
Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Review of  

International Rehabilitation Council for Torture Victims  

(IRCT) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

17-12-2024  



ii 
 

 

 

Table of Contents 
Executive summary .......................................................................................................................... iv 

1. Objectives and approach .............................................................................................................. 1 

2. IRCT 2021-2024 ............................................................................................................................ 2 

2.1 Overall findings ....................................................................................................................... 3 

3. Strategic level, governance and budget reform .............................................................................. 4 

3.1 Healing and Justice ................................................................................................................. 4 

3.2 Governance Transformation Post-COVID ................................................................................. 5 

3.3 Future Strategy 2026–2029: Defining IRCT’s Core Role .............................................................. 6 

4. Programmatic level, membership engagement and results documentation .................................... 8 

4.1 Membership engagement ........................................................................................................ 8 

4.2 Results documentation ........................................................................................................... 9 

4.3 Risk Management ................................................................................................................. 12 

4.4 Project cycle management and MEL capacity ......................................................................... 13 

5. Organisational level, capacities and competencies of the Secretariat .......................................... 13 

5.1 Capacity and competencies of the Secretariat ....................................................................... 13 

5.2 Member Centers and Sub-grants by IRCT ............................................................................... 14 

5.3 Whistleblower-mechanisms, Safeguarding Guidelines & Anti-Corruption Policies and Practices
 .................................................................................................................................................. 15 

6. Administration, financial management and funding base ............................................................. 17 

6.1 Financial overview, systems, and procedures ......................................................................... 17 

6.2 Financial Governance ........................................................................................................... 18 

6.3 Financial Monitoring and oversight ........................................................................................ 19 

6.4 Guidelines for MCs and MFA Donor Compliance .................................................................... 19 

6.5 Value for Money and Financial Transparency .......................................................................... 20 

7. Key conclusions and recommendations ...................................................................................... 20 

Annexes......................................................................................................................................... 23 

Annex A Terms of Reference ........................................................................................................ 23 

Annex B List of persons met ........................................................................................................ 35 

Annex C Overview of key recommendations from previous reviews .............................................. 37 

 

  



iii 
 

Abbreviations 

AI Amnesty International 

CVT Center for Victims of Torture 

CAT Centre Against Torture 

DIHR Danish Institute for Human Rights  

DKK Danish Kroner 

ExCom Executive Committee 

EU European Union 

HRW Human Rights Watch 

HUMCIV Humanitarian and Civil Society (MFA) 

IMLU Independent Medico-Legal Unit 

INGO International Non-governmental Organisation 

IP Istanbul Protocol 

IRCT International Rehabilitation Council for Torture Victims 

LNOB Leaving No One Behind 

MC Member Center 

MFA Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

INTJUR  International Jura (MFA) 

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation 

OMCT World Organisation Against Torture 

PD Programme Document 

RT Review Team 

TOR Terms of Reference 

UATC United Against Torture Consortium 

UN United Nations 

UN SRT United Nations Special Rapporteur on Torture  

VfM Value for Money 

 

  



iv 
 

Executive summary 
Overall, the RT finds that IRCT has provided significant and successful follow-up on all previous 

recommendations from MFA reviews. Interviews with external partners e.g. the UATC and donors verify 

that IRCT is considered highly relevant as a global platform for MCs within Healing and Justice, capacity 

building, documentation, knowledge sharing, case handling, and advocacy. Services and deliverables are 

by donors consider relevant, timely and high quality.  In order to further strengthen IRCT position in the 

global landscape of human rights defenders, it will be important in a new Strategy 2026-2029, to be 

explicit on core strategic competencies and value addition to its members and partners.  

Similarly, IRCT has transformed the governance set-up into a lean and effective support which contribute 

to setting the strategic direction for the IRCT Secretariat. The Excom and the leadership group of the 

Secretariat have also successfully aligned the services from the Secretariat with MCs needs and demands 

within the two pillars healing and justice. There is active membership engagement both at the strategic 

and programmatic levels.  

The level of skills and competencies at the Secretariat is found to provide relevant, timely and quality 

services and support to both members as well as to international partners including the MFA. IRCT is 

delivering capacity building through trainings and webinars to its members and supporting members in 

litigation, drafting of key advocacy documents and facilitating access for its members to conduct advocacy 

in national and international spaces and events. Donors and other international partners are valuing the 

documentation on torture e.g. through the Torture Journal as well as in the documentation through the 

Forensic Expert Group.  

With more than 150 members, the majority in Global South, IRCT is covering seven geographical 

regions. There is, however, still a need to strengthen members alliances and strategic partnerships with 

e.g. other (I)NGOs. An innovative approach is needed to ensure greater coverage and outreach to 

survivors of torture e.g. in livelihood activities.    

IRCT’s results documentation demonstrated in the latest Annual Report 2023 is robust with a good mix 

of both quantitative and qualitative data and testimonials from survivors of torture. The reporting could 

be strengthened with a stronger narrative on achieved outcomes with healing and justice at a more global 

level.  

IRCT is fully compliant with MFA’s requirements and conditions regarding financial management and 

documentation supporting annual consultations with the MFA and annual reporting. IRCT demonstrates 

a solid approach to financial operations and governance, enabling IRCT to access financial information 

and overviews based on real-time data. This ensures transparency, efficiency, and accuracy in financial 

management practices across the organisation. Operations connected to sub-grants to Member Centers 

(MCs) could be harmonised further on a uniformed grant agreement format, fixed thresholds when MC 

applies for grants and ensuring budget justifications.  

Currently, IRCT still relies on direct funding support from the MFA with a current funding ratio of 

around 40-50%, however, the review finds that IRCT is more pro-active and increasingly successful in 

donor engagement which is also leveraging funds directly to MC ensuring direct implementation support 

to survivors of torture.   
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IRCT's management of both the MFA grant and additional prioritises shows cost-effectiveness at the 

secretariat level. However, a concept note strengthening IRCT’s Value for Money approach is needed 

which could also be extended to MCs.  

The existing workflow for ensuring accountability and documenting all expenditures on sub-grants by 

MCs results in duplication of efforts during audits and thereby increased workload for both IRCT and 

MCs. By revising the audit instructions and adopting a modified approach to accountability and 

documentation requirements, IRCT can help mitigate these issues. 

While IRCT meets MFA requirements for financial management, the review has identified a notable gap 

in awareness across the value chain regarding PSEAH and anti-corruption measures. This lack of 

awareness stems from a deficiency in understanding reporting mechanisms and insufficient regular 

training at the MC level. It is essential to enhance awareness and training for MC, third parties, and 

beneficiaries to ensure effective implementation of PSEAH and anti-corruption measures throughout 

the IRCT operations.  

Finally, it would be an added value for IRCT to facilitate and assist MCs more on risk management issues 

covering both organisational and programmatic risk identification and mitigation. 

The following provides the list of key recommendations from the review team to the future strengthening 

of IRCT and ongoing dialogue with MFA.  

R#1: In the Strategy 2026-2029, IRCT further clarifies its comparative strengths and opportunities 

within healing and justice as a Knowledge Center on torture, local-national-global levels, human rights 

agenda, torture and LNOB, and as a member-based organization relative to other international and 

national human rights organisations (UATC members, HRW, DIHR, Dignity, AI, CVT-US, etc.). 

R#2: IRCT strengthen its partnership approach e.g. consider recruitment of 2-3 regionally-based 

partnership advisors (or use a different approach) who can support and pursue greater optimization 

of partners complementary experiences, tools and competencies and provide regular support to MCs 

in joint programming, implementation and fund raising with strategic partners (INGOs or NGOs) 

e.g. specialised in livelihood, MHPSS, national advocacy etc.  

R#3: IRCT further improves its annual results reporting with a global outcome level narrative and 

VfM discussion guided by a theory of change presenting the pathways and critical assumptions for 

how IRCT will impact within the two agendas on healing and justice in international and global 

agendas, resolutions, events etc. and how IRCT contributes to ending torture in a global landscape of 

human rights defenders. 

