”The Interrelationship between Service Delivery, Capacity Development and Advocacy in Development Work”

Report from the conference

Time: 26th – 27th October 2007, Place: MS, Participants: 45-50 (see list of participants at the end of the document), Arranged by: the Capacity Development group and the Advocacy group within Thematic Forum, Rapporteur: Nina Holst.

A conference was held on the 26th – 27th October on the interrelationship between Service Delivery, Capacity Development and Advocacy in Development. The meeting was arranged by a working groups under Thematic Forum who has defined this theme to be explored through a series of processes, also including the late afternoon meeting on the 1st of October. There were app. 50 participants from a broad section of small, medium-size and large NGOs, private consultants as well as four representatives from South NGOs.

Background

An update of the existing Danish strategy for support to civil society (the CS strategy) is currently taking place. The focus of the conference was to examine experiences and challenges in combining service delivery, capacity development and advocacy in the development work in South.

One purpose of the conference was to exchange NGO experience on dilemmas, challenges and opportunities of the CS strategy, as well as strengths and weaknesses of the strategy as experienced by the NGOs during the 7 years it has been in operation. Particularly the inputs from the four representatives from South partner organisations were deemed important, as the process has previously been very much focused on the Danish organisations. The conference should also lead to concrete suggestions for inputs to the CS strategy to feed into the further update process, particularly the NGO Meet (date as yet unclear) where the Ministry will participate. The second aim of the conference was to define concrete areas where the organisations need strengthening, as the basis for a capacity development course in the spring of 2008, which will focus on tools and methods. Further, some best practice cases will be compiled and published. 

The purposes of the conference as well as the other steps in the process are thus summarised as:

1. To collect experience about the interrelationship between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy, especially looking at focus shifts between these three elements, and what demands that puts on organisational capacity.

2. To offer concrete tools and methods for Danish NGOs to build capacity in order to increase awareness of and better utilize the interrelationship between service delivery and advocacy.

3. To make an input to the update of the Civil Society Strategy based on experience compiled during the process, and conclusions this will lead to.

Presentations

Johannes Nordentoft from the Project Counselling Services opened the conference on Friday the 26th. The day was mainly a ‘listening’-experience with presentations followed by 3 minutes discussion with the person next to you, and an hour of group work at the end of the programme, whereas Saturday was focused on group works and discussions in plenary sessions.

The presentations were given by: Morten Bisgaard, Ibis, Brian Pratt, INTRAC, Esi Johnson, Ibis Ghana, Jaime Ayre, SAHB, Biswajit Mahakur, JGVK and Rose I. Muchuruza, ELCT/NWD.

During the morning session Morten and Brian gave their presentations.

Morten Bisgaard, Ibis started the conference by giving a resumé of the processes and discussions leading up to the conference in respect of the role of service delivery, capacity development and advocacy in Danish NGO work, and reflections on this in relation to the update of the Civil Society Strategy.

Morten raised the question why the debate on the interrelationship between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy is so interesting. The answers were that understanding it is often a precondition for getting funding (from Danida). Also, many felt it was unclear how to value the different elements and were not sure of the exact definitions of the concepts. And finally there was great concern over how to understand the interconnection and balance between these elements - and how they can strengthen one another.

From there Morten continued to pinpoint strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for the Danish CSOs seen from the last 7 years’ experience with the Civil Society Strategy. The presentation closed by suggesting themes to follow up on as well as questions CSOs could ask themselves, e.g. the legitimacy issue, both our own and that of partners in South as well as what dilemmas and risks come with advocacy work?

Brian Pratt, INTRAC, who was also facilitator at the conference, then spoke of the role of INGOs in service delivery, capacity building and advocacy in light of the new aid modalities and the update of Danish Civil Society Strategy.

Brian pointed out that there is a new orthodoxy in international development, which is a focus on “state-led economic growth”, and defended the need to restate and defend the role of civil society. 

Brian too emphasised the need to balance capacity building, advocacy and service delivery, the need for mapping and understanding the context in which we work, and the need for understanding that service delivery often seems to be the entry point and legitimising basis of the other related work. He also indicated emerging issues of civic education and democratisation and spoke of the problem with the harmonization agendas where donors are calling it aid effectiveness, but actually the focus is on aid efficiency - cost reducing rather than impact focused. He felt the whole harmonization debate is pushing us down the wrong road – civil society is all about pluralism and diversity – not alignment and harmonization was his point. 

