irregular income; discrimination; and lack of health insurance. Through joint planning with CARE they determined how these agricultural laborers can demand their rights. It was the first time for Tawayil to engage with agricultural laborers.

Tawayil succeeded in helping daily/seasonal agricultural laborers to enroll in social insurance, obtain health insurance and get their children exempted from school fees. When CARE left in early 2004, Tawayil continued alone to work on these issues. “Some of the laborers are now over 65 years old and are receiving pensions”.  Tawayil noted that overall agricultural laborers understand their rights well now.  Tawayil continues to support the target through women’s reproductive health, funded by a loan from the Kuwaiti fund.  

Through a PDP funded RBA project targeting women, Tawayil currently provides women with legal assistance. Additionally, ahead of the recent people’s assembly elections they conducted seminars on women’s civil and legal rights with outreach workers and lawyers. They have also helped women with issuing birth certificates and are now working on the civil registration law regarding its loop holes. Through PDP they receive technical assistance and capacity development from the Cairo based Center for Supporting Women’s Issues. 

Women members of Tawayil CDA, who are also beneficiaries of the PDP funded project, have expressed that they now want their own NGO in order to have independence in decision-making and programmatic focus. Issues that women would like to address through their planned NGO include women’s issues in general, widows and income generating activities, girls’ enrolment, raising the age of marriage, issues around divorce, and gender based violence. Some women, for the first time, are even considering running in the local council elections in support of women’s issues.

Tawayil is also currently playing a facilitator/partner role between/with other NGOs and GOE departments upon the request of the latter. They also lead quarterly meetings with all local NGO representatives. Because MSSD is asking them to perform a facilitator role between the ministry’s departments and other NGOs, they feel they can provide support to the government. In Tawayil’s opinion, “this is a true partnership in development”. 

In describing the impact of understanding and working with RBA, Tawayil members say that it “has changed our way of work…we understand now that rights are essential. Other people shout to attain these rights.  Our own way is through RBA.”  A lawyer working with Tawayil explained how she stands-up in court to get people their rights while through working in development she shows them how they can get their rights.  Tawayil members want to address the issues of ‘rights and responsibilities’ within a legal framework. 
Tawayil’s future plans are many: they would like to create a women’s NGO to sustain the PDP project; and establish a legal assistance unit for women in Sohag like that of the Cairo based Center for Supporting Women’s Issues. Tawayil is working with two other NGOs in Sohag and plans to create a network for coordination and future sustainability for the legal assistance center in Sohag. With PDP support there are also plans to create a branch of the Agricultural Workers Syndicate in the village so as to provide economic and social benefits to the segment.

Tawayil aims to be able to change and effect laws and build relationships with HROs.  They see themselves as having the clout to effect and change policy through their local power and credibility and external relationships. They hope to share their experiences with the largest number of NGOs for greater impact. They want strong relationships with other NGOs in their districts and expand contacts and experiences beyond even Egypt.  They believe they can influence decision makers and that they are leaders with true power, and now they are known by everyone they would like to expand their membership base beyond their community because, to them, that means even more power. 

Tawayil see themselves as successful because their board members and executive staff fulfill their discrete responsibilities and the majority understand RBA; they are transparent; their membership diverse (both women and men); and ‘the people’ have understood that development work is not charity but that it is their right.

As for Enibess, they appear to have had a somewhat similar, though less developed, experience with RBA. Enibess began working on RBA through CARE’s CAP project.  Based on the results of a household livelihood security analysis undertaken in collaboration with CAP – and complementary RBA training, Enibess established its plans to work with the water-sellers group to provide them with legal protection, social and health insurance, and better access to education. 

R4’s main support to Enibess was to support their development of an RBA proposal to PDP to continue the CDA’s work with the water-sellers.  This included not only technical input, but facilitation of the relationship between Enibess and PDP. However, after many rounds of discussions – and changes in PDP staff- PDP declined to fund Enibess. This was mainly due to the fact that PDP had a problem around the legality of funding for an RBA project around legal protection for water-sellers as water selling in itself is not a legally recognized profession. At the time of the evaluation, R4 was re-engaging to support Enibess to modify its proposal to PDP. However, it appears that Enibess will need more systematic help to secure PDP funding, which they have not yet got.  R4 has limited resources and time and does not see its role as taking the lead in this respect. This view is supported by the evaluator; especially since it was apparent that Enibess was not yet ready to ‘go-it-alone’ and some board members of Enibess still view CARE Egypt/R4 as a patron and benefactor. 

Notwithstanding the capacity issues within Enibess, there are several positive aspects in terms of the impact of CARE Egypt’s and R4’s support to Enibess in RBA adoption. The most important, of these, is that the water-sellers now had a significant number of representatives in Enibess’ general assembly. These representatives, during the evaluator’s meeting with the CDA, clearly demonstrated that they are holding the board and staff of Enibess accountable. 

Apart from R4’s support to them on the proposal development for PDP, Enibess, as part of the Sohag informal agricultural network (SAFE project), has also been part of R4’s and SAFE’s RBA adoption work. .Enibess noted that R4 was “always in touch” and followed up to build relationships to work on RBA. Additionally, they noted that CARE Egypt had helped connect them to the LCHR, which they believe is a necessary relationship for them to have in order to work on RBA.

R4’s experience with Enibess, when compared to Tawayil, raises a key question for CARE Egypt on what type (and strength) of organization actually merits the investment of CARE Egypt’s resources so as to build long-term non-project partnerships.  In the opinion of he evaluator, while Enibess has made generally good progress on RBA adoption, it appears that the organization cannot yet move forward without intensive support from CARE Egypt. Therefore while it is opportune that Enibess is still benefiting from a project relationship with the SAFE (and EL SHAMS) projects in building its capacity, it would appear that Enibess is not yet ready to benefit fully from R4’s direct support in RBA adoption. 

iii. Dialogue and information exchange

Milestone 1: RBA Roundtable Meeting: Around the CARE Jordan training visit on RBA in March 2005, R4 held a roundtable discussion to explore issues related to RBA and poverty eradication. Participants included five CARE Egypt senior staff as well as three senior staff members from CARE Jordan, representatives from Save the Children, PDP, NGO Support Center and UNICEF, in addition to two human rights experts. The roundtable meeting was an opportunity for both CARE Egypt and other organizations to expand their understanding and learning around each others perspectives, concerns and experiences in addressing issues of human rights in development. PDP noted, during the evaluation that this roundtable meeting had been beneficial to them since it was both a networking and learning opportunity for them on RBA. Additionally, PDP noted that they had expected that this effort, led by R4, would have continued in the form of regular meetings. While PDP were the only non-CARE participants interviewed during this evaluation, through a review of the minutes of the roundtable discussion it appears that the majority of participants were quite positive in their responses to R4’s question on how the group could continue its RBA dialogue.

It appears that forums such as the roundtable meeting represent a good opportunity for structured learning for CARE Egypt on others’ experiences in RBA and rights work through. While avoiding the need to have intensive or project based collaboration with a great many organizations, such forums are also a good opportunity for a larger number of CARE Egypt staff to participate in both dialogue and learning around RBA with other organizations.