R#4: IRCT, in dialogue with MFA (HUMCIV and INTJUR) redefine the requirements for annual 

results reporting to MFA and consider using the above recommendations on global outcome level 

narratives with a VfM discussion to request IRCT for annual issue papers: one on 

healing/rehabilitation and one on justice/advocacy work. The two issue papers could replace the 

current annual results report to MFA and a simple table with core numbers (quantitative data relative 

to targets per output) could be prepared for MFA-HUMCIV.  

R#5: IRCT adopt a more proactive and integrated approach to risk management by conducting more 

regular and comprehensive risk assessments and developing more agile response mechanisms for 

emerging risks. These initiatives should be co-designed and implemented in collaboration with MCs 

to foster shared ownership and accountability between the IRCT Secretariat and MCs. 
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R#6: IRCT should develop a fixed format for grant agreements to ensure consistency in the structure 

and content of all grant agreements across the different calls. This includes embedding required clauses 

directly in the format to ensure compliance with fraud management, ethical behaviour and good 

governance. 

R#7: IRCT develops defined sub-grant thresholds on maximum overhead support and a ceiling on 

overall salary contribution while ensuring that sound justifications are also presented. In addition, 

IRCT should consider developing eligibility benchmarks based on MCs’ annual budgets to ensure that 

funding supports MCs in most need to increase impact as much as possible. 

R#8: IRCT should establish and prominently display a direct link to its complaint mechanism on the 

front page of its website to facilitate easy access to whistleblower mechanisms, compliance guidelines, 

and other critical resources. This enhances visibility and promotes a culture of openness and 

accountability. 

R#9: IRCT collaborates closely with MCs to integrate dedicated sessions on anti-corruption, PSEAH, 

and reporting mechanisms into consultations and engagements in all countries. Furthermore, IRCT 

should provide MCs and beneficiaries with posters, stickers, and other informative materials that 

clearly outline reporting procedures. These proactive steps ensure that reporting mechanisms are well 

understood within the partnerships. By incorporating these initiatives into existing collaborations and 

interactions, IRCT empowers MCs with the necessary tools for reporting, enhances awareness, and 

strengthens the engagement of both internal and external stakeholders. 

R#10: IRCT and MFA commence a dialogue on an increase of the annual financial support to IRCT 

in a new grant period from 2026 to 2028 from the current DKK 9.0 mio. to DKK 12 million. The 

final approval pending a solid new IRCT strategy 2026-2029 with a supporting programme document 

with clear outcomes, outcome indicators and targets.  

R#11: IRCT revises its audit approach by extending the Audit Instruction to allow MCs to incorporate 

income and expenditures from IRCT sub-grants into their institutional audits conducted by their 

external auditors. This adjustment would reduce duplication, streamline processes, and improve cost 

efficiency while maintaining accountability. The revised approach should be developed in consultation 

with the MFA and IRCT’s appointed auditor to ensure alignment with all requirements and 

stakeholder expectations.  

R#12: IRCT develops a concept note and approach to future VfM assessments to be shared and 

addressed with MCs in order to strengthen documentation and the narrative around specific and more 

global outcomes within IRCT’s core strategic areas such as healing and justice. 
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1. Objectives and approach 
This review of IRCT commissioned by the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) commenced in the 

second half of October 2024.  

According to the Terms of Reference (TOR – Annex A), the overall objective of the review of IRCT is 

to assess the overall organisational capacity of IRCT to implement strategies and programmes and to 

achieve agreed results under the on-going engagement with the MFA. Further, to assess adherence to 

MFA guidelines for financial management, and the extent to which IRCT maintains and sustains 

relevance to its members within the framework of the Danish strategy for development cooperation. 

A number of critical reviews in 2015, 2018, 2020 and 2021 had pointed to several critical observations, 

hence an objective of this review is also to assess IRCT’s follow-up actions on the recommendations 

from previous reviews and in particular in regard to the following issues: 

• Diversified funding base 

• Membership engagement 

• Documenting results 

• Governance and budget reform 

• Capacity and competencies of the Secretariat 

The review commenced with two kick-off meetings, one with the MFA and one with IRCT and MFA to 

discuss the TOR, expectations, approach and the process action plan. Subsequently, the consultants 

(hereinafter: the Review Team or RT1) performed a desk review of key background documents. Based 

on key findings from the desk review the RT prepared a detailed Inception Report outlining the approach 

for the issues to be assessed.  

The RT interviewed all staff at the IRCT Secretariat and in the Brussels Office. 

Furthermore, the RT interviewed the Chair and Co-chair of IRCT’s Executive 

Committee (Excom) as well as a number of IRCT’s Member Centers (MC), 

donors, and international partners also supporting victims and/or survivors of 

torture. See examples in textbox. Between 24-30 November 2024, the RT 

visited and interviewed four MCs (IMLU, CAT, Matesof and CVT-Kenya) in 

Kenya receiving support from IRCT. Annex B includes a full list of persons 

interviewed. 

The RT presented their findings and preliminary recommendations at a 

debriefing meeting with key IRCT and MFA staff on 6th December 2024.  

The review was implemented in a relatively short timeframe from 21st October 

to mid-December 2024. This was only possible due to the effort put into the 

review by IRCT themselves. Therefore, the RT would like to acknowledge and 

thank Kristina Daineko (Director of Operations) for her logistical support e.g. 

in identifying and uploading documents, organising more than 30 meetings 

whereas half were online, and jointly with the Secretary General Lisa Henry organising a successfully 

 
1 Team Leader Jørgen Skytte Jensen and Financial Expert Christian Gregart 

External interviews: 

TPO Nepal  

Jiyan Foundation Iraq  

CAPS Colombia 

PRAWA Nigeria 

KRCT Kosovo 

ACTV Uganda 

Dignity DK 

STTARS Australia 

EU – UATC 

USAID (CVT) 

Sigrid Rausing Trust 

OMCT 

Human Rights Watch 

Rep. of UN SRT 

DK Embassy Bogota 

MFA-INTJUR 
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implemented field visit to MCs in Kenya. Overall, the RT would like to thank all staff for their 

engagement, open discussions and self-critical approach to the work and methods applied by IRCT.  

This report includes the findings, conclusion and recommendations of the RT which are not necessarily 

shared by others including IRCT and MFA. It has been the aim of the RT to prepare operational 

recommendations which can support the future dialogue between IRCT and MFA including a new 

funding framework based on a new IRCT strategy 2026-2029. 

2. IRCT 2021-2024 
Founded in 1985, IRCT is a global network of civil society organisations and independent experts 

supporting survivors of torture through two strategic focus areas: i) Healing comprising rehabilitation, 

provision of medical, psychological, legal, and social support, and ii) Justice comprising a network of 

experts producing forensic evidence, publishing research, and advocating for justice.  

IRCT is one of the largest membership-based organisations worldwide focusing on the treatment and 

documentation of torture. Currently, the membership-base comprise 170 Member Centers (MC) in 76 

countries, with more than 4000 professionals including doctors, psychologists, lawyers, social workers, 

and physiotherapists. 95 out of 170 members i.e. 56% of IRCT’s members are from Global South DAC 

countries. The Europe region includes 17 DAC countries including e.g. Ukraine, Kosovo, Georgia etc. 

In the Global North, most MCs are to a large extent targeting their support to refugees, asylum seekers 

and survivors of Gender-Based Violence (GBV) in their own countries. MCs in the Global South are 

also providing services to these target groups, but they are similarly and to a large extent providing healing 

and justice services to citizen survivors of torture i.e. torture executed by e.g. the police, army, prison 

wards and others from national law and order authorities.  

Documentation of torture is a critical and important element of IRCT and it’s MCs. The documentation 

covers e.g. testimonies of survivors seeking healing and/or justice, post-mortem or autopsy and other 

evidence of violations of the UN Convention Against Torture. 71.931 torture survivors received healing 

services hereof 51 percentage women and 47 percentage of the survivors live in poverty. More than 

10.000 survivors had experienced sexual or gender-based violence and more than 1.200 identified 

themselves as LGBTI+. The large numbers led to approx. 12.000 cases of advocacy interventions 

including legal aid to survivors or families to victims or survivors of torture. IRCT expects similar 

numbers of reported survivors and cases in 2024.  