Size of CSOs was also a theme for Brian. The Danish government has made a political decision not to go for big is best, which is otherwise a strong tendency with likeminded donors. But there is no guarantee that the government will continue to buy into the pluralism argument – therefore we as CSOs must guard it! The final issue he raised was the discussion on partnership. What are they, what do people think about them? Are they strategic, practical or instrumental?

His key question was “How can we unpack those approaches to service delivery, capacity building, advocacy.  How do we cope with rising inequality despite economic growth? That is the real challenge.”
During the afternoon session the South partners made their presentations in which they had been asked to deal with the following questions:

1. How do the elements Service Delivery, Capacity Development and Advocacy form part of your work? – And how do you see the interrelationship between these elements?

2. What are the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of your organisation’s development work? – Is it the same seen from your beneficiaries’ point of view?

Esi Johnson, Ibis Ghana related her experiences with the interrelationship between service delivery, capacity building and advocacy in development, some observations about NGOs and CBOs and Ibis’ practice, and also presented some ideas about what she thought could work in this interrelationship. 

Esi underlined how passion is needed in order to create the kind of commitment to advocacy that works. At the national level the passion comes out of an ideology, which sustains commitment. At grassroots level it is better to have civic groups working on their own behalf as the passion comes from direct contact with issues. You do not see the same passion from “professional”  NGOs working with these issues, because they do not affect themselves (the NGOs).

She found regular (local) NGOs to be better structured for service delivery and capacity building but not advocacy. She emphasised the need to encourage integration across rather than within organisations, to work through and with existing platforms and structures rather than creating new ones for civil society-local government Interaction, and maintain the external facilitator role and presence of NGOs.

She also emphasised the difficulty many organisations experience in doing advocacy, some of the reasons beingthat they are TOO close to power-brokers whereas policy/national advocacy is easier because of distance, advocacy is a vague concept for many who purport to do it, and very few organisations are able to pick specific issues, mobilize the critical mass of support, etc.

She also felt that besides providing funding, the main value of international NGOs such as Ibis is the facilitator presence/role, partly because a lot of advocacy tends to be confrontational, and international NGOs can have a facilitating role which decreases the level of confrontation.
Jaime Ayre, SAHB (DIB partner) from Bolivia spoke about his experiences from working with service delivery, capacity building and advocacy. He pointed out both positive and negative aspects of working strictly with service delivery, and why he found advocacy necessary to improve the poverty situation and to give voices to those who are excluded from the economic development. Themes that Jaime talked about included the reorientation of many NGOs towards advocacy, requirements for NGOs who work with advocacy, necessary competencies for an NGO in the South and how it is possible to strengthen the organisation in this respect. What opportunities and challenges do Southern NGO face, e.g. funding opportunities, alignment with donor strategies etc. what is the position of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) in relation to these changes? He then moved into the debate on indicators and means of verification, arguing that service delivery is much easier to evaluate than advocacy and that since advocacy objectives are long term indicators should be flexible, and open to change along the way. Short-term indicators on advocacy have proven almost impossible to achieve. His final point was that there is a need for NGOs to have increased accountability to target groups and not mainly to donors.

Biswajit Mahakur, JGVK (IGF partner) from India spoke about his experiences in starting up his own NGO JGVK and slowly through a snowballing effect moving from service delivery to capacity building to advocacy, working with the existing civil society in the Sunderbans region. Through self-help groups they did capacity building and raised awareness of various issues, and implemented micro credit programmes. This sort of capacity building led to the local population slowly raising demands of services from the government, and thereby encouraging the population into doing advocacy themselves. He used an arsenic-project as an example of this. He concluded that in their case, service delivery with payment/repayment/loan basis together with capacity building and advocacy facilitated progress, and that a strong relation and balance is necessary between advocacy, capacity building and service delivery.

Rose I. Muchuruza, ELCT/NWD (DMCDD/Danmission partner) from Tanzania spoke about the work they as a church-based organisation performed doing advocacy at regional level and service delivery at the local level through health care and gender projects etc.

They advocate vis-à-vis the government, but being a church cannot afford to lift the costs of health units. At the end of the day, they wish for the government to be able to lift these responsibilities. She underscored that it is important for the Civil Society Strategy update process to remember that e.g. health care is sometimes necessary as service delivery – and cannot be sustainable but will rely on funding throughout .

Summing up of presentations

Both Esi Johnson’s and Jaime Ayre’s presentations were focusing on the overall, strategic level, while Biswajit Mahakur and Rose I. Muchuruza were more case-oriented towards their own organisations.