Milestone 2: On-Going Dialogue with Ford Foundation (FF): CARE Egypt and FF were already aware of each others work related to RBA before the relationship between FF and R4 developed. Initially CARE Egypt and FF held a meeting where it became evident, according to FF, that CARE Egypt clearly has a vision for RBA and wants to work and experiment with it. Since the initial meetings between CARE Egypt and FF, R4 has played a leading role in the maintenance of this relationship and hence the continued debate on possible partnering options around RBA with FF.  While joint programming, both locally and regionally, are clear options for the relationship between FF and CARE Egypt on RBA, it appears that the strength of the relationship, and indeed continued partnership, is based more on cross-learning and sharing between the two organizations to help develop the RBA discourse in both organizations. Within this framework, it appears that R4 has pro-actively engaged with FF through sharing of CARE Egypt’s and its partners’ RBA experiences, and from learning from the experiences of FF. 

In terms of a partnership, according to FF, there are a number of commonalities and synergies between CARE Egypt and FF related to RBA. A key commonality is that both organizations are interested in RBA and its impact on poverty, and that both have had good experiences in this area. In terms of synergies, FF noted that they have good networks with HR groups; and a regional presence (and are looking for alliances and medium/long term partnerships in RBA). FF see that CARE Egypt can bring to the discourse, between civil society and HR groups, documented experiences on RBA adoption from design to impact. 

Since FF sees that CARE Egypt wants to work on RBA from the perspective of a communication platform (sharing, learning, dialogue), therefore FF would like to coordinate its RBA work with CARE Egypt both in Egypt and in one or two countries in the region since CARE’s experience in Egypt could be a model for other countries on what RBA is and how to join HR and development at the same time, without using confrontational approaches towards governments.

.

Ford Foundation on ‘development’ NGOs and HROs moving forward together on rights issues

HR groups are not familiar with impact assessment and developing indicators for their work. HR groups are new to the idea of impact as they evaluate the service not the impact on work and need capacity development for impact evaluation. CARE can work with HR groups on their evaluation and impact assessment skills for developing indicators and measuring impact

HR groups have not yet been able to get people to stand-up for their rights. HR groups still provide services (helping to get specific rights for specific individuals/groups) but not enough awareness raising on the rights themselves.  HR groups and civil society should work closely to educate people on rights

There needs to be an evaluation of HR groups to identify their needs for/from a dialogue with NGOs.  This might likely lead to a realization that the more polarized elements within the HR groups should be excluded from development NGO and HRO dialogue and collaboration.

HR groups do not focus on ‘communication’ between various elements of society: RBA focuses on communication between the various elements of a society. This has not been implemented by HR groups, and understanding RBA in development can help them.

HR groups do not generally have relationships with communities: therefore they tend to be limited to workshops and research. NGOs can help to create these links and help HR groups review their approaches and methodologies accordingly.

 .

iv. Joint initiatives

Milestone 1: Membership of the Egyptian Working Group For the Signing of the Optional protocol on Social, Economic and Cultural Rights: R4 has engaged by invitation, as a representative of CARE Egypt, with a number of organizations and individuals in a working group (coordinated by The Egyptian Center for Housing Rights -ECHR) established for advocating with the Egyptian government to sign the optional protocol of the international convention on social, economic an cultural rights. The optional protocol, in essence, establishes the mechanisms by which citizens of signatory countries have the right to present complaints to the UN’s monitoring committee on social, economic and cultural rights on rights violations.  

While the aim of the working group was time-bound and specific, it appears that several members of the group, including R4 saw the potential for the working group to expand beyond the issue of the ‘optional protocol’ to be more broadly a forum for supporting the fulfillment of citizens’ social, economic and cultural rights. This appeared to be the main driver behind CARE Egypt’s participation in the working group. CARE Egypt was one of two non-Egyptian organizations in the working group and from the perspective of the working group it was clear that having an international NGO such as CARE participate would add strength and credibility to the group’s work. 

Additionally, of the 15 original members, only CARE Egypt was not what can be broadly termed as an HRO. It appears that the ties that CARE Egypt brings with local and grass-roots development NGOs was also a sought after issue amongst the working group members so as to be able to gain links, and hence credibility, to these local NGOs.

It must be noted that several discussions occurred within CARE Egypt as to the merits, and associated risks, in the RBA/SA participating in a working group, which is mainly compromised of HROs- some of which have quite polarized, vocal and conformational perspectives and approaches in their work.  Ultimately, it was seen that CARE Egypt should participate so as to gain first hand experiences in dealing in such forums, as part of CARE Egypt’s own learning on HROs and working with them.

R4’s participated in the working group as both a member and as a co-coordinator of the working group’s first roundtable discussion on the ‘optional protocol’ in which a senior representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was invited. In the preparation work for, build-up to and during the roundtable (which the evaluator attended), several differences in pace, approach, and tone were clearly evident between R4 and with a number of other members of the working group, especially with ECHR. Some of these differences as noted by the RBA/SA and ECHR can be summarized as follows:

	
	R4
	ECHR

	Pace
	Needs to be slow and deliberate so as to be well-thought-out, researched and presented in order to effect change 
	The UN working group on the optional protocol was up for renewal (or cancellation) and therefore action needs to be immediate

	Approach
	Would like to have more NGO representatives especially grass-roots, to ensure credibility and that the debate is not elitist 

NGOs can help moderate the tone of discourse

Main aim is not the protocol, but establish a working group on social, economic and cultural rights
	Would like the participation but time is not sufficient to allow for inclusion and participation

Need to focus on the immediate aim to have results.

	Tone
	Low tone and moderation, engage government in dialogue and building trust and credibility
	Moderation leads to no change

You need to have a ‘loud voice’ to get government’s attention


From the evaluators direct observation of the proceedings of the roundtable, the majority of interjections by attendees (except for R4 and one or two other individuals) were merely loud voiced attacks against the guest from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (and indeed anything ‘governmental’), that in the main were either not well researched accusations, or simply not even relevant to the topic. In the opinion of the evaluator, this approach stripped the working group and its members of a great deal of credibility. The noted reaction by the ministry representative, who was extremely polite and diplomatic as expected, was visibly one of bemusement.
It appears that CARE Egypt’s (through R4) participation in the Working Group has opened, from a very practical perspective, a large number of key and pertinent questions around engaging and working with HROs. It appears, and is confirmed by both the RBA/SA and CARE Egypt’s External Relations Manager, that since the risks associated with working with HROs – especially the more vocal and polarized ones- can be great, that clear guidelines and criteria on partnering with HROs need to be established. Additionally, these partnerships, if they are to develop need to be clear and transparent about the boundaries of each partner and that the partnership agreement not only outlines activities and aims but also jointly-agreed upon approaches.

Milestone 2: Working with LCHR in project and program activities: Initial discussions between LCHR and CARE Egypt were around policy research on agricultural wage laborers and their legal issues in 2003 with CAP. Later SAFE staff approached LCHR to plan for the Minya workshop with the Sohag Informal network in which LCHR gave a presentation. LCHR noted, that since they had developed many policy research documents of interest and concern to farmers, that the work with SAFE, and subsequent contact with farmers NGOs representatives was only natural. Additionally, as the SAN proposal was being developed, it became apparent to CARE Egypt, that LCHR because of their technical expertise can have an active role to play in the project. While the RBA/SA had contacts with LCHR, the decision to use LCHR in the Minya workshop was not initiated, though it was endorsed and subsequently supported, by the RBA/SA.  Additionally, EL SHAMS project asked for R4 support in establishing contacts with LCHR so as to secure their services for EL SHAMS work.  LCHR noted that working with SAFE had enhanced LCHR’s credibility with the agricultural networks and federations and the farmer NGOs. This led to the development of direct relations between these organizations and LCHR. These contacts, which were greatly welcomed by LHCR, was also seen by them as a critical element n their future work- namely ensuring that their policy and advocacy work is rooted in communities and farmers real issues and concerns.