IRCT’s Torture Journal is a leading academic publication thoroughly providing medical evidence for 

peer-reviewed research and discussions on torture rehabilitation and prevention. An Independent 

Forensic Expert Group (IFEG), currently consisting of 42 experts from 23 countries, specializes in the 

forensic investigation and documentation of torture and abuse. These experts are working pro-bono only 

having their travel and other investigation costs covered by IRCT and its MCs.  

With only 14 full time staff at the IRCT Secretariat, whereof two are based in Brussels, IRCT as an 

organisation or platform that is very much the sum of its joint knowledge and competencies within all its 

MCs. Hence, the results achieved and reported is based on a collaborative effort among all the MCs 

including the documentation and evidence provided. As discussed below, MCs are benefitting from the 

support and services provided by the IRCT Secretariat, but the IRCT Secretariat is equally benefitting 

from and utilising the information and knowledge from the MCs e.g. to develop training and capacity 
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building activities, advocacy and case handling. From this perspective, donors are providing funding to 

an eco-system of MCs who are supporting each other. Interviews with donors show that donors including 

the MFA are very satisfied with the quality of and are to some extent also dependent on the information 

and knowledge generated by the IRCT eco-system. Hence, this recognition from donors is providing 

IRCT with a strong and legitimate mandate and brand, which especially MCs in the Global South can 

utilise in advocacy and litigation process in national contexts. The branding also supports MCs in the 

Global South leveraging co-funding to own projects.  

Most Global North MCs are funded by national health or immigration authorities covering expenses in 

a national context2. In very few cases MCs in the Global North receive funding for development projects 

in the Global South. The North America partner CVT is receiving funding from USAID, but the funding 

is earmarked to particular healing or justice interventions through CVT representations in the Global 

South e.g. CVT Kenya. Therefore, it is not likely that IRCT will be able to diversify its funding base 

directly through Global North MCs. These challenges will be discussed in the following sections.  

2.1 Overall findings 
In 2024, IRCT expects a total budget of approx. DKK 20 mill. whereas MFA provides DKK 9 mill. and 

with the remaining funding received from Swiss MFA, USAID, EU, Global Focus and a number of 

private foundations. A small amount is collected through voluntary membership contributions including 

from the Global North.  

Overall, and as presented in the following sections, the RT finds that IRCT has provided significant and 

successful follow-up on all previous recommendations from MFA and other reviews. Interviews with 

external partners e.g. the UATC and donors verify that IRCT is considered highly relevant as a global 

platform for MCs within Healing and Justice, capacity building, documentation, knowledge sharing, case 

handling, and advocacy. Services and deliverables are by donors consider relevant, timely and of high 

quality.   

Similarly, IRCT has transformed the governance set-up into a lean and effective support which contribute 

to setting the strategic direction for the IRCT Secretariat.  

The Excom and the leadership group of the Secretariat have also successfully aligned the services from 

the Secretariat with MCs needs and demands within the two pillars healing and justice.  

IRCT has also progressed significantly on the diversification of its funding base. However, the appetite 

for donors to provide core or institutional funding is on the decline. Donors are more geared towards 

tangible outputs and deliverables through earmarked funding. Considering the relatively limited funding 

provided by donors to IRCT and given that the number of survivors of torture is generally increasing 

globally , especially MCs in the Global South are challenged in meeting the needs and caseloads in their 

respective contexts.  

Finally, the RT finds that IRCT is in good compliance with financial management and MFA requirements. 

In conclusion, and as further verified in the following sections, the RT finds that IRCT has made 

significant and substantial progress on all critical issues raised in the TOR and the Inception report. The 

 
2 E.g. IRCT has seven MCs in Australia each covering one of the seven states in Australia. These MCs are mainly 
funded by the Ministry of Health in order to provide services for refugees and asylum seekers who have been 
victims of torture before the arrival to Australia. Interview with STTATE (MC in South Australia)    
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RT finds that IRCT’s services are relevant to both MCs, partners and donors, and that services are 

delivered efficiently and with an effective value addition to the needs of MCs and donors. Funding is still 

a critical element which challenges the overall sustainability of the organisation. 

The following sections provide more evidence and examples of the specific issues of the TOR.   

3. Strategic level, governance and budget reform 
The IRCT Strategy 2022-2025 and the supporting programme document (PD) highlights three core 

strategic strengths of IRCT: 

- The world’s leading experts on health-based rehabilitation and documentation of torture 

- Knowledge and expertise sharing on most effective rehabilitation practices 

- Use of health-based expertise to expose torture and influence legal and political processes to 

strengthen torture victim’s rights and prevent torture 

Based on these core strengths, the programme document and the strategy document are structured 

around two thematic areas: healing and justice. 

3.1 Healing and Justice 
Overall, the RT finds that IRCT’s strategic emphasis on 

healing and justice is relevant and well aligned with the 

needs of Member Centers (MCs). The focus resonates 

with MCs’ priorities by addressing the capacities and 

methods required for effective rehabilitation and 

promoting access to justice for marginalized survivors of 

torture. Similarly, international partners e.g. in UATC as 

well as donors (EU, UN and foundations) including 

MFA-INTJUR are all valuing the knowledge, 

competencies and documentation provided by IRCT. The 

strategic focus is acknowledged by and also aligned with the priorities of MFA e.g. in the new Africa 

Century 2024 (See textbox), the How to Note on Human Rights and in the concept of leaving no one 

behind. IRCT is an active and trusted partner to MFA-INTJUR. 

The IRCT Secretariat serves as a unique member-based platform, providing tailored and on-demand 

support to its members. The Secretariat plays a pivotal role in securing access for MCs to global platforms, 

events, and decision-making spaces, including the United 

Nations, the European Union, and various regional and 

national forums. Acting as a convener, the Secretariat ensures 

that MCs have a voice in critical international processes, 

amplifying their impact and advocacy reach. See also examples 

in Chapter 4 below.  

As a partner in the newly established United Against Torture 

Consortium (UATC) funded by the EU, the IRCT Secretariat 

further strengthens its strategic and international alliances. This 

partnership enhances IRCT’s ability to combat torture 

collectively and leverages resources and expertise across 

MFA Africa Century, p.6 (2024) 

Danish engagement with African countries 

must continue to build on strong values and 

the wish for well-functioning international 

cooperation and respect for international 

law. Democracy and human rights. Rights for 

women and girls, workers and minorities. 

The freedom to express oneself, think, 

believe, and assemble freely And the right to 

a life free of torture.  

‘United against Torture’ is a 

consortium that aims to cover the 

whole spectrum of anti-torture work. It 

will bring together existing networks of 

all parts involved, build partnerships, 

and will actively push more 

organisations to collaborate, from low-

levels of engagements to Organisations 

operating in difficult contexts. 

https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/uni

ted-against-torture_en  

https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/united-against-torture_en
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/united-against-torture_en
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stakeholders. The six partners of UATC have similar and complementary skills, experiences and 

knowledge. UATC will work in partnership with national civil society organisations and other partners 

worldwide to build a global movement. This EU funded project will provide grants to directly assist 

torture survivors and strengthen local staff capacity to advocate with national actors responsible for 

torture prevention and rehabilitation. In particular, the UATC partners value the evidence-based 

knowledge and documentation provided by IRCT (quote: OMCT). The UATC is a relatively new 

initiative (2023) and is still to mature to find it’s comparative strengths and opportunities.  

IRCT maintains active collaborations with key international bodies and processes. These include the UN 

Special Rapporteur on Torture, Universal Periodic Review (UPR) 

processes, the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights 

(OHCHR), the Committee Against Torture (CAT), and the EU Special 

Representative for Human Rights. IRCT is considered a legitimate and 

valued partner within these international bodies while ensuring that MCs 

and torture survivors' rights and rehabilitation remain high on the 

international agenda. This year, IRCT/UATC organised a Survivors 

Hearing in Nairobi-Kenya in which 15 Kenyan survivors met individually 

and collectively with the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture. Other 

examples of activities are included in Chapter 4.  

Whereas the IRCT Secretariat actively supports MCs in the Global South in advocacy processes within 

national governments, the Secretariat is not directly engaging with Global North government authorities.  