The remainder of the conference consisted of group work in which people were divided according to continents; Asia, Africa and Latin America. The group work revolved around what the groups saw as the 3-4 most important issues/challenges related to the interrelationship between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy and based on the content of the South partners’ presentations, with best practices as focus point. Another goal of the group work was to formulate recommendations for the Civil Society Strategy update process regarding their particular issue(s).

Themes

The following themes emerged from the presentations, Brian Pratt’s catching up on the most important points, and the ensuing group discussions.

1. Best practices related to the interrelationship between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy in development work, e.g. short-term indicators of change within advocacy? How, what?

2. Balance between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy

3. What dilemmas and risks come with advocacy work?

4. The importance of the context.

5. Civic education and democratisation

6. The issue of legitimacy, civil society in South and their legitimacy? - Does South have ownership to advocacy in projects/programmes?

7. Alliances and networks - dialogue between North and South NGOs and within each group

8. Gaps and challenges for international NGOs and their South partner related to the interaction between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy

9. Concrete inputs to the update of the Danish Civil Society Strategy

Best practices related to the interrelationship between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy in development work

Generally people found that there was too little documentation of best practices and learning from experiences as they relate to the interrelationship between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy. During the discussion several sub-themes emerged. One of these was the wish expressed by several participants to find a way to collect ideas and experiences from e.g. pilot projects, and more generally projects related to one or more of the three concepts. One suggestion was to set up a kind of database, a virtual library or some other form of information centre where organisations could draw on the experiences from previous projects/programmes when planning their own interventions, so that e.g. the whole concept of micro-credit does not have to be reinvented.

E.g. PRNGO did a study on micro-credit programs, but often the organisations and their projects have ‘invented’ it for the first time each time – there is no learning from previous micro credit experiences. CSOs should be better at making the existing experiences available for other organisations to access. Thus we have a task in sharing the good information/best practices in our networks.

Others argued that there is lots of material out there - but there are also some quite surprising gaps. In some areas nothing has been written/captured for many, many years. Perhaps some information needs updating, to be rediscovered. 

Participants argued that there can be plusses and minuses to having a central database, and a minus could be that some organisations would feel there is too much control. A plus would be that at least you would measure projects according to the same criteria. 

Another discussion centred on the use and development of indicators for civil society work, including those for each of the three elements (service delivery, capacity development and advocacy), as well as their interrelationship. Particularly the subject of long and short-term indicators for monitoring advocacy activities and their impact was a contested issue. Many where sceptic as to whether it is at all possible to have short-term indicators of advocacy work.

Generally people were struggling about whose best practice they were talking about and how they relate to each other? E.g. considering that this is the best way of working in Ghana – what can we as Danish NGOs do to facilitate it – how can we support and encourage rather than set back and damage?

Balance between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy

There was disagreement with what many felt was a donor assumption - namely that states can take over service delivery from existing service deliverers, such as many church-based health and education programmes. The general opinion was, that this is not realistic in the short run, and budget support does not encourage change to take place.

Also it was felt strongly by many participants that there should be room for service delivery as a tool for capacity development and a platform for advocacy, and that it is necessary to document that service delivery can be used as an instrument to mobilise the base, demonstrate new methods and increase the participation of the beneficiaries. But there was discussion on how much service delivery it is reasonable to use if the intention is advocacy.

One of the weaknesses highlighted by both presenters and participants was a tendency to focus on either service OR advocacy, while the main conclusion emerging during the conference was that either of the three without the others is generally sustainable in the long-term (service delivery without capacity development and advocacy) or successful because of limited or non-existent legitimacy (advocacy without service delivery and capacity development)

CSOs should engage in development the capacity of local NGOs, but people are still not entirely clear on who does capacity development and what it is. The skills needed have not been identified. Where do CSOs see their comparative advantages?

Opportunities arising could be the possibility of rights-based watchdogs holding states accountable. CSOs must show (local) governments alternatives to the existing practice by being good at what they do (service/practice level). Innovative service/alternative practice/evidence/RBA gives legitimacy to advocacy. Therefore some argued that there is a need to invest in ‘strategic service’ work where experiences can be used as fundament for advocacy, although they felt that service delivery should not stand alone. Not least, CSOs should use capacity development to support healthy (legitimate, accountable, empowered) organisations – and understand how to identify those already in existence.

What dilemmas and risks come with advocacy work?

