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CLIMATE CHANGE
1. ActionAid is doing work on the ground around climate change and is a member if the stop climate chaos coalition, yet we do not campaign publicly against climate change - why not? People living in poverty in developing countries will suffer the cost of climate change the most, so if we claim to tackle the causes of poverty then surely we should be tackling climate change?

2. Scientists are telling us we have around 8 years in which to seriously tackle climate change.  This calls on all of us to do things differently, including those in leadership positions.  What is your 8 year plan for ActionAid on this issue?

RS: I think basically the question being asked about CC is ‘is it important’ and ‘what are we going to do about it’?

There is no question that climate change has come more into the public domain and discourse, and it is true that is still very much in a particular level of discussion. It certainly is more in the northern countries than in the south but there is no question that is recognised as a global problem now, not only the problem of richer countries. And more and more our work and our own research has been able to establish the impact of climate change on poor people.
Obviously, we need to figure out where our competitive advantage lies. I thin that we are starting our climate change debate from the point of view of how it affects poor people and what can be done. And that has been a lot to do with the adaptation and mitigation part of the work related to CC as opposed to reduction.

So the first thing to say is that it is important, we are already engaged with it, considering that it came into this level of heightened awareness and discussion and public attention after we had written out international  strategy. And even though it is not prioritised in our strategy RTEP, certainly we have started to do a lot of work both at the field level but we have also started to become connected to many international processes. Therefore, it is slowly creeping up in our agenda.
But I think that we have to be careful that we don’t just follow the band wagon, and start putting energy in CC at the expense of our other priorities. Therefore, it is fair to say that we are gradually building up capacity and understanding and connecting, but it is true that we are still in the phase of capacity building, and networking and understanding rather than taking any activist programming role, but that will come.
LB: How soon do see that happening?

RS: It depends. My view is another 2 or 3 years. I know that that somebody, in this question, has asked about 8 years as the cut-off point but there will be time before then. But as an organization, we need to understand that if it were only a matter of talking about it, we could talk now, but we need to build this into our programmes. It is already an important part of human security and emergency work, and it is becoming increasingly important in our Food Rights and Food Security work. We have started to make a link with our HungerFree campaign as well so you can see that it is already integrating but we don’t want to start another stream of CC work without integrating because there are many other specialised organisations that can do that. We need to make sure it integrates rather than, at this stage, start a completely new and separate stand-alone CC project, because:

1. That is very specialised

2. We are not ready for it in our current capacity
But I think CC is also a function of ourselves behaving ethically and environmentally sound and as an organization we are already taking steps and in AAUK you already have Environmental and Carbon accounting policies. In AAI we will soon be developing a Carbon Accounting Policy and Impact Policy and hopefully we’ll do our bit. So I think that we are heading in the right direction, but true that we are not specialised and are not putting in resources at the expense of our other priorities.
CP EXIT STRATEGIES
1. Do we have any plans for introducing country/programme Exit Strategies? In line with our rights-based approach, our donors often want to see an exit plan in place for every community / project or theme that we work in.
It would be useful to see some case studies for the communities in India and Kenya (where we have been around the longest) where we have already moved out.  If exit plans were in place for our forthcoming projects this is something we can build into our project proposals to donors. Although exit plans are not always possible or may be subject to external circumstances, the fact that we are thinking about this makes our rights-based approach more tangible, and appealing to donors.
RS: Exit strategies themselves are a bit old methods of development in a sense. I think they were otherwise known as Phase-Out Strategies. I find that in our current days of work and in RBA, to try and determine when we will get out of a country and a community is something that we shouldn’t decide right now. I think it is difficult to decide an end result and in some countries that might take 7 years, and in some it might take 10, and on others it might take 12 years. But I know that traditionally what we have done is, particularly in relationship to sponsorship funding, we have started to have a Phase Out strategy. But I think that this whole concept needs to be revisited.