Overall, the RT finds plenty of evidence of IRCT’s active and effective coordination, collaboration and 

engagement with relevant stakeholders at national and international levels. Although IRCT is praised by 

its international partners and donors for its quality work and engagement, it remains a challenge to 

convince especially bilateral donors to contribute to funding of IRCT. The funding base is assessed in 

Chapter 6.  

3.2 Governance Transformation Post-COVID 
The COVID-19 pandemic prompted a significant reconfiguration of IRCT’s governance structure. The 

ExCom now meets in person only once a year, complemented by 6–7 online meetings throughout the 

year. To ensure transparency and accountability, these meetings are documented in minutes of meetings. 

The Council elected by the General Assembly comprise of 14 members including two from each of the 

seven regions (Asia, Europe, Latin America, North America, Pacific, Middle East & North Africa, and 

Sub-Saharan Africa). The current Council is elected for 2023-2026. The ExCom comprise of seven 

council members, one from each region.  

Additionally, Advisory Committees comprising of MC representatives have been introduced to support 

the ExCom’s work. A newly established Survivors Advisory Committee will, in the future, ensure that 

survivors' voices and lived experiences inform strategic decisions. The latter will take some time to 

mature, but has the potential to ensure that voices of survivors are reflected in the governance structures 

of IRCT.   

Overall, the RT finds that IRCT has been successful in establishing a lean governance framework with 

skilled and committed Council and ExCom representatives who professionally are capable and willing to 

engage with and also challenge the leadership of the Secretariat. Unfortunately, the Minutes of ExCom 

Reina (to the left) from 

Kenya, survivor who met the 

UN SRT. “It was so hard and I 

cried, but I was so relieved that she 

(SRT) listened to my story …” 
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Meetings do not demonstrate the depth and energy of the ExCom discussion, but interviews with the 

Chair and Co-Chair evidenced the capacity of the ExCom to engage with and support the Secretariat in 

setting a strategic direction which represents the MCs. Membership engagement is discussed in Chapter 

4. 

A common and natural challenge in the governance set-up of member-based organisations is to ensure 

external inputs and critical assessment on e.g. strategic, financial and legal issues. Therefore, the RT 

suggests that IRCT in the future explore opportunities on how to best incorporate external professionals 

and expert in the governance set-up e.g. ex-UN or ex-EU high level representatives, a CFO from a large 

INGO, representatives from academia (law and justice, humanities, medical professions or similar) 

and/or other professionals who can support and inform the strategic, financial and legal direction of 

IRCT. 

3.3 Future Strategy 2026–2029: Defining IRCT’s Core Role 
The RT finds that IRCT has been successful in implementing its current strategy. As shown in the 

following Chapters, IRCT has delivered relevant and good quality outputs and outcomes.  

In 2025, IRCT will embark on defining a new strategy for 2026–2029. This provides an opportunity for 

IRCT to update and refine IRCT’s core functions and relationships with Member Centers (MCs) and 

external partners, such as members of the United Against Torture Consortium (UATC), Human Rights 

Watch (HRW), Amnesty International (AI), Dignity, and others. While the focus on healing and justice 

remains central, the strategy must clarify the most effective and sustainable approaches to achieving these 

goals in alignment with the IRCT's mandate and capacity. The following includes the RT’s key findings 

and observation which the RT believes should be considered during the development of the new strategy 

2026-2029.  

Within healing and justice, capacity building of MCs and knowledge sharing internally and externally are 

considered legitimate core functions of IRCT. Sub-granting is used for these activities, which is 

operational and functional. IRCT’s sub-granting is also funding livelihoods projects for survivors. The 

RT visited two livelihood projects in Kenya and was introduced to the approach of using livelihood i.e. 

income generating activities as a means in healing and rehabilitation. The impact on healing of survivors 

is evident and the livelihood projects have piloted a new element in IRCT’s approach to healing. The RT 

acknowledges and supports that IRCT is piloting and testing new methods for healing, but the next step 

of scaling relative to the huge need among the target group should be more strategic. IRCT will not be 

in a position to raise substantial funding for livelihood projects, while at the same time maintaining its 

core mandate as a knowledge, documentation and capacity building Secretariat. Therefore, the RT finds 

that IRCT will need to define its future strategy around partnerships i.e. partnerships with INGOs 

and NGOs/CSOs already working with e.g. livelihood in communities where there are survivors of 

torture (urban and rural). Through these strategic partnerships, IRCT will be in a better position to scale 

and achieve greater outreach. To establish the strategic partnerships in the Global South, MCs need 

support on how to engage with and co-create joint livelihood projects, which also includes and addresses 

survivors of torture. IRCT, with support from its MCs, is in a good position to design a particular 

approach on how future strategic partnerships also can include and address survivors of torture and 

thereby strengthen their focus on leaving no one behind.  

Furthermore, the RT finds that sub-granting as a support modality is useful and relevant to pilot and test 

new methods and approaches. However, it may come with a risk of stretching the IRCT’s resources too 
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thin and shifting its focus away from broader systemic goals. Whereas sub-granting, especially for smaller 

Global South MCs, to some extent, provide immediate financial relief for and opportunities to support 

a segment of their clients (survivors), it would naturally be more impactful to focus on helping MCs build 

their fundraising capacities and form partnerships to advance healing and livelihood initiatives. 

Supporting MCs in securing their own funding and partnerships could foster greater sustainability, 

independence, and alignment with long-term goals.  

A stronger focus on partnerships - locally, nationally, regionally, and globally - would enhance IRCT and 

its MCs in the Global South to achieve greater outreach and scale. At the local and national levels, 

partnerships can improve service delivery and advocacy. At regional level, partnerships can address 

shared challenges, promote knowledge exchange, and build coalitions for coordinated advocacy. 

Globally, the IRCT can further strengthen its role as a convener and facilitator, fostering dialogue and 

collaboration among diverse stakeholders to amplify impact.  

Furthermore, IRCT must strike a careful balance between supporting MCs in filling critical service 

delivery gaps on behalf of governments, such as rehabilitation services and justice support for survivors 

through sub-grants and continuing to prioritize access for MCs to engage in advocacy efforts e.g. by 

building their capacity to engage in strategic (local and national) partnership engaging in national and 

international advocacy. That is building the capacity of MC’s level of engagement which effectively can 

represent torture survivors and influence key decision-making processes. 

As a convener, the IRCT is already playing a crucial role in enabling MCs and partners to share best 

practices and lessons learned in healing and justice. The new Strategy 2026-2029 should continue focusing 

on strengthening MCs access to and voice in advocacy processes for torture survivors at national and 

international levels, leveraging mechanisms like Universal Periodic Reviews (UPRs), Special Procedures 

Reports (SPR), the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), and EU committees. 

The RT finds that strengthening IRCT’s role as a knowledge center or hub and leader in advocacy 

against torture would enhance its value to donors and partners by offering insights and recommendations 

to donors, like the MFA. A more clear and strategic position as a knowledge center could be a means to 

shape funding priorities and policies for torture survivors and rehabilitation services. Collecting, 

analysing, and disseminating data and case studies from MCs to inform donor strategies and global 

policies is already being appreciated, especially at technical levels within donor agencies. The next step is 

to convince the political level within donor agencies to prioritise funding.  

In order to strengthen and facilitate the above, the RT recommends that: 

R#1: In the Strategy 2026-2029, IRCT further clarifies its comparative strengths and opportunities 

within healing and justice as a Knowledge Center on torture, local-national-global levels, human rights 

agenda, torture and LNOB, and as a member-based organization relative to other international and 

national human rights organisations (UATC members, HRW, DIHR, Dignity, AI, CVT-US, etc.). 

R#2: IRCT strengthen its partnership approach e.g. consider recruitment of 2-3 regionally-based 

partnership advisors (or use a different approach) who can support and pursue greater optimization 

of partners complementary experiences, tools and competencies and provide regular support to MCs 

in joint programming, implementation and fund raising with strategic partners (INGOs or NGOs) 

e.g. specialised in livelihood, MHPSS, national advocacy etc.  