Though LCHR noted that CARE’s RBA was not fully clear to them, they did note that it appeared to them that CARE Egypt has some vision, and is serious, about providing more power and solutions to help people in dealing with their problems and rights. LCHR noted that this is a different image from the image that HROs generally have of development work:  is service delivery and does not have broad-based impact and sustainability.  

LCHR in Quotes: a low-key HRO?

“We need to build long term relationships and partnerships…we are moving towards some form of development work since both development and HR work are needed… Our limited resources need to go to empowering people on the ground …At the rural level there needs to be federations and networks in all the governorates and broad-based representation of CDAs … We are considerate of risks for the communities in undertaking HR work, we cannot push them too quickly, or be ahead of them…” 

b. Summary of R4’s Impact

R4 has had a significant impact, considering its limited resources, on identifying and establishing partnership opportunities and generally affecting positive changes in knowledge, attitudes and perceptions around RBA. A summary of R4’s key impact can be summarized as follows:

· Has been successful, mainly with similar minded organizations, in supporting their increased knowledge, attitudes and perceptions around RBA. 

· Has generated interest and collaboration with human rights organizations and consultants, mainly LCHR, in CARE’s RBA in development work.

· Has opened the way to the future development of a whole new set of potential partnerships with both traditional type (NGO/donor) and key new types (HROs) of organizations.

· Has clearly established CARE Egypt on the road to becoming a pivotal stakeholder, and to some degree a leader, within the field of rights based approaches in development.

· Has raised a set of new, and critical, questions and debates within CARE Egypt around partnerships in RBA, especially related to HROs.

c. Summary Findings & recommendations 

MoSS understanding of CARE Egypt’s RBA is insufficiently developed: It is recommended that more effort is needed, especially with central MoSS officials, to ensure that the concepts and practical implications of CARE Egypt’s move towards RBA are clear to them. This recommendation, in the opinion of the evaluator, is a critical priority for CARE Egypt to undertake. This is mainly due to the fact that within the current volatile context of social and political change, and resistance by government towards foreign driven democratization and human rights agendas, that not ensuring full understanding of MoSS senior staff of CARE’s RBA work, can pose significant risks to CARE’s relationship with, and support it receives from, MoSS at the central level. 

There still appears to be a significant gap in the understanding of human rights organizations of CARE’s RBA in development: While this appears to be mainly due to R4’s resource and time constraints, it also appears to be a result that R4 specific bi-lateral relationships between R4 and HROs have not been established. However, it is recommend, that in order to ensure that partners expectations of CARE Egypt are realistic, CARE Egypt should invest in ensuring that its perspectives and organizational understanding and image related to RBA is clearly conveyed to organizations that may be more confrontational and activist in their approaches to addressing issues of rights.
Learning from others is still not structured, and systematically, documented and disseminated: While there is no doubt that there has been significant learning by R4 on the approaches, perspectives and experiences in dealing with rights issues, of other organizations, this appears yet to have become a formal or structured process that is shared within CARE Egypt. It appears that, apart from time and resource constraints, this may also be partly due to the ‘experimentation and exploration focus’ of R4. However, it is recommended that R4 and CARE Egypt explore mechanisms and forums -such as the roundtable on RBA and poverty reduction- to ensure such structured learning can be generated, captured and disseminated.
2. Quality of Partnerships and Recommended Models and Roles

In addition to the detailed features of the nature and impact of the relationship between CARE and other organizations discussed above, the quality of the organizational relationships developed by R4 around RBA and its future prospects are presented below by sub-heading and partner. 

a. Partner’s opinions as to the key underpinnings of the current partnerships

	PDP
	· CARE has a lot of national staff and local credibility on the ground in 7 governorates

· Personal contacts between PDP and CARE have helped in the development of the relationship

· CARE is a key source of needed technical assistance 

	CEOSS
	· There were earlier attempts at partnership between the two organizations and a history of collaboration to build on.

· CARE and CEOSS both are considering an intermediary role so there is similarity in concepts and ideas;

· There are good opportunities for synergies between the two organizations.

	MSSD
	· CARE is well-known and has extensive and long-term experience in upper Egypt

	Tawayil & Enibess
	· CARE supports contacts to external consultants and technical assistance

· CARE supports in maintaining relationships;

· The funding is from PDP.

	ECHR
	· As an international organization it provides more support and weight. 

· Can benefit from CARE networks to access and involve grass-roots organization (CDAs)

	LCHR 
	· CARE support gives them credibility

· Easy coordination with CARE

· Synergy: LCHR provides legal and policy work and CARE development work

	FF
	· CARE’s experience in Egypt on RBA could be a model for the region

· The partnership helps develop the discourse in both organizations: 

· Ford Foundation has good networks and a regional presence while CARE has the experiences


b. Partners’ perspectives on the challenges to establishing effective partnerships with CARE on RBA

	CEOSS
	· Sustainability of the relationship is in question because CARE is an international organization and offers temporary support.

· At one time there was a lack of transparency on behalf of CARE and these roused suspicions. 

· Cannot be effective unless a “true partnership” exists

· Comparisons and competition between the two organizations seem to exist. .

	Tawayil & Enibess
	· CARE does not have enough resources and time to help Enibess secure PDP or other funding

	ECHR
	· CARE is bureaucratic and lacks responsiveness to urgent issues;

· Development organizations may be afraid of confrontation with the government

· It is not certain that there is a middle ground with a lower tone for the discussion on the ’optional protocol’. This is lower than they are used to.

· ECHR do not want to work with USAID funding  for political reasons

	LCHR 
	· Not all CARE staff sees the partnership as broad. Sometimes people look at technical and operational issues only. 

· The vision on RBA within CARE should be broader to encompass more types of initiatives therefore expanding partnership opportunities.

	FF
	· CARE as an international organization is an issue since locally based RBA concepts and adoption is a priority


c. Partner’s Ideas and Recommendations on how effective partnerships around RBA can be developed

	PDP
	· CARE needs to be more proactive in its public relations related to its RBA work, prioritizing projects and donors, then NGOs.  Projects and donors are a top priority because they have resources and outreach;

· CARE should do more presentations on the case studies to other organizations and projects.

· Not to invest too much in human rights organizations. 

· True strategic partnerships on RBA are needed. 

· Many people in the field of RBA are in the learning mode; therefore documentation and sharing are very important

	CEOSS
	· A true partnership model is needed

· There needs to be a ‘practical’ meeting point to develop a larger more strategic partnership.

· CEOSS needs a serious, non-monetary relationship with CARE.

· The relationship needs to begin from where there are differences and move to joint decision making. 

· Each organization needs to have autonomy for its policy perspectives.

· In adopting a future outlook, some control will be lost and some compromising on directionality will happen.

· The relationship should be built systemically between organizations and not between individuals.

· Each partner has to have clear roles and responsibilities

· Mechanisms are needed to maintain the relationship 

· Direct discussions and dialogue, scope of work, partnerships with other partners, all need to be documented

	Tawayil & Enibess
	· Trust needs to be built before vision

· CARE should not break the relationship simply because there is no project funding.

· Tawayil needs true equal partnership with CARE which is not about funding and money.

	ECHR
	· It should be clear whether the relationship is based on individuals or organizations

· CARE must view them as a true and equal partner. No pressure should be exercised by CARE

· More timely responses, flexibility to make decisions quickly and more freedom is needed from CARE.