Carrying on from this, particularly the Asia group also focused on the dilemmas and risks that come with advocacy work. While Esi Johnson had already mentioned that advocacy at community level can be difficult if the local grassroots are too close to the power brokers, the Asia group further underscored this concern by pointing out that advocacy in some cases could put the life and safety of members of partner organisations at risk. Advocacy support, they felt, should therefore be an offer to South partners – not obligatory, which the funding practices in many cases seem to reflect.

Danish CSOs must consider the safety of our partners, as there is often pressure to do advocacy, but sometimes that can be dangerous/confrontational for partners in South.

Maybe north partners can provide tools for advocacy, but not demand that they do it in a specific way. Locals must decide what is the safest way of doing it. From the north we can lay out the tools and leave it to South partners to decide what to use. 

Others argued that on the one hand while it is dangerous to do advocacy, we should not over-exaggerate the danger. They felt that it is possible to do advocacy which is not all that confrontational, but a low key, dialogue-style, cooperative advocacy – advocacy from within.

Also it was underscored both during presentations and discussions that advocacy activities/effects take time – often much longer than the duration of projects and thereby also longer that funding and monitoring activities related to such projects.  Somehow this should be considered in the update of the Civil Society Strategy. But people raised the question of how to get longer-term funding since nobody’s going to write a check for 10 years on the off chance that it will snowball. 

It was also discussed if it is at all possible to do advocacy with no practical activities? Many experiences were that just advocacy was very difficult.

The importance of the context

Both the presentations and the subsequent discussions focused on the need to consider the context when evaluating the balance between the three elements of service delivery, capacity development and advocacy. It was felt that in the update of the strategy this could be spelled out more effectively OR the practice of evaluating project proposals could reflect such a context-awareness. We need to ensure a case-by-case understanding of what civil society can be in each context – the strategy wording is OK, but the practice needs to change.

Therefore country/context analyses by Danida (perhaps in cooperation with NGOs) should be made – drawing from the many analyses done by other agencies out there.

Morten Bisgaard also emphasized that a good knowledge of the context and specific areas in which organisations work and have worked for many years is one of the strengths of Danish NGOs.

Civic education and democratisation

Civic education and democratisation emerged as a new concept that many felt could be seen in cooperation with the three dominating concepts as somewhere between capacity development and advocacy, but exactly what it is and how it should be done was not discussed in detail. 

The issue of legitimacy, civil society in South and their legitimacy? - Does South have 

ownership to advocacy in projects/programmes?

The legitimacy both of Northern NGOs but also of their partners in South was a focus point, particularly within the discussion of doing advocacy. It is a strength when Danish organisations can work with partners with good legitimacy among the general population; and some national NGOs have been strong players in relation to social and political change.

One participant commented that sometimes North NGOs tend to look at civil society projects as collaboration between South and north, whereas the India example shows that civil society grows up from grassroots, sharing knowledge etc. Sometimes we are too focused on finding another NGO to work with, whereas maybe it should happen through mobilization of the population and civic groupings.

Alliances and networks - More dialogue between North and South NGOs and within each group

When do alliances/networks work – what do organisations get out of it? This was a question raised during the conference. Esi Johnson emphasized cooperation across organisations in order to balance the interrelationship between activities of both service delivery, capacity development and advocacy, utilising the different strengths of different organisations. However, many organisations have little capability or will to work in alliances even though alliances can give stronger voices and more influence in the South.

One of the challenges that many participants emphasized was the issue of how to work together when organisations are often in competition for funds, members etc. – a competition which is particularly detrimental when it comes to the goal of working in alliances and networks.

Many participants felt a need for increased cooperation between NGOs in both North and South and sharing experiences to work on development policies, strategies etc. Danish NGO alliances and South alliances and networks should be used more strategically in future projects and programmes – both horizontally and vertically. Strong mutual confidence and joint visions between Danish NGOs and South partners will be essential in making successful and sustainable projects and programmes. Thus there is a need for increased cooperation between NGOs in North as well as in South about sharing of experiences, the development of policies and coordination between organisations in North and South.

Gaps and challenges for international NGOs and their South partners related to the interaction between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy

There was uncertainness if the framework (between service delivery, capacity development and advocacy) was entirely clear for individual organisations/projects. The solution that was proposed to this problem was to further work on developing in detail a model showing the interrelationship between the three elements (best practice) and how to balance these three in different contexts and different programs. This would secure a tool to ease the work of many organisations. Should questions related to the balance between these three elements be obligatory or optional, for example?

Several people underscored that the model should be flexible so it can be adapted to the local context and be a tool used all over the world. The model should include a revitalization of our own civil society, so we can be interlinked with civil society in South. Some participants were sceptical as to the possibility of developing such a model, and others suggested that maybe a variety of models could be developed to be used in different contexts. Finally a participant underlined that there is lots of interesting work already out there to piggyback on.