These advisors could e.g. support the following: 
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• Small grants for strengthening partnerships among MCs in countries (like Kenya) e.g. utilizing 

the capacity of the more resourceful MCs to build capacity of smaller MCs (IMLU and CVT vs. 

CAT and Mateo). Or in countries with only one MC to link the MC up with other strategic 

partners (human rights defenders, livelihood NGOs etc.) 

• More sub-granting for national MC-joint advocacy with duty bearers and in partnership with 

international organisations in country and global e.g. in the health sector but also on laws and law 

enforcement. 

• Support joint fundraising for MCs, i.e. showcasing complementarities and strongholds of MCs in 

a country or a region. 

• Facilitate lessons learned and knowledge-sharing among MCs, while providing tools and training 

to enhance their effectiveness. 

• Supporting catalysing advocacy by using the local knowledge base to engage in national and global 

advocacy efforts, amplifying MCs’ voices and influencing donor priorities. 

Working regionally with partnerships is not an easy task and it requires contextual knowledge, thematic 

and methodologically skills and competencies, as well as the ability to build trust and facilitate regular and 

timely dialogues and engagements, and not least financial resources. IRCT has tried before with 

partnership advisory support, but without great impact. The RT acknowledges that it is a challenge, thus 

requiring IRCT to be innovative to develop the right approach in close collaboration with its MCs, other 

partners e.g. UATC and the MFA. 

The following include the RT findings within the programmatic level including IRCT’s results 

documentation.  

4. Programmatic level, membership engagement and results 
documentation 
 

4.1 Membership engagement 
The RT finds that the Secretariat places a strong emphasis on acting as a service provider for Member 

Centers (MCs), with staff dedicated to supporting their needs. This approach reflects a robust mindset 

focused on servicing MCs effectively. 

The IRCT's strategy is closely aligned with the priorities and focus areas of the MCs, including Healing 

and Justice, livelihoods, and Care4Caregivers+, which are initiatives originating from the MCs 

themselves. There is growing awareness among MCs of the importance of taking the lead in driving these 

agendas. 

The ExCom plays an active role in debating and approving decisions, with the Secretariat responsible for 

setting the agenda and providing support to the ExCom. Advisory Committees are actively engaged, with 

the recently established Survivors Advisory Committee being a particularly relevant and impactful 

initiative. 

Sub-granting is a vital element for the MCs, particularly in the Global South, where there is a significant 

need for funding. Many MCs serve as service providers in areas such as healing, often stepping in to fill 

gaps caused by inadequate government support. However, there is a clear need for better advocacy with 

duty bearers on critical issues, including medical and mental health and psychosocial support (MHPSS) 
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services, as well as legal aid. During the field visit to Kenya, the RT was presented with a Draft National 

Code of Conduct for Community Paralegals in Kenya, prepared by the MC CAT, which provides a strong 

opportunity to advocate for stronger government support and commitment to Paralegals in Kenya. RT 

believes that CAT would stand even stronger if partnering with IMLU and other human rights defenders 

in Kenya. IRCT and UATC can play a critical role in providing CAT and others with an international or 

global support mandate. Hence, as discussed above, there is a need to strengthen efforts in building 

strategic partnerships with other NGOs, INGOs, and duty bearers. Establishing an ExCom Partnership 

Advisory Committee could be a strategic step in this direction. 

The distribution of MCs by region is as follows: Asia (21), Europe (57), Latin America (11), Middle East 

and North Africa (15), North America (24), Pacific (11), and Sub-Saharan Africa (31).  

Overall, the RT finds that IRCT has strong membership engagement.  

4.2 Results documentation 
The Grant Agreement (Feb. 2022) between the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affair (MFA) and IRCT 

regarding development cooperation concerning the programme “TogetherWeCanEndTorture” is the 

current legal and binding agreement between the MFA and IRCT. The programme “TogetherWeCanEnd 

Torture” 2022-2024 is presented in a separate Standard Programme Document (hereinafter called the 

PD). The total budget is DKK 27 mill.  

The Theory of Change (ToC) of the PD is relatively global with a macro-level focus on what members 

collectively can achieve if more survivors receive services, torture is exposed etc. The introduction to and 

presentation of the two thematic areas (healing and justice) provide a more detailed understanding of 

what the Secretariat intends to accomplish. The two thematic areas each comprise three specific 

outcomes as summarised below:  

Healing:  

- improved rehabilitation capacity 

- better livelihoods 

- safe and inclusive spaces for survivors 
 

Justice: 

- exposing torture 

- strengthening laws, policies, and practices  

- improving implementation of international 
accountability standards under justice.  

 

A third goal of the PD is to ensure a strong and ethical IRCT organisation in the anti-torture ecosystem. 

The outcome measure is that IRCT is a preferred partner to other organisations, donors and its members 

in the anti-torture ecosystem. As discussed above, and based on interviews conducted, the RT finds that 

IRCT has and is delivering successfully on this outcome.  

In regard to the two thematic goals on healing and justice, the RT finds that the programme results 

framework is well structured and logic with relatively clear outcomes, outputs, indicators and targets.  

The box below includes examples of IRCT outputs and deliverables from 2021-2024. These include e.g.: 

development and rollout (capacity building) of 17 Global Standards on Rehabilitation (GSR), inputs to 

and participation in the updating of Istanbul Protocol (2022), webinars, participation and supporting 

Court Tribunals (e.g. in Bolivia), a Membership Engagement Strategy, forensic expert support to MCs, 

Survivor Hearing with the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture in Kenya, drafting of the Nairobi 

Declaration against torture co-drafting of the Joint Statement by Ambassadors and High Commissioners 

(Kenya), UATC Communications Strategy etc.  
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The RT finds that IRCT is 

delivering efficiently and 

effectively in the management 

of sub-granting for MCs, with 

relevant capacity building e.g. in 

the GSR, Istanbul Protocol, 

webinars ( on sexual torture 

etc.), livelihoods and income 

generating activities, and in the 

case handling support to e.g. 

UPR shadow reports, advocacy 

processes, legal cases, and 

support to MCs in national 

dialogues with duty bearers.  

A new and relevant area of support is the Care4Caregivers approach, focusing on support and 

safeguarding of staff, families to survivors, and other caregivers. It is a new initiative, but based on the 

field visit to Kenya, the RT finds the initiative to be both relevant and in demand from MCs. 

Similarly, based on the field visit to Kenya, it is evident that MCs are locally led with a strong focus on 

human rights, including on women survivors of torture, mothers, youth and children of survivors. The 

RT visited and interviewed a Mothers of Victims of Torture 

Network supporting each other with counselling and 

opportunities for a sustainable livelihood. The RT finds that the 

four leaders of the four Kenyan MCs are all strong leaders in 

their respective local contexts. The three relatively small MCs 

(CAT, Matesof and CVT-Kenya) are driven by contextual 

demands and needs with limited capacity and time to seek 

support from other partners or 

government authorities. The case load for 

rehabilitation and/or legal aid is a major 

challenge. However, all MCs have participated in trainings e.g. in the new General 

Standards for Rehabilitation (GSR) and in the webinars including the current IRCT 

webinar on Sexual Torture.  

The GSR is a major achievement of IRCT, where experiences and lessons learned on rehabilitation 

approaches and methods have been compiled, analysed and converted into the 17 general standards. 

IRCT is in process of rolling out the GSR to all MCs e.g. through regional training sessions. 

Approximately 95 members have 1 staff certified in GSR. 215 MC staff have been trained in GSR in 

2024. 

Documentation through the Torture Journal and the work of the independent Group of Forensic 

Experts is by donors considered world class and unique. No other NGO is providing such a service in 

the same professional and systematic way. The documentation includes e.g. post-mortem or autopsy, 

medico-legal reports, testimonies from survivors and from witnesses of torture. Documentation is used 

in provision of legal aid, information and knowledge in advocacy work e.g. through the UN Special 

Rapporteur on Torture (SRT), in the UN Committee against Torture (CAT), UN Subcommittee on 

 

Mothers of Victims of Torture Network, 

IMLU - Nairobi-Kenya 
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Prevention of Torture (SPT), and the UN Voluntary Fund for Victims of Torture. 