· CARE should focus on one topic at a time.

· There has to be better understanding between CARE and HR organizations.

· CARE needs not be an HR organization but needs to be aware of the whole HR issue and policy and how it affects development.

· CARE needs to map organizations and discuss face-to-face as there is competition on status and money. There are also issues with personal agendas and motives within HR organizations in Egypt.

· Partnership with CARE can and should be maintained without funding

	LCHR 
	· CARE needs to take more interest in and maximize RBA approach. It needs to be complementary to its existing work rather than replace it.

	FF
	· CARE’s Egypt experience will bring it credibility at the Arab level; however CARE must have strong local partners to enhance this credibility. 

· Networks and alliances should be looked at in terms of specific issues, e.g. poverty, water, etc to make it easier;

· Jointly focus on one or two issues within a true partnership: FF and CARE should be Partners not donor and grantee.

· Continually hold stakeholders consultations.


d. Future Potential Roles for CARE within RBA partnerships

	PDP
	· Can play a role linking projects with serious HR organizations; focus on those who have the capacity and vision to work on HR as a package

· Undertake capacity building of technical service providers in RBA

· Connect project/donors to grass root NGOs, using the pivotal approach and getting the relationships to be non-funding.

· Build capacity of human rights groups/activists/networks to become effective organizations; HROs need to be receptive to capacity development rather than being funded to undertake activities.

· Participate in and facilitate an RBA  Think Tank to develop conceptual and practical approaches, exchanges for learning, experiences, models and tools

	CEOSS
	· Can engage with CEOSS on one or more of the following three possible levels of partnership:

· Conceptual, workshops and brainstorming

· Technical assistance related to partners within the framework of an intermediary role;

· Physical work on specific issues of support for target groups.  This is the most difficult because it is related to human resources and finance.

· Because CEOSS and CARE relationships are different with the government, there is a possibility for dialoguing on and benefiting from this.

· CEOSS needs critically to work with CARE for the sake of impact and addressing a critical mass and funding has a better impact if there is cooperation;

· CARE has resources (manuals, references) that CEOSS could use. CEOSS can take conceptual issues and carry out research.

· Need to work on sustainability and making new connections and coming up with new ideas.

· CEOSS has good models on building networks at the local level that CARE can benefit from

	MSSD
	· CARE has a capacity development role, connecting NGOs, and awareness raising.

· CARE can support HR organizations (not the “loud voice” ones) that are trying to engage in dialogues by helping them play a better role such as in promoting women’s rights

· Engage in more advocacy

	Tawayil & Enibess
	· There needs to be continued technical assistance

· Contacts are needed with the outside world

· Tawayil need to benefit from CARE’s national presence and networks

	ECHR
	· It can work with some HR organizations to bridge the gap especially when dealing with social and economic rights

· ECHR can benefit from CARE experiences; assistance in proposal development from an HR perspective; and how to ensure the involvement of people and build their trust.  

· ECHR would like to see more cooperation between HROs and development organizations since as an HRO they perform studies on the development needs of their target groups

	LCHR 
	· Critical to be connected to the grassroots organizations and the farmers;

· Provide TA assistance to strategic planning and capacity building;

· LCHR can provide reports and policy analysis on issues and legal frameworks

	FF
	· CARE can bridge the gap between CDAs and intermediary organizations that target marginalized groups.

· CARE has the experience to share with and bring together diverse groups on a topical issue.  This could be done on a regional format.

· CARE should take a facilitator role, to provide information, build coalitions and to provide support to specific organizations to do the advocacy.  This will reduce confrontational approaches. CARE should not take positions on issues nor advocate.

· Indicators are important. HR groups do not have indicators on economic and social rights so CARE could provide the groups with indicators and how to use them. CARE can work on improving the evaluation and impact mentality and skills of HR organizations

· Facilitate an informal think tank around RBA in Egypt based on the experiences; networking and an ‘experience house’; debate forums; practical discussions and meetings. Several donors are interested (CIDA, UNDP, UNICEF). However avoid too many donors


e. Summary Findings:

Based on the assessment of partner opinions, the input of CARE staff, including the RBA/SA and CARE Egypt External Relations Manager, it appears that the following main issues are challenges to the future establishment of effective partnerships around RBA:

Absence of clear organizational guidelines and criteria on engagement with various partners on RBA, especially related to HROs: This appears to be due to the fact that only recently have relationships with various organizations on RBA been experimented with and challenged significantly so as to pose questions as to who and on what should we partner. 
Partnerships are not yet well structured, defined and purposeful: This may be due to the fact that many of these relationships are new and as such not yet ready to move to a more structured relationship. However, it appears that the time is opportune to take some or all of the current relationships to the next step in terms of closer collaboration and partnering. 

Limited institutionalization of relationships/partnerships: Many partners have noted the need for institutional as opposed to individual relationships to be the basis of their partnership with CARE Egypt. While it is clear that initially as relationships are being built, and which do not yet qualify as partnerships,  tend to revolve around the key individuals in each organization and therefore confusion exists as to whether these are individual or organizational relationships/partnerships. 

Calls by others for “true” partnerships as a critical element in RBA work: This does not appear to be a ‘call’ based on shortcomings of R4 partnership practices. However, it does appear that some organizations do have past experiences, or future concerns related to partnering with a large, strong and comparatively powerful organization such as CARE Egypt, and the risks associated with such a partner being or becoming dominant to the degree that the relationship can no longer be termed a partnership. 

f. Recommended Models of Partnerships around RBA

The below four models represent both an analysis of current relationships and partnerships around RBA developed by R4, and recommended future models of partnerships with various types of organizations. It is of course plausible that :

	Partnership Model
	Type of Organizations

(current examples)
	Recommended High Level Goals

	Model # 1: 

Learning, sharing and working with similar minded/sized organizations:
	NGOs and International Organizations/Projects:

e.g. PDP; FF; CARE Jordan; EMPOWERS (Regionally)
	Creation of a core group of organizations that are both supporters and implementers of RBA and make use of existing synergies and transferable capacities

	Model # 2: 

Supporting, linking and advising high potential local/grassroots civil society organizations
	CDAS, grass-roots NGOs, Federations and networks


	Ensuring ownership and sustainability of adoption of RBA approaches at the grass roots and intermediary levels.

	Model # 3: 

Joint collaboration and mutual technical assistance and capacity development with non-traditional, yet appropriate partners: 


	Human Rights Organizations

e.g.  LCHR 
	 Creation of a strong complementarity using the different comparative advantages  to ensure a holistic approach to RBA 

	Model # 4: 

Informing and soliciting support from policy and resource decision makers 


	Local and national government e.g. MoSS, MoE;  MoA; MoIWR;

Donors


	Promotion and scaling up of RBA approaches and institutionalization of its impact




3. The Way Forward for CARE Egypt: Partnerships, Forums and Roles

In order to build upon successes and address challenges related to partnerships on RBA, it will be critical for CARE Egypt (with R4 support, yet not leadership) to consider the below recommendations as it strives to establish effective partnerships around RBA and to enhance dialogue and collaboration between civil society, human rights organizations and government to realize the social and economic rights of the poor and marginalized. 

a. Recommendations for CARE Egypt in support of effective partnerships around RBA

· Develop and communicate clear and consistent organizational image related to CARE’s RBA work. 

· Develop clear objectives, frameworks, guidelines for priority external partnerships and linkages including CARE’s roles

· Define mechanisms and processes for assessing and managing risks related to partnerships, especially with partner organizations that may have more activist and confrontational approaches related to rights.