As far as phase out from countries is concerned, as you can see in India we have worked for 35 years. Of course poverty ahs been reduced but it is not completely reduced. But even if is completely reduced, we probably need to work there as a country where we can raise money and work differently. SO I think that Phase-Out is more a function if nature of work in a country rather than a function of a geography or a community. So in India,  imagine that we were able to eradicate poverty, we would still be in India raising funds for other countries, and ensuring that India as a country and Indian citizens continue to be responsible to other countries. Therefore, phase out as a strategy from countries and DA’s needs to be re-thought.
But if in some communities we may finish doing education work, there may be an opportunity to do Women’s rights work, so do not see how in say 10 years we should cut out and move on.  But at the same time, if we have been I that community fro some time and we are not adding any value, then maybe we should move on to the next one. So I think that it should not be pre-determined by a number of years but pre-determined on the basis of whether we have achieved our objectives and whether there is any other agenda that we can add value to. And if we cannot add more value and if our work is completely done then maybe we should move out.
LB: Are there any countries that we have stopped working in already?
RS: No, I think there haven't been any countries where we have stopped working but we have been asked to leave some. We used to work in Sudan but were asked to leave for political reasons. But even so, the countries where we have been working, poverty has been reduced, and we can see definite progress with people moving out of poverty. But there is still plenty of poverty there.
EXCESS OF STRATEGIES AND PLANS
1. Why do we have so many competing strategies and plans e.g. international, national, regional, functional, thematic, departmental, team, individual, which often don't link at all with each other? Can't we just have 2 strategies (international and national e.g. UK) and 2 1-year plans of activities (departmental and team)? That way staff would have to work with each other e.g. for the international strategy themes, functions and regions would have to feed in. But they would be producing 1 document, not 37 different ones.

RS: Strategy, which is broad framework of power, organizational directions, intent and commitment, at the international level is RTEP and at the national level are various country strategies. What you see as strategic plans at the international level, and there are many of them – themes, regional and functional – is a way of operationalising and implementing RTEP. And the reason why we have 6 thematic strategies is because there are in many ways separate change objectives for these themes – they have separate teams, we need them to be financed as a separate functions therefore we need a strategic plan for the tea to follow and measure their progress and put their energy into.
So I personally don’t see any problem with having strategic plan to guide a particular team to do their work over a period of time.

What we are beginning to recognise now is ‘Can we see a full picture at a plan level?’. At a strategy level, as broad vision, as broad objectives, as our direction, our intents and our commitment and our promises, we can see that in the RTEP. How are we going to implement this, is evident in our various strategic plans – thematic, functional strategic plans. Now, what we don’t see is whether those strategic pans at a plan level, at an operational level, can all be seen I one place. So obviously we are now considering ways and means of seeing all those plans together so that we can look at the priority and get a sense of priority at the intentional level, at an operational level as ell. But to not have strategic plans to guide various management units of the organization is something that I’m not thinking about.
LB: Something that I’ve noticed with talking on an informal basis with staff, is how we feel that we work very much in silos, and perhaps this question relates to the idea that these separate plans could also have an overlapping functions and because they are created on an individual basis, we can’t see how we can work together more on a functional level, from different themes but with common objectives.
RS: I feel that they are specialised functions and specialised themes and we have very distinct functions and geographies so to recognise that speciality is reality. Now when they become silo-ed, is when that silo is not connected to anything else, so we need to create not only the vertical structure of themes and functions but we need to see how we can actually join together. 
So where do they join? Firstly, at the country level which is where is most of our work, they are joined together in a sense because we work in the same communities therefore by necessity we meet there. At the international level, it is a bit more difficult so we need to find mechanisms so that when it comes to campaigning, for example, we are more joined together. We also have at the Internal Policy Directorate level, a function and a process in place that is bringing all of the thematics people together and developing cross-cutting positions. So for example, it has to be based on some objective: if we want to change the World Bank, and therefore that’s where all of the themes meet as well so we sit down and develop a potion in relation it to the World Bank.
Very frequently, all the thematic people convene and they talk amongst themselves to look at the priorities and share the priorities and cross-thematic work. So you have HIV / AIDS working with Women’s Rights, and HIV / AIDS working with Education, and Education working with Emergencies. You can see that the Governance theme budget tracking working with Education as well as HIV / AIDS. So it’s not true that these silos are not connected, at least we will not be able to see either in the report or a plan together, and that is what we are trying to do. This year we will meet again before planning with all the thematic heads and we will go through and ask what are the central priorities between themes, as well as what are the things that one theme is doing with another theme.
I think that there is a reasonable, although probably not adequate, and increasing level of cross-thematic work and inert-thematic work. That doesn’t mean that all the themes work with all the other themes at any given point but some are working with two and some are working with three and it is built into our planning process to ask this question – ‘are they working with other themes or not?’. So I thin that it is emerging and at a regional management and coordination level, that’s where the discussion happens as well. It is true that left to its own devices, the vertical structure will always be too much pf a silo but we are putting in various meetings, forums, processes to make sure that there is a connection. But I agree that there is probably not as much as we should be connected horizontally, and I also feel that not everybody knows how other themes are connected apart from those that are connected already.
GAP BETWEEN MESSAGES IN POLICY WORK VERSUS FUNDRIASING WORK?
1. Do you see the gap between what we're saying to raise money and what we're saying to campaign narrowing?