The UN Human Rights Council (HRC) has increased its focus on reparations on its 

commissions of inquiry and in country investigations. Currently, the SRT is 

preparing her report from the Survivor Hearing in Kenya (2024) to be presented 

UN Human Rights Council in March 2o26. Similarly, IRCT used collected 

information and knowledge to inform the process of updating and ensuring 

endorsement of the Istanbul Protocol in 2022.  

Furthermore, collected information and knowledge is used in litigation and national 

advocacy processes e.g. in Nigeria where the MC PRAWA successfully advocated 

for the adoption of a national anti-torture law that can be used to prosecute future perpetrators. In 

Colombia, IRCT is working with the MC CAPS to document individual violations for criminal and civil 

cases due to the reported torture and extrajudicial killings during prison riots and public demonstrations 

in 2022. In Iraq, IRCT is working with the MC Jiyan Foundation to promote implementation of a national 

reparations programme for survivors of ISIS crimes. And a final example, IRCT supports ITEI in Bolivia, 

advocating for the establishment of an independent National Preventive Mechanism and the adoption 

of a comprehensive anti-torture law.  

In 2024, IRCT received 41 requests for Forensic Expert Support from approx. 20 different countries.  

The IRCT Annual Report 2023 provides a large number of 

stories of activities and events implemented by IRCT’s 

members and some with evidence of support provided by 

IRCT. The 2023 Annual Report is comprehensive and well-

structured according to the three goals of the IRCT Strategy 

and the PD.  

A key observation, however, is that the indicators responding 

to qualitative measures are not explicitly providing 

measurable evidence of any qualitative changes and effects of 

the interventions and thereby not assessing how and to what 

extent IRCT is providing evidence of qualitative changes and effects as a result of both quantitative 

deliverables and qualitative aspirations. Whereas the stories individually are found to be relevant to the 

two thematic areas, and to some extent providing examples of qualitative achievements as well as 

qualitative statements and stories, the report could be stronger in its 

narrative on the qualitative outcomes in a bigger picture. Acknowledging 

that it is difficult to collect and report qualitative results in a large number 

of ODA countries and with a large number of MCs, the results 

documentation could be even stronger if an assessment of qualitative 

outcomes at global level on healing and justice was included and hereunder 

how investments in quantitative deliverables is considered value for invested 

money.   

In parallel to the Annual Report, the MFA receives an annual progress 

report. Comparing the two reports, the RT finds that there to large extent 

is duplication of work. The annual report is structured according to the PD, 

but given that the PD is also aligned with the IRCT strategy 2022-2025, the IRCT global Annual Report 

is structured in a similar way. With the PD and the global Annual Report 2023, the RT finds that IRCT 

Survivor in Bungoma, Poultry livelihood 

sub-grant 

 

Group of survivors, 

Bungoma Kenya, Carpentry 

livelihood sub-grant 
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is fully capable of documenting and reporting results. Therefore, the RT finds no need to repeat and 

provide an additional annual report to MFA. Acknowledging that MFA needs a report addressing the 

agreed results framework of the PD, and particular data and information to upload in the MFA reporting 

system, as well as data and information to verify accountability and value for money, it would be more 

useful to simply prepare a table or format for what MFA exactly needs to know, especially for 

accountability purposes and internal reporting. The political system e.g. MFA-INTJUR has a different 

need for information and inputs from IRCT in order to inform their engagement in international agendas 

and global events. Therefore, it could be useful to look at how IRCT could accommodate both the basic 

accountability requirements from MFA-HUMCIV, but also the more technical and substantial 

documentation requested by MFA-INTJUR. Linked with R#1 on defining the core of IRCT in a new 

Strategy 2026-2029 and with an expectation to maintain a good quality and informative global annual 

report, the RT recommends that:  

R#3: IRCT further improves its annual results reporting with a global outcome level narrative and 

VfM discussion guided by a theory of change presenting the pathways and critical assumptions for 

how IRCT will impact within the two agendas on healing and justice in international and global 

agendas, resolutions, events etc. and how IRCT contributes to ending torture in a global landscape 

of human rights defenders 

R#4: IRCT, in dialogue with MFA (HUMCIV and INTJUR) redefine the requirements for annual 

results reporting to MFA and consider using the above recommendations on global outcome level 

narratives with a VfM discussion to request IRCT for annual issue papers: one on 

healing/rehabilitation and one on justice/advocacy work. The two issue papers could replace the 

current annual results report to MFA and a simple table with core numbers (quantitative data relative 

to targets per output) could be prepared for MFA-HUMCIV.  

4.3 Risk Management 
The review of documents and interviews with IRCT staff and MCs revealed that the current project and 

risk management systems require improvements in quality and relevance. While IRCT maintains a risk 

register that identifies and mitigates both programmatic and institutional risks, similar systems and 

practices are lacking at the MC level. This gap results in limited identification and response to emerging 

risks—particularly less apparent ones—and hampers efforts to adapt programming to address these 

challenges effectively. 

The current risk management practices among MCs reveal shortcomings at multiple levels. Interviews 

with all MCs in Kenya highlighted that none of the Kenyan MCs have developed or implemented a 

comprehensive risk matrix. A risk matrix - a vital tool for systematically identifying, assessing, and 

prioritizing risks—is noticeably absent. This absence leaves MCs vulnerable to unforeseen challenges and 

reduces their capacity to respond to potential disruptions effectively. Additionally, the lack of a risk 

register, which serves to document risks, their potential impacts, mitigation strategies, and progress, 

further undermines the ability of MCs to manage risks in an organized and coordinated manner. 

These findings underscore a significant opportunity for IRCT to support MCs in establishing robust risk 

management frameworks. Such support could include providing training and capacity-building initiatives 

to develop and maintain risk matrices, create and update risk registers, and embed risk management 

processes at both organizational and project levels. By strengthening their risk management practices, 

MCs would be better equipped to anticipate, mitigate, and address potential risks, thereby enhancing the 
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resilience of their organizations and the projects they oversee. These efforts would contribute to more 

sustainable project outcomes, foster a culture of proactive risk management within the IRCT network, 

and bolster the organizational capacity, structures, and professionalism of the MCs. 

Based on the above the RT recommends that:  

R#5: IRCT adopt a more proactive and integrated approach to risk management by conducting more 

regular and comprehensive risk assessments and developing more agile response mechanisms for 

emerging risks. These initiatives should be co-designed and implemented in collaboration with MCs 

to foster shared ownership and accountability between the IRCT Secretariat and MCs. 

4.4 Project cycle management and MEL capacity  
The IRCT Secretariat is relatively small with an increasing number of donors divided between earmarked 

and unearmarked funding, which always strikes a balance between operating a core vision vis-à-vis 

implementing specific activities designed by donors (earmarked).  

A new project management platform “Podio” has been introduced providing opportunities for staff to 

enter and to access project information as required. Podio is still under implementation and needs time 

to be institutionalised, but based on the introduction made by IRCT, the RF finds that the platform 

provides a suitable system for managing projects (ear- and unearmarked) more efficiently and effectively. 

With the right data entry, the platform will be able to deliver core data and information on planned, 

ongoing and completed activities, output deliverables, disaggregated data for statistics, progress against 

quantitative targets and indicators, disaggregated etc.  

The use of Podio and IRCT’s strengthening of data and information management is essential and will 

further strengthen IRCT as a global knowledge center or hub on healing and justice for stakeholders 

working with survivors of torture. It will be important for IRCT to ensure that all MC have access and 

can utilise the wealth of information and data already incorporated in the Podio dashboard.  

5. Organisational level, capacities and competencies of the Secretariat 

5.1 Capacity and competencies of the Secretariat 
The IRCT Secretariat operates as a small and lean entity, structured to maximize efficiency and focus. 

Despite its size, the Secretariat has strategically aligned its team capacities to effectively address the 

organization’s two main strategic areas: Healing and Justice. 