· Managing and institutionalizing partnerships, relationships and linkages, and hence avoid current perceptions that the relationships are built around individuals

· Build internal CARE Egypt capacity, skills and attitudes to engage in “true” partnerships

b. Recommended Forums and Roles (CARE Egypt program unit leads and R4 supports/facilitates and implements) 

· Maintaining an informative and healthy debate and dialogue with HROs and NGOs (and development organizations) with the aim of identifying common ground, and improving collaboration and coordination between these two types of organizations.

· Coordination and facilitation of external learning and coordination forum around RBA (NGOs, HROs, donors): It is recommended that these forums remain informal and initially limited to a small number of organizations who are clear supporters/implementers of RBA. Future expansion of such a forum to include learning for other organizations may be considered in due time by the forum members.

· Provision of technical assistance to a wide range of national, sub-national and local organizations/partners including organizational capacity building for HROs. Though there appears to be the demand for such services, CARE must evaluate through a cost-benefit analysis whether this would be a current priority given the pressing internal demands and needs for technical assistance. 

· Creating linkages between national and grassroots organizations, and HROs and NGOs and CDAs: CARE Egypt appears to be well positioned to play this role, which has been requested by all partners interviewed during this evaluation.

· Identifying and maintaining non-project partnerships with key ex-project partners (mainly at the field level): While this does not exclude current-project partners, the aim would be to identify one or two longer-term strategic partnerships within the various governorates where CARE works. These partnerships would be established with those organizations with the willingness and potential to continue to work with CARE (either through project work, or non-project work) on furthering an RBA adoption and learning agenda in their governorate.  These organizations could then be an integral fulcrum on which CARE can leverage a long-term program approach to its RBA work in the field.

· Maintaining links and improving cross-learning around RBA within the wider CARE world and external partners beyond Egypt: To ensure that CARE Egypt can contribute to and learn from the experiences of both CARE and non-CARE experiences on RBA. It is recommended that priority focus be on the Arab world because of ease of cross-country transfer of experiences. 

IV.

 Summary of Key Findings and Recommendations

A. Summary of R4 Impact & Findings

	Area of Inquiry
	Summary of Impact
	Key Associated findings

	Knowledge, attitudes and perceptions related to RBA at the CARE Egypt program level
	Has generated improvements in knowledge, attitudes and perceptions at the program level, especially related to alleviating staff concerns around the confrontational and ‘political’ nature of RBA work

Has improved personal commitment and belief RBA, which has opened the door for R4 to engage more systematically on RBA learning and adoption within a number of projects

Has ensured that the RBA discourse, and agenda, has been kept alive at the organizational and program level


	R4’s efforts and approaches to improving program wide knowledge, attitudes and perspectives around RBA were generally not systematic and their objectives and impact not sufficiently defined and regularly reviewed

Inconsistent field staff representation at program and organizational level RBA training and orientation and forums

Lack of organizational efforts to institutionalize R4’s orientation and training work

	Incorporation of RBA in Program Strategies, Plans and Design
	R4 support and participation in numerous working groups, task forces and planning meetings has helped ensure that RBA is a main theme and consideration in the development and implementation of CARE Egypt’s program initiatives and strategies

Has engaged with and had substantial impact in the incorporation of RBA in a select number of program development efforts


	R4’s participation/involvement has not been systematically requested, and has not been integrated well enough with CARE Egypt’s overall program unit plans

Time and resource constraints surrounding proposal development efforts has meant that adoption of RBA in the design of CARE Egypt projects has not been systematically ensured



	Knowledge, Understanding, Perceptions & Adoption of RBA at the Project Level
	Appears to have had a significant impact on improving knowledge attitudes and perceptions of a sizable number of CARE projects and project partners towards RBA

Has assisted the majority of CARE Egypt projects (though with varying degrees of success) in moving forward an agenda on RBA adoption at various levels (design, planning and implementation)

There now exists a growing number of field based staff that are committed to, and proactively engaged in, RBA in their work
	The time and resources available to R4 were limited and as such inappropriate for the scope of impact that was planned to be achieved

R4’s support to projects did not fall within the framework of broader organizational goals and objectives and therefore was at times ad hoc

Some CARE projects appear not to have been held sufficiently accountable to further their RBA work, and therefore engagement with R4, and moving their RBA agenda, appears to have been viewed as somewhat optional

Operational and resource constraints and realities of projects affected their readiness and willingness to engage in RBA adoption



	Effectiveness & Appropriateness of Training and Orientation efforts
	R4 training and orientation efforts have been by-enlarge effective and appropriate in furthering the knowledge, attitudes and perceptions around RBA, and encouraging commitment to and adoption of RBA in a wide range of internal and external actors
	In some instances training was quite conceptual and used extensive/difficult terminology; tone and relevance of orientation was sometimes politicized and confrontational; was too focused on the ‘legal’ underpinning of ‘rights’; and external consultants and technical assistance sometimes adopted a confrontational approach to RBA 



	Inter-Project Learning and Collaboration
	R4 appears to have made use of information sharing forums, and participation of projects in presenting at RBA orientation and training events, to facilitate inter-project learning

R4 efforts have been partially successful in generating sustained inter-project collaboration on RBA

R4 has had variable success in promoting the documentation and dissemination of experiences in RBA adoption


	R4 efforts to encourage inter-project collaboration efforts appear to have been hampered in some cases by the lack of common organizational understanding of RBA, but in all cases by the ‘project’ based business model of CARE Egypt

There are currently a number of well-developed experiences in RBA learning and adoption that need documentation and dissemination both internally and externally:

	Development of RBA Impact Assessment Tools
	R4 has not been able to move forward on coordinating the development of RBA impact assessment tools

R4 has though, engaged over time with EMPOWERS to assess, refine and develop RBA planning & design tools


	The overwhelming majority of CARE project and program staff have identified the need for RBA design, analysis and monitoring and evaluation tools

	Knowledge, Attitudes, Perceptions and Adoption and Learning in External Partnerships
	Has been successful, mainly with similar minded organizations, in supporting their increased knowledge, attitudes and perceptions around RBA. 

Has generated interest & collaboration with human rights organizations and consultants, mainly LCHR, in CARE’s RBA in development work.

Has opened the way to the future development of a whole new set of potential partnerships with both traditional type (NGO/donor) and key new types (HROs) of organizations.

Has clearly established CARE Egypt on the road to becoming a pivotal stakeholder, and to some degree a leader, within the field of rights based approaches in development

Has raised a set of new, and critical, questions and debates within CARE Egypt around partnerships in RBA, especially related to HROs
	MoSS understanding of CARE Egypt’s RBA is insufficiently developed

There still appears to be a significant gap in the understanding of human rights organizations of CARE’s RBA in development

Learning from others is still not structured, and systematically, documented and disseminated

Absence of clear organizational guidelines and criteria on engagement with various partners on RBA, especially related to HROs

Partnerships are not yet well structured, defined and purposeful

Limited institutionalization of relationships/partnerships

Calls by others for “true” partnerships as a critical element in RBA partnering


B.  Key Recommendations for R4

	Area/Function
	Recommendations

	Planning /Operational
	Systematic and clear objectives, benchmarks, indicators and action and monitoring plans around efforts to improve knowledge, attitudes and perspectives around RBA



	
	Ensure that there is a common organizational discourse (that includes the inputs, experiences and perspectives of both Cairo and field based staff).