RS: The gap is certainly narrowing. Our narrative of what we say, according to our guiding strategies which is in the RTEP, forms the basis from which we are coming whether we campaign or fundraise. This means we are much more consistent. Since 2000, in the last 5 or 6 years, the gap between what we say to the supporters as much as how we do our work, whether it’s campaign and advocacy and external communication is becoming increasingly together.
PARTNERSHIP REPORT
1. I'd be interested to know how ActionAid is going to follow up on Firkre's Partnership Report (the report was discussed at the last staff briefing and perhaps the ID's have now made some decisions on taking this forward). It would also be good if this report was available on the ActionAid intranet (I haven't been able to find it).
RS: Last year, as a part of overall conversation across the organization about quality of our work, what was emerging was that actually a very significant element of the quality of our work in AA is about our relationship with communities, the right’s holders, the partners, the networks and the alliances. So we wanted to therefore have a look at what is the status of our partnership and in particular, what do partners think about partnership, and what’s AA’s view of how we’re progressing.
And I think it was a very good review, that included talking to the partners, having conversations inside AA in different countries, face-to-face and through questionnaires and the report that has come out is actually very informative – on one hand it says that we are better than other organizations and partners seem to appreciate us, and on the other hand they are pointing out how much we need to do to be able to ensure that the quality of our partnership is deeper and that it recognises that power that we have and the relations between us and the communities and between us and other NGO’s and civil society partners. We really need to address that in terms of being responsible to the partners and in offering and delivering accountability that is not only one-way; ensuring that we do not dictate the work on the basis of money, respecting the own space of partners.

At the same time I think it is also telling us that not all relationships are partnerships, and that some will not rise to the higher level of partnerships, as some may be only networks and some may only be contracting work but that fine. Partnership as a generic term is currently being used for all kinds of relationships even if it is only subcontracting.
So the report is out, and what we have done is instead of it sitting at the intentional level and making that report into a policy, what we have done is asked all the countries to take that report, and look into them, and learn fro them and put in place a partnership policy that addresses these issues. If they already have a policy in place that use this report to revise that policy and if they don't have one, they can develop one that reflects and responds to the surveys and recommendations of the report by the need of this year. And there is detail to the report – in some countries where more groundwork was done, as part of the process towards that report.
So once we have that, and each country will have a different cont6exts and thus policies. I’m hoping that this report has helped the countries to develop more responsive, power-balanced partnership policies that will hopefully improve the quality of our work.
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