The Africa group also wanted change models to be developed showing key actors, key actions etc. that may promote change in society through advocacy etc.

South partners expressed that some of their main wishes for support from Northern NGOs could consist of methods to build and develop capacity, to develop tools for monitoring and to develop tools for advocacy because these are not readily available in their own environment.

One of the challenges that became clear from the Bolivia case, was the importance of being able to document that your alternative ideas are working, and the need to be responsible/accountable downwards (to the general population) and to look at the needs of ‘target groups’.

Another real challenge is the competition between north and South NGOs. People were quite shocked that advocacy in Bolivia is carried out mainly by international NGOs – rather than local. Danish NGOs/CSOs have to recognise as donors (viewed as such by South) that things they do here, do affect people down the line.

The discussion also centred on what framework Danish NGOs are or should be working from, e.g. Save the Children work within a rights-based approach – and they are fortunate to have that framework. Some organisations may still have to resolve their framework approach – which one are they taking? Some participants argued that the triangle is closely related to a rights-based approach. 

It was also discussed at what level Danish organisations can work most sustainably – by replicating systems or supporting the existing organisations? But the question was also raised how to identify these organisations? Methods for engaging with people at different levels must by necessity be different to achieve the wished-for influence. This is where some organisations are struggling – what are the right tools? Brian Pratt made the point, that if you do not have the framework right it does not matter how many tools you have.. He also stated that Northern Europeans all want to get their hands dirty and get into the work – because of a desire to be directly involved. But where can we really have the most impact? There is no simple answer, but it is a difficult question to ask because it is more fun to be directly involved. Why do northern organisations do direct funding – because it is more fun!(
Northern NGOs/CSOs must combine the work with interaction between the different levels. Coordinate the three pillars and the work at the various levels, and how they work at these levels. Any level isolated is not interesting in itself.

One thing that was only briefly mentioned towards the end of the conference was what is the best way to work with fragile states – is our present civil society strategy adequate? This will be an issue in the update process and a subject that will be further discussed at a late afternoon meeting on November 1st.

Certain participants also wanted more focus on bringing issues/challenges back to the ‘environmental’ agenda, and focus on a global sustainable accountability.

Finally there was concern over the debate revolving around the Paris Declaration; Harmonization and Alignment. Somehow people feel they are NGOs because they come together around a vision/passion to change things. Hence, there is a problem with combining ones own identity with compromising and working with others. On the other hand, in UK one definition of success of alliances was that they could agree on a goal, e.g. sign up for the ‘Make poverty history’-campaign.

Concrete inputs to the update of the Danish Civil Society Strategy

A general comment by individual participants, as well as what emerged from the group work indicated that the wording of the existing strategy is very flexible, but the interpretation of it by Danida employees less so. Some participants also asked if the organisations themselves are making the strategy a lot stricter than it actually is. Maybe a lot of the limitations perceived are exactly that – perceptions. Are we limiting/constraining ourselves was a question they felt they had to ask themselves? Can we be more ambitious?

The main points raised as inputs for the strategy was:

· Do we need to argue for bigger % for CS + other engagements? The problem is that funds for NGO work are quite limited if looking at the total development budget because Danida is not really interested in pluralistic society. And in receiving countries, so much is happening with pooling of funds, doing direct funding to states. The problem is that all the donors put their money in the same pot – it is undemocratic and civil society is getting pushed out of the game. With PRSPS NGOs are not in the process – they can only look at it afterwards, etc. There should be some heavy criticism at Danida for not allowing more Civil Society intervention. 

· Service delivery/capacity development are the basis for advocacy

· We should revisit the monitoring of Civil Society Strategy – there is a need for reviews, evaluation etc - something concrete so the organisations can see if it works

· An understanding of advocacy as a long-term process – Longer-term funding/planning regarding advocacy.

· Civic space – celebrating diversity. The Danish Civil Society Strategy should continue to allow involvement with small groups within the civil society/ensure diversity – as recognition of the benefits of supporting a pluralist civil society. It was viewed as a threat that often there is no interest from donors and South states in investing in an independent and critical CS to build healthy democracy.

· Interrelate Civil Society with state and market. How do the 3 link up. E.g. ad hoc state regulations can narrow down civil society, how can civil society demand accountability of state etc.

· Communication of the strategy in the South: vehicles of development.