	
	Detailed operational planning to outline what R4 and other external and internal resources are needed by each project in support of RBA.



	
	Use of external consultants and technical assistance must be managed carefully, to ensure clarity on the role of the consultant and to ensure consistency (and appropriateness) of approach



	Training/ Orientation
	Limiting the use of extensive and difficult terminology and using simpler language to explain concepts, as opposed to defining terminology



	
	Achieving a suitable mix of less conceptual and more practical tone and approach.



	
	Tone and relevance of orientation needs to be overall less politicized and confrontational to reduce people’s resistance to, and fears associated with, RBA.



	
	Avoiding focusing on the ‘legal’ underpinning of ‘rights’ at the onset of orientation and training.



	
	Taking the lead in preparing an initial set of RBA orientation materials and packages to be used for new staff orientation



	Tools / Documentation
	The establishment of a set of guidelines and tools for program design staff/consultants to use independently of the SA/RBA



	
	Documentation and dissemination of experiences and models of application in collaboration with RBA practitioners both within CARE and external to CARE 



	
	Refinement, contextualization and development of tools for design, monitoring and evaluation of RBA application.




C. Specific Recommendations for CARE Egypt’s Future RBA Strategies & Programming

	Area/Function
	Recommendations

	Organizational Understanding
	R4 work on knowledge, attitudes and perceptions towards RBA be a more systematic effort geared primarily to facilitating the development and subsequent dissemination of, a common organizational understanding and approach towards, the adoption of RBA within CARE Egypt. In order for R4 to successfully facilitate this process, will require the full-backing and support of CARE Egypt program and organizational leadership. The following headings present specific recommendations for CARE Egypt (supported by R4) in achieving a common organizational perspective:

· Contextualizing the CI Programming Principles as the basis for a common understanding

· Participatory identification of organizational drivers, goals and focus

· Managing individual understanding vs. organizational understanding

	Planning
	Develop an overall set of program goals, milestones, and plans related to adoption and mainstreaming of RBA. 

	
	R4’s involvement should be better integrated within a set of program unit goals, objectives and benchmarks, and general AOP and IOPs of the program unit and its staff

	
	Ensure that medium-term plans are available, with sufficient lead time, on key program design efforts that are upcoming, and ensure that within these key program design efforts, that R4 can actively participate and contribute

	
	Project operational realities and limitations should be factored in when establishing organization, program or project level plans for the adoption (or for supporting the adoption through technical and financial resources) of RBA within CARE Egypt’s projects as a whole.

	Guidelines
	Clear guidelines and communication around organizational drivers and objectives, partnering and visibility and the ‘red lines’ in adoption of RBA

	
	The establishment of a set of guidelines and tools - a combination of what already exists within CARE international as a whole (e.g. CARE UK RBA tool, the UCP Unifying Framework, and even the recent CARE USA Country office RBA self assessment checklist) and Egypt specific checklists and tools for program design staff/consultants to use independently of the RBA/SA

	Resourcing
	Identify and dedicate available financial and in-kind resources to support R4 objectives in the short and medium terms, until such time that RBA work is fully integrated and mainstreamed within CARE Egypt. 

	
	Explore and secure the necessary capacity for policy analysis to support its project and program efforts in advocacy.

	
	Encourage, coordinate and support  pro-RBA staff to fulfill their potential to act as complementary resources to the work of R4; to act as change agents within their projects on attitudes and perceptions on RBA; and to facilitate practical learning and collaboration within their projects and within CARE Egypt as a whole on RBA



	Management
	It is recommended that CARE Egypt investigate how it can ensure a program approach vs. project approach to its efforts in furthering the adoption of RBA. Hence ensuring better coordination between projects within the framework of program wide goals and objectives, and that projects can pro-actively support and reinforce (geographically, temporally and technically) each other efforts to adopt RBA with project partners on the ground. 

	
	CARE Egypt program unit and organizational leadership reinforce their commitment to RBA through holding projects and staff accountable to making substantial progress on understanding and adoption of RBA. 

	
	R4 (and specifically the RBA/SA) need to be an integral part of CARE’s program unit, and not viewed as a project.  

	
	Ensure that external consultants helping with program design efforts are well versed in RBA

	
	Establish open and participatory debate and discourse that allows for broad-based ownership of RBA and the development of a common and practical understanding

	
	Support an organizational culture that itself ensures that the rights and dignity of CARE’s staff is both valued and ensured

	Human Resource Functions
	Human resource systems explicitly identify and promote those competencies related to the behaviors associated with adopting the CI Programming Principles

	
	CARE program & human resource units take responsibility for orientation of new staff on RBA 

	Partnerships
	More effort is needed, especially with central MoSS officials, to ensure that the concepts and practical implications of CARE Egypt’s move towards RBA are clear to them

	
	Develop and communicate clear and consistent organizational image related to CARE’s RBA work, especially to organizations that may be more confrontational and activist in their approaches to addressing issues of rights. 

	
	Develop clear objectives, frameworks, guidelines for priority external partnerships and linkages including CARE’s roles

	
	Define mechanisms and processes for assessing and managing risks related to partnerships on rights issues

	
	Managing and institutionalizing partnerships, relationships and linkages

	
	Build internal CARE Egypt capacity, skills and attitudes to engage in “true” partnerships

	
	Maintain an informative and healthy debate and dialogue with HROs and NGOs

	
	Coordination and facilitation of external learning and coordination forum around RBA (NGOs, HROs, donors)

	
	Explore possibilities for provision of technical assistance to a wide range of national, sub-national and local organizations/partners

	
	Creating linkages between national and grassroots organizations, and HROs and NGOs and CDAs

	
	Identifying and maintaining non-project partnerships with key ex-project partners (mainly at the field level).

	
	Maintaining links and improving cross-learning around RBA within the wider CARE world and external partners beyond Egypt


ANNEX I:  Terms of Reference for the R4 Evaluation
I.
Purpose
The purpose of this consultancy is to assess the impact of the learning process and the degree to which CARE Egypt program has incorporated RBA as intended by R4 Initiative within CARE Egypt and with its partners. Recommendations on enhancing dialogue and collaboration between civil society, private sector, and government to realize social and economic rights of the poor and marginalized. 

II.
Evaluation Framework

It must be noted that ‘impact’ here refers to R4’s impact on CARE Egypt’s program, its projects and partners as per R4’s objectives. The impact on participating projects’ outputs and whether deeper or broader project impact has been achieved due to the incorporation of RBA is a complex question that can only be adequately and fairly answered by the interim and final evaluations of these projects. 

A) Research questions at the CARE Egypt program level:

 To what extent has R4 stirred positive changes in knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions of RBA at the program level?

· To what extent has R4 contributed to systematic incorporation of Rights-Based Approaches (RBA) in program strategies, plans, and application within CARE Egypt’s work?

· To what extent has R4 facilitated inter-project learning, exploration, collaboration, and partnership around rights issues within CARE Egypt?

· To what extent has R4 systematically enhanced the design of CARE Egypt’s programs and interventions with a rights perspective?

· Overall what is the effectiveness of R4, as a model (including documentation and dissemination), in furthering learning and adoption of new program approaches?

Participants and Informants: Program Unit; LEARN Group; Water Task Force; RBA Reference Group; CARE Egypt’s project managers.

B) Research questions at the project level:

· To what extent has R4 stirred positive changes in knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions of RBA at the project level (management, staff and partners)?

· What are the various models for adopting/incorporating RBA introduced by R4? Which of these seemed to be more successful, and why?