The Secretariat is organized into three key areas, each supported by a dedicated team. Since 2021, the 

Secretariat has recruited many new staff members, primarily from the Global North. The RT finds that 

the new suit of staff has enhanced the Secretariat’s capacity to deliver on its strategic goals while ensuring 

that the Secretariat’s staff competencies are carefully tailored to support the two strategic areas 1)Healing 

where the focus is on providing training, sharing knowledge and experiences, and facilitating capacity-

building efforts for MCs. These activities empower MCs to enhance their service delivery in areas such 

as mental health and psychosocial support (MHPSS); and 2) Justice where staff is focusing on case 

handling, drafting detailed reports, documenting cases, and offering training. These efforts support MCs 

in engaging with justice systems, improving forensic documentation, and building capacity for legal 

advocacy and litigation. 
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The RT finds that the Secretariat’s competencies are highly relevant to servicing MCs including practical 

experience in social work and capacity-building activities, such as GSR training and webinars; and 

expertise in legal case handling, including litigation and advocacy, quality assurance (QA) of forensic 

reporting, and drafting comprehensive reports to support justice initiatives. Furthermore, the division of 

responsibilities among the three Directors is well-balanced and effective. Each brings unique strengths 

to their roles, ensuring that the Secretariat functions cohesively and efficiently in support of IRCT’s 

overall mission. 

The leadership team offer experiences in advocacy at high levels. The IRCT has maintained high rankings 

and credibility with major donors, as well as international institutions such as the EU and UN. This 

reputation not only provides legitimacy to MCs but also facilitates their access to global advocacy 

platforms, enabling them to amplify their impact on national and international levels. 

Sub-granting is a critical function of the Secretariat, especially in the Global South, where MCs often rely 

on such funding to sustain their operations. The Secretariat ensures that sub-granting processes are 

aligned with MC needs and priorities, enhancing their capacity to address local challenges. 

One notable gap is the absence of a dedicated advisor or team focused on partnership development in 

the Global South. Such a role could enhance the Secretariat’s ability to build strategic alliances with 

NGOs, INGOs, and regional stakeholders, further strengthening the support available to MCs in these 

regions. Addressing this gap would align with the Secretariat’s commitment to inclusivity and equity 

across its global network. See recommendations above and section below.  

5.2 Member Centers and Sub-grants by IRCT 
The interaction and collaboration between IRCT and MCs is demonstrated and confirmed at various 

stages including direct knowledge sharing and support based upon identified needs at the MC level. This 

interface has a high focus on advocacy work based on the defined strategic goals by IRCT. In addition, 

IRCT offers financial support to MCs through sub-grants covering a range of different calls with a 

thematic focus. These sub-grants support the implementation and activities of specific initiatives relating 

to a thematic focus. The RT finds that the sub-grant modality is a strong instrument to support demand 

needs at the MC level. Overall, the latest ‘Rehabilitation Call’ offered by IRCT earlier in 2024 resulted in 

53 qualified applications of which 29 applications were shortlisted, and subsequently 17 applications 

received financial support. 

The current overview and thresholds on IRCT sub-grants are as follows: 
  

 Name of the IRCT Grant Program  Duration of Projects  Maximum Amount  

Livelihood Support Program  6-18 months  20.000 EUR  

Survivor Engagement Program  6-18 months  20.000 EUR  

Advocacy Program  Up to 12 months  10.000 EUR  

Rehabilitation Program  6-24 months  31.500 EUR  

UAT Crisis Response Grant  Up to 18 months  20.000 EUR  

IRCT Emergency Rapid Response  No time limitation    5.030 EUR  

IRCT Extraordinary Response  No time limitation    5.030 EUR  
 

Each call for sub-grants offered by IRCT has a thematic focus and a given MC can have several sub-

grants with different thematic focus running simultaneously. The RT finds, that IRCT should harmonise 

further on using a fixed format for grant agreements despite the thematic focus. Currently, each call has 
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its own format and layout on the agreement structure rather than a harmonised and transparent fixed 

framework regardless of the thematic focus. Furthermore, the agreement format should also include a 

clause on child protection as this is a requirement by MFA as well as good practice.  

The RT suggests that to ensure full MFA compliance, adherence to international standards and 

demonstration of commitment to ethical operations, IRCT adopts the already applied clauses on anti-

corruption, safeguarding and child protection from the Global Focus contract format and re-use in the 

new fixed agreement format on all sub-grants between IRCT and MCs. Based on the above, the RT 

recommends that: 

R#6: IRCT should develop a fixed format for grant agreements to ensure consistency in the structure 

and content of all grant agreements across the different calls. This includes embedding required clauses 

directly in the format to ensure compliance with fraud management, ethical behaviour and good 

governance. 

In addition, and based on information shared by IRCT on sub-grants, the RT has identified that defined 

thresholds on administrative cost (overhead) and direct salary contribution in the approved budgets are 

not organised nor presented systematically. Examples from approved budgets assessed for MCs in Kenya 

range from 7% to 18% on allocated and approved overhead to the MC. Similarly, salary contribution 

ranges between 20% and 30% without a clear justification. Therefore, IRCT should consider developing 

clear guidelines on the allocation of sub-grants, including a maximum of 7% for overhead costs and 

setting caps on the percentage allocated to salary contributions. In light of limited financial resources 

available from IRCT to MCs, this ensures fair distribution and prevents over-reliance on grant funding 

for operational costs. Lastly, based on the MCs interviewed in Kenya it is confirmed that the level of 

financial capacities and organisational structures are very individual, making it impossible to define and 

operate with one standard as a point of departure across all MCs. Given this fact, it could be of value and 

impact for IRCT to introduce eligibility criteria for MCs when applying for sub-grants with a threshold 

on available operational budgets and financial resources. Such a threshold would ensure that sub-grants 

provided are supporting MC mostly in need from a financial and operational point of view, hence a sub-

grant will impact a smaller MC in building the capacity and strengthening structures more compared to a 

MC already operating a large annual budget. The RT recommends that:  

R#7: IRCT develops defined sub-grant thresholds on maximum overhead support and a ceiling on 

overall salary contribution while ensuring that sound justifications are also presented. In addition, 

IRCT should consider developing eligibility benchmarks based on MCs’ annual budgets to ensure that 

funding supports MCs in most need to increase impact as much as possible. 

5.3 Whistleblower-mechanisms, Safeguarding Guidelines & Anti-Corruption Policies 
and Practices 
This review has not encountered any evidence of corruption, fraud, or any related concerns. The RT 

finds that IRCT’s complaints mechanism is well structured with clear policies and pathways for 

addressing complaints.  

The current system at IRCT has limitations in terms of accessibility and would be significantly improved 

by adding a direct link to the IRCT complaints mechanism on the front page of its website. The absence 

of such direct access may hinder MCs and beneficiaries, who are often closest to the implementation of 

activities and the impacts of IRCT’s work, from having a straightforward avenue to submit complaints 

or provide feedback. The RT recommends that:  
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R#8: IRCT should establish and prominently display a direct link to its complaint mechanism on the 

front page of its website to facilitate easy access to whistleblower mechanisms, compliance guidelines, 

and other critical resources. This enhances visibility and promotes a culture of openness and 

accountability. 

Furthermore, interviews with all four MCs in Kenya reveal that structured complaint mechanisms are 

neither integrated nor operational at the MC level, leaving a critical gap in the feedback process. This 

omission means that issues or grievances raised by local stakeholders, such as beneficiaries or local 

implementing MCs, may go unnoticed or unresolved, potentially leading to dissatisfaction or reputational 

risks for both IRCT and the MCs. Acknowledging this gap, IRCT is increasingly aware of the need to 

improve the accessibility of complaint mechanisms for MCs and extend them to beneficiaries. 

Establishing a reporting mechanism at the MC level would ensure that all stakeholders, regardless of their 

organisational role or proximity to IRCT implementation, have a clear and transparent avenue for raising 

concerns and reporting issues. 

Part of addressing this gap requires a focus on updating or developing anti-corruption and safeguarding 

policies at the MC level. This work should be facilitated by IRCT through knowledge sharing, lessons 

learned, and IRCT’s established policies. These policy updates should include provisions for creating a 

more inclusive complaints system, ensuring that MCs are fully aware of the mechanisms and can 

effectively introduce them to their teams and beneficiaries for widespread and efficient use. Furthermore, 

these updates would help formalise the relationship between IRCT and MCs by reinforcing mutual 

accountability and aligning all parties with a shared set of standards and expectations for complaints 

handling, compliance, and MFA requirements. 