· Clear roles of Danish NGOs and state in the strategy. Also: how much cooperation with the (local) state(s) is desirable?

· De-politicization of civil society is not what civil society is all about! Civil society organisations SHOULD be political actors.

· Pilot projects should be recognized as important for (local) organizational development, but it should also be recognized that it is difficult to meet demands of sustainability in pilot projects. Thus the Civil Society Strategy should leave more room for pilot projects.

Documents

· Programme

· “The role of INGOs in service delivery, capacity building, advocacy in light of new aid modalities and Danish civil society strategies”, Brian Pratt, INTRAC, notes for speech

· Slides, 

· Brian Pratts summaries of points

· Wall questions/comments, by participants

· Groups sheets, by Africa, Asia and Latin America groups

List of participants

	Name
	Organisation
	email

	Helene Ellemann-Jensen
	3F
	helene@ellemann.dk

	Kristian Kaarsberg
	Axis
	

	Line Raae Lund
	Dansk Blindesamfund
	lil@dkblind.dk

	Peter Christiansen
	Dansk International Bosætningsservice
	dib@dib.dk

	Hans Nebel
	Dansk Palæstinensisk Forening
	hansnebel@privat.dk

	Rikke Astrup
	Dansk Vietnamesisk Forening
	rikke@billeweb.dk

	Birgitte Stieper
	DMR-U
	bst@dmr.org

	Karen Schwart Sørensen
	DMR-U
	kss@dmr.org

	Bjarne Olsen
	DMR-U
	bo@dmr.org

	Karen Reiff
	DSI
	kr@handicap.dk

	Jørgen Prag
	DVF
	prags@post8.tele.dk

	Camilla Torp Olsen
	FIC
	camilla.t.olsen@fic.dk

	Flemming Olsen
	FN Forbundet
	

	Gunhild Skovmand
	Folkehøjskolernes Forening
	

	Morten Bisgaard
	Ibis
	mob@ibis.dk

	Leela Sengupta
	Indiengruppen Fyn
	

	Kathrine Thyø
	Indiengruppen Fyn
	

	Charlotte McAinsh
	Indiengruppen Fyn
	

	Ganesh Sengupta
	Indiengruppen Fyn
	ganesh@sydfynsmail.dk

	Mita Sengupta
	Indiengruppen Fyn
	gaidatham@hotmail.com

	Rune Jacobsen
	Indiengruppen Fyn
	rfj@ruc.dk

	Brian Pratt
	INTRAC, Facilitator
	bpratt@intrac.org

	Frank Runchel
	Konsulentfirmaet Runchel Consult
	frank@runchel.dk

	Heidi Martine Legêne
	Konsulentfirmaet www.advocacy.dk
	hml@advocacy.dk

	Lisbet Fich
	Konsulentnetværket
	lisbet@fich.biz

	Nina Holst
	Konsulentnetværket, Rapporteur
	nina.holst@ngo-traef.dk

	Biliana Zarankova
	Kønsnet, Provida
	bzarankova@gmail.com

	Morten Ø. Christensen
	MAK
	morten@oech.dk

	Bo Karlsen
	MAK
	bokarlsen@hotmail.com

	Niels Johan Juhl-Nielsen
	Mellemfolkeligt Samvirke
	njohan@juhl-nielsen.dk

	Peter Blum Samuelsen
	Mission Øst
	peter.samuelsen@miseast.org

	Filip Buff Pedersen
	Mission Øst
	filip.buffpedersen@miseast.org

	Bjarke Rambøll
	OVE
	ramboell@ove.org

	Johannes Nordentoft
	PRNGO
	jn@prngo.dk

	Nicolai Houe
	PRNGO
	nh@prngo.dk

	Birgit Lundbak
	Red Barnet
	bl@redbarnet.dk

	Henny Hansen
	Sex & Samfund
	hh@sexogsamfund.dk

	Esi Johnson 
	South representative
	

	Jaime Ayra
	South representative
	

	Biswajit Mahakur
	South representative
	

	Rose Muchuruza
	South representative
	

	Owen Beuchet
	Svalerne
	owenbeuchet@yahoo.fr

	Martin Kristensen
	Sydafrika Kontakt
	martinkristensen377@hotmail.com

	Monica Therese Jacobsen
	Tematisk Forum
	mtj@ms.dk

	Marianne Lüders
	UBU
	mariannelyders@hotmail.com

	Henrik Bregnhøj
	UBU
	hb@er.dtu.dk

	Hans Wessing
	Wessing Film
	hans@wessingfilm.dk


PAGE  
1