· How well were the experiences in developing these models documented and disseminated?

· What are the changes in form, type, and content of project partnerships that could be associated with adopting/incorporating RBA?

· To what extent has R4 developed tools for assessing the impact of RBA on poverty reduction?

· To what extent were the RBA training/orientation events provided by R4, effective and appropriate?

· What are the challenges that impede RBA application/incorporation within CARE Egypt?

· What are the recommendations for future initiatives concerning most effective models for adopting/incorporating RBA?

Participants and Informants: SAFE Project; EMPOWERS Project; ALIVE Project; EL SHAMS Project; NSP Project; AAA Project.

C) Research questions at the partnership level

· To what extent has R4 stirred positive changes in knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions of RBA through dialogue and collaboration with external partners (governmental and non-governmental)?

· To what extent has CARE engaged with, and learned from, non-project external partners on RBA?

· What impact, if any, has there been, as a result of this collaboration on the developmental plans of external partners, and of CARE?

· What are the various models of partnership/collaboration around rights issues negotiated and implemented by R4 with external partners?

· To what extent were these forms of partnership/collaboration adopted by R4, effective, appropriate, and sustainable (including documentation and dissemination)?

· What are the criteria for successful partnerships around rights issues?

· What are the recommendations for future initiatives concerning the most effective forms of partnership/collaboration to promote dialogue and joint learning around rights issues with various types of partners (e.g. grassroots organizations, government departments/officials, national NGOs, and international organizations)?

Participants and Informants: Participatory Development Program (PDP); Coptic Evangelical Organization for Social Services (CEOSS); Enibess & El Tawayil Community Development Associations; Ministry of Insurance and Social Affairs Officials at various levels (e.g. national, governorate, and community); CARE Jordan; ESDF; Ford Foundation

III.
 Evaluation Outputs 

An evaluation report that will cover the following issues:

· Successes, failures and impact of R4 in advancing RBA thinking, application, and incorporation within CARE at the project, program, and partnership levels.

· Recommendations for future initiatives concerning most effective models for adopting/incorporating RBA. 

· Recommendations on how in future to document and disseminate learning from initiatives such as R4. 

· Recommendations for future initiatives concerning the most effective forms of partnership/collaboration to promote dialogue and joint learning around rights issues with various types of partners.

ANNEX II: List of Documents Reviewed and Individuals Interviewed
R4 Documents Reviewed

· R4 Proposal, February 2004

· R4 Extension Concept Note, August 2005

· R4 Quarterly Progress Reports and Annexes 

· Round-Table Discussion on RBA and Poverty Eradication, March 2006

Other Key CARE Documents Reviewed

· SAFE- No-cots extension, May 2004

· “Social Positions of Small Farmers: Constraints, Rights and Opportunities” Workshop report, SAFE, October 2004

· “Connecting Governance to Poverty” workshop materials, CARE Egypt, Cairo, April 2005

· “Confirming the concept of RBA and identification of an Advocacy issue”, workshop materials, SAFE, Minya, August 2005

· “Women Enlightened Action for Environment” proposal, September 2005

· “Principles into Practice; Learning from innovative rights-based programmes”, CI UK, September 2005

· “Integrating Sexuality, Gender, and Rights in HIV/AIDS Programs: Dialogue In Action” proposal, October 2005

· EMPOWERS RBA Workshop materials, Jordan, February 2006.

· Background Paper  for the Egyptian Working Group For the Signing of the Optional protocol on Social, Economic and Cultural Rights, February 2006

· CARE Egypt RBA Self-Assessment Exercise and Biography, March 2006

· “The Right to Water”, discussion paper, Adel Lotfy, March 2006

· “Support to Agricultural Networks” proposal, March 2006

Current and Former CARE Egypt Staff Interviewed

	Non-Project Staff
	Project Staff
	Project Staff

	Louis Alexander/ACD

Noha Hussein/PO

Mohammed Nada/PO

Scott Faiia/CD

Samir Riad/HR&Admin.

Sayed Mostapha/External Relations
	Wessam El Beih/AAA

Zeinab Heada/AAA

Osama  Naguib/ALIVE

Mona Khalifa/ALIVE

Samir Sedky/EL Shams

Sally Mikhail/El Shams

Hazem Fahmy/EMPOW.

Galal Mowad/EMPOW.
	Susan Ross/NSP

Azza Shafik/NSP

Ayman Ramsis/NSP

Mohammed Ashraf/SAFE

Jehan Farouk/SAFE

Aida Deryas/SAFE

Wael Bebawy/SAFE

Adel Farah/SAFE

Nahed Adeeb/SAFE


External Stakeholders Interviewed

	Person and Organization
	Person and Organization

	Adel Lotfy - Consultant

Bassem Adly - Consultant

Ibrahim Makram - CEOSS

Nady Kamel - CEOSS

Margo Saroufim - CEOSS

Manal El Teeby - ECHR

Abdel Bassit Bin Hassan - FF

Karam Saber - LCHR

Bashir Abdelgayoum - PDP

Zeinab Mahmoud - PDP

Fatma Soliman - PDP

Ashraf Eid - Former PDP


	Mohammed Tawfik – MoSS/CAIRO

Adel Fawzy – MoSS/Sohag

Iman Ismail - MoIWR

Chairman of El Masharka CDA

Treasurer of Kassab CDA

Staff & membership - Beni Suef Environmental Federation

Staff & membership - Sohag Informal Agricultural Network

Staff & membership - Qena Agricultutral Federation

Staff & membership - Tawayil CDA

Staff & membership - Enibess CDA


ANNEX III: Summary of Project-by-Project Status of RBA Adoption


[image: image4]
	Project


	Orientation & Training
	Piloting & Learning

	SAFE
	MS#1: Training of SAFE Staff 

(Preparing to pilot)


	MS#2: Assiut Training Workshop for Sohag Network 

(New unknowns/Rapid learning)

MS#3: Minya Follow-on Workshop for Sohag Network 

(Rapid learning)

MS#4: ‘Community Dialogue’ Approach used with the Qena Agricultural Federation

(Rapid learning)

MS#5: Creating Project and Non-project Relationships with LCHR 

(New unknowns/Rapid learning)

MS#6: Incorporation of RBA in the Design of the Support to Agricultural Networks Project Proposal (Refinement & adjustment/Clarity & definition) 

MS#7: Beginnings of Mainstreaming RBA in SAFE 

(Clarity & definition/Modeling & documentation)

NEXT STEP: Modeling and Documentation

Considering that SAFE ends in September 2006, it will be critical to document RBA experience and lesson’s learned in Sohag, Qena and Fayoum. This will both benefit learning on RBA (internally-specifically EL SHAMS- and externally) and provide SAN with models and experiences key to its planning and implementation.

	ALIVE
	MS#1: Orientation and training of ALIVE project Staff and Beni Suef Environmental Federation

(Preparing to pilot)


	MS#2:  Piloting of RBA orientation and work with Dalas women’s group and the subsequent development of RBA orientation and work plans for five additional women’s groups 

(Rapid learning/New unknowns)

MS#3: Women Enlightened Action for Environment) Proposal Development 

(Refinement & adjustment/Clarity & definition)

MS#4:ALIVE Project Phase-out Plans: 

(Clarity & definition/Modeling & documentation)

NEXT STEP: Modeling and Documentation

Considering that ALIVE ends in around 6-months, it will be critical to document the RBA experiences and lessons learned-mainly with the women’s groups. Though the WEAN proposal holds some of this learning, a specific review of the lessons learned will both benefit learning on RBA and potentially GED at the same time. 

	EMPOWERS
	MS#1 EMPOWERS Stakeholder Consultation Workshop

(Preparing to pilot)
MS#2: CARE Jordan Visit and RBA Training

(Preparing to pilot)


	MS#3: Review and Support to EMPOWERS ‘Planning Cycles’

(Rapid learning/New unknowns)

MS#4: Affecting Change in Communities, CDAs and Government Partners attitudes:

(Rapid learning/New unknowns)

MS#5: RBA Learning, Tools and Approaches for EMPOWERS in Egypt, Jordan and West Bank

(Refinement & adjustment)

NEXT STEP: Clarity and Definition

By further refinement of tools and approaches and agreeing on definitions and activities for RBA adoption within EMPOWERS, the third ‘planning cycle’ could include a more systematic and explicit approach to RBA adoption. It is anticipated that doing so will bring EMPOWERS closer to modeling and documentation of its specific RBA experiences as part of its process documentation and tools development objectives.

	EL SHAMS
	MS#1: Initial Orientation and Interaction between R4, EL SHAMS and SAFE

(Preparing to pilot)

MS#2:Renewed Interaction and Engagement, Including Planned RBA Orientation and Advocacy Workshops 

(Preparing to pilot)


	NEXT STEP: Rapid learning and New unknowns

By undertaking the orientation and advocacy workshops for staff and partners, and more importantly reviewing these workshops, EL SHAMS will establish its internal learning through piloting its RBA adoption. In order to short circuit this process, it is imperative that SAFE experience and learning be combined to that of EL SHAMS. This could lead to reaching clarity and definition on RBA adoption and mainstreaming of RBA within the life of project, especially if organizational and project focus on RBA remains consistent.

	NSP
	MS# 1: Initial Generic Orientation

MS#2: Renewed Interaction and Engagement with NSP Extension

(Preparing to pilot)

MS#3: R4 Participation in NSP All-staff Planning Meeting

(Preparing to pilot)

NEXT STEP: Preparation for Piloting
While internal experimentation with RBA has begun, it would appear that NSP will need further orientation and clarity on RBA and additional analysis to establish a more structured pilot strategy and focus (what, with whom and how) for RBA adoption. If timing allows, lessons learned from other projects, and a common organizational understanding should benefit NSP by reducing the duration of the piloting and learning phase.
	

	AAA
	MS#1: Engagement and Support on Possibilities for RBA Adoption in AAA and Orientation of Aswan Environmental Federation on R4 and RBA

(Preparing to pilot)

MS#2: Dialogue In Action Proposal 

(Preparing to pilot)

MS#3: Change of AAA Management and a Subsequent Down-scaling of Interaction between R4 and AAA

NEXT STEP: Preparation for Piloting
Re-establishment of a work plan for assessing RBA adoption options that build upon previously completed work. Defining resources for RBA adoption appears critical since AAA lacks substantial resources as a project. Therefore resubmission/reworking of the DIA proposal may be the most suitable approach at this point in time.
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MoSS and Rights





MoSS is moving towards more of a partnership with civil society organizations. 





Federations can be a good approach to fund NGOs/CDAs; to provide for the voice of their communities; and to bridge the gap between CDAs /communities and government. This can lead to changes in government ideas but this still needs to be local NGOs (as opposed to INGOs) 





NGOs can have relations with human rights organizations. The new NGO law is better than the old one as it allows NGOs to engage in advocacy





The relationship between promoting human rights and international donor funding needs to be clear and not a ‘hidden agenda’





The ministry needs to include ‘rights issues’ in its job-descriptions, management approach and the capacity building of its staff





MSSD needs to build a local Egyptian model of addressing issues of rights. Currently this is being pushed by a western model and external agenda that human rights organizations are pushing. This is not right.





CEOSS and RBA





Does not want to take a political or confrontational stand with government. But rather prefers a peaceful confrontation with the “facts” 





Is considering the development of “information offices” for decision-makers from the people’s assembly





Funding is critical but donors should also see that change does not happen unless there is positive activism





The key issue is that target groups should take the lead and there should be channels of dialogue  opened with decision-makers. 





Many human rights organizations are one-person shows, for effective partnerships between NGOs and HROs strategy needs to come before individuals. 
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PDP and RBA





Prefers non-confrontational low profile approach





Plans to engage the government in organizational capacity development.





Integrates RBA in its capacity development plan and provision of TA to CDAs 





Prioritizes sharing and learning around RBA with other organizations 
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� This section is mainly based on direct quotes from the R4 and R4 extension proposals and the evaluation’s TOR.


� The US$13,000 balance is funded by CARE Egypt.


� CI Programming Principles are to promote empowerment, work in partnership with others, ensure accountability, address discrimination, promote non-violent resolution of conflicts and seek sustainable results.


� R4 Small Grant Proposal, 14 February 2004, page 6


� RBA/RG membership consisted of: Assistant Country Director; Program Director; Program Officer; NSP Program Manager; EMPOWERS Country Coordinator; SAFE Project Manager; RBA Senior Advisor; Assistant Regional Director (RMU); Regional Program Advisor(RMU) 





� Established in January 2006, and takes on, amongst other things, the social development and NGO supervision portfolios of the now dissolved Ministry of Insurance and Social Affairs.


� The Arabic word used by interviewees was herak. Though a derivate of the word haraka (which means movement) herak refers more to an informal broad-based popular movement that is different from, and generally precedes, a more formal issue-bound movement (haraka) for change.


� One of these presentations was by Nawala Darwish of the New Woman Research Center. It was just before the actual start-up of R4.


� While not in any way scientific, the diagram represents a general pattern of dynamics observed by the evaluator. These dynamics, around the adoption of RBA, can apply to staff in individual projects, to projects themselves and to CARE Egypt as a whole. 





� The background of the external consultants was in human rights law and activism, which is clearly different from individuals from CARE projects whose backgrounds are obviously in development.





� SAN Grant Application Form to the EU, pages 2-3, March 2006


� R4 has benefited from the use of the EMPOWERS RBA experience, in the person of the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator, in orientation and training for other CARE Egypt projects. Additionally, as noted by the RBA/SA, the EMPOWERS Country Coordinator has played the role of ‘intellectual companionship’ for R4.


� Beni Suef – NSP established the federation; Fayoum - ED Net (which had been established by CARE Egypt’s CASE project) was subsequently registered as a federation; Minya – World Education (NSP’s former implementing partner) had established an education federation.


� The reason why the WEAN proposal development work was placed, in this report, under RBA  milestones of ALIVE (and not EMPOWES), is that WEAN in its approach and definition is closer to the experiences of ALIVE, and because EMPOWERS involvement appeared somewhat dependant on the results of the its third ‘planning cycle’


� Minutes of the Second Meeting  of the RBA Reference Group, page 2 , July 2004


� The term poverty reduction is used here since this is how the R4 ‘small grant proposal’ describes it. However, within more current CARE literature and frameworks, the shift to addressing the UCP is geared towards poverty eradication as opposed to poverty reduction.


� Minutes of the Second Meeting  of the RBA Reference Group, page 2 , July 2004


� Though not visited directly during the evaluation, since R4 did not have a role in the training of the group, basic information on the experience of the Fayoum Group was solicited from Cairo based SAFE staff. The group is comprised of Farmer NGOs, government agencies, and the private sector and aims to advocate for the use of non-harmful pesticides and banning the import.
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