Enhancing awareness at the MC level and beyond is essential and could be achieved through targeted 

initiatives incorporated into National MC planning meetings or Critical Reflection sessions at the national 

or regional level. These sessions should prioritise discussions on compliance with policies and regulations, 

particularly those related to complaints handling while exploring new strategies and approaches to 

promote best practices across IRCT and MCs. By integrating compliance-focused discussions into these 

sessions, IRCT can ensure that MCs stay aligned with regulatory requirements and organisational 

standards, thereby strengthening the overall effectiveness of the complaints system. 

To enhance the complaints system and strengthen compliance measures, IRCT should support 

awareness-raising initiatives, such as assisting MCs in creating and displaying posters on safeguarding 

policies. These posters act as a clear and visible reminder of IRCT's commitment to protecting individuals 

and communities from harm, fostering a culture of accountability and transparency. By prominently 

showcasing safeguarding information, IRCT and MCs can encourage stakeholders to report any instances 

of misconduct, abuse, or malpractice they witness or experience. 

The complaints system, together with safeguarding measures, is a key component of IRCT’s overall risk 

management approach, particularly in handling reputational risks. By maintaining a robust, accessible, 

and transparent complaints process, IRCT underscores its commitment to ethical conduct and 

responsiveness to stakeholder concerns. This transparency helps mitigate reputational risks by 

demonstrating that IRCT takes a proactive approach to resolving issues, rather than allowing them to 

remain unaddressed or concealed. Consequently, broadening the complaints system to include MCs and 

enhancing awareness initiatives will not only improve internal accountability but also foster trust among 

beneficiaries and stakeholders, ultimately bolstering IRCT’s reputation and resilience. 
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By implementing these measures, IRCT will not only improve its operational efficiency and compliance 

but also empower MCs to align with best practices, ensuring the sustainability and integrity of 

collaborative collaboration and actual implementation. The RT recommends that:  

R#9: IRCT collaborates closely with MCs to integrate dedicated sessions on anti-corruption, PSEAH, 

and reporting mechanisms into consultations and engagements in all countries. Furthermore, IRCT 

should provide MCs and beneficiaries with posters, stickers, and other informative materials that 

clearly outline reporting procedures. These proactive steps ensure that reporting mechanisms are well 

understood within the partnerships. By incorporating these initiatives into existing collaborations and 

interactions, IRCT empowers MCs with the necessary tools for reporting, enhances awareness, and 

strengthens the engagement of both internal and external stakeholders. 

The following Chapter provides the RT assessment of IRCT administration, financial management and 

funding base. 

6. Administration, financial management and funding base 
This chapter provides an analysis of IRCT’s financial management strategies and practices. The first 

section elaborates on the financial systems and procedures, followed by a discussion of its broader 

financial governance. Section three focuses on financial monitoring and oversight, while partner 

guidelines and a strong emphasis on compliance with MFA standards are highlighted in the fourth 

section. Lastly, the importance of Value for Money (VfM), transparency, and accountability is elaborated 

in the final section of this chapter. 

6.1 Financial overview, systems, and procedures 
Overall, IRCT complies with the MFA guidelines based on solid structures and practices for financial 

management, including internal controls, segregation of duties, internal collaboration with programme 

staff and fully functional systems to support the overall financial management ensuring transparency and 

accountability. 

In relating to financial management and compliance with MFA requirement, the RT finds that IRCT has 

provided a detailed follow-up on previous recommendations from reviews and agreed action points from 

the latest annual consultation with the MFA.  

IRCT continues to rely significantly on funding from the MFA, with the 2024 actual accounts reflecting 

a funding ratio of 50%. Additional funding is sourced from the EU, other bilateral donors, and various 

foundations, though the majority of additional funding is earmarked and restricted. Looking ahead to 

2025, the forecast for already secured funding indicates an MFA funding ratio of 47%, which could 

further decrease to 38% if all pending funding opportunities are successfully realized. While a 40% 

funding ratio may still seem relatively high, the RT acknowledges this as a very positive trend for IRCT, 

especially given the challenging and shrinking global donor landscape. 

IRCT uses Business Central (BC) as its accounting system, enhanced by Power BI for reporting, data 

visualization, and presentation. This setup allows real-time access to financial data, offering up-to-date 

overviews of fund liquidation and actual expenditures. It improves transparency, efficiency, and decision-

making across IRCT. For invoice handling, IRCT currently posts invoices manually in BC but is exploring 

and sourcing a digital solution to streamline the process and improve the audit trail. This initiative has 

the full support of the RT. 
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The time registration system used is a digital system called ActiTime, which is compatible with BC and 

features a simple structure that records entries at an aggregated level for specific projects. Additionally, 

the system incorporates donor requirements into the time registration data structure. All time entries are 

posted and approved on a monthly basis. IRCT staff are instructed to record their work hours in 

accordance with approved budgets. 

Payroll is processed in Visma with assistance from an external service provider, who prepares the monthly 

payroll based on inputs from IRCT. Each payroll is reviewed by IRCT before execution and is then 

reconciled with the postings and bookkeeping records.  

As of the latest audited financial statement from 2023, IRCT's equity balance stood at EUR 378,000. 

Maintaining a sufficient equity balance is a top priority for IRCT, intending to achieve a level that can 

cover staff salaries and other financial commitments for six months. The current equity balance provides 

coverage for approximately 5 months. Considering the current donor landscape and secured funding, 

IRCT can incrementally enhance its equity balance each year through small surpluses and un-earmarked 

funds. However, the majority of IRCT's funding is earmarked, limiting the potential for significant 

contributions to the equity balance. The strategy and approach adopted by IRCT to uphold the ‘going 

concern’ principle, ensuring staff salaries and other financial obligations are covered for at least six 

months, has the full support of the RT. 

6.2 Financial Governance 
The Finance team at IRCT comprises qualified and competent staff members, equipped with relevant 

education and experience in the field of finance and working in the context of development aid. The 

team effectively divides tasks and responsibilities concerning IRCT's overall financial operations. 

Financial operations are based on one point of entry and uniformed approaches are applied. This ensures 

transparency and accountability throughout IRCT. The Finance team, supervised by the Director of 

Operations, manages 5 pillars of work areas, i) Budget / Project Management and Tracking, ii) Payments 

and Financial Controls, iii) Financial Reporting and Audit, iv) Compliance and Monitoring and v) 

Administrative and Collaboration support. In addition, the finance team has close collaboration with staff 

working on HR and IT. Overall, the resources dedicated to managing IRCT's financial operations are 

deemed adequate. 

The RT acknowledges and affirms that IRCT has made significant efforts in recent years to diversify its 

funding base, reducing dependency on MFA funding. These efforts include extensive outreach to 

potential donors and ongoing dialogue to maintain relevance and strengthen connections. Additionally, 

IRCT has successfully leveraged funding both on behalf of and directly for its MCs. Between 2021 and 

2024, these efforts resulted in: 

• 26 contracts awarded to MCs through Global Focus, amounting to EUR 172,000. 

• Financial support from the EU (UATC) for 20 MCs, amounting to EUR 563,000. 

• Support for 14 MCs in securing direct external funding from diverse donors, including the UN, 

the Sigrid Rausing Trust Fund, and international civil society organizations. 

These achievements demonstrate IRCT’s proactive approach to ensuring financial sustainability and 

strengthening its support to MCs.  

The field visit to Kenya clearly outlined the difficult working conditions of the MCs in challenging and 

sometimes dangerous contexts with an increasing case load of reported torture cases. MCs face highly 
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complex and challenging contexts while working with relatively small budgets, constrained by limited 

financial resources available to both IRCT and the MCs. Despite these limitations, the need and demand 

for their work remain substantial. Examples on this include i) An initiative to train 30 paralegals, attracted 

120 applicants in total, demonstrating the overwhelming demand for such training and ii) The 

documentation and preparation of 400 cases of torture for court filing, which remain pending due to 

financial constraints. With a relatively small additional financial contribution, IRCT could significantly 

enhance its support to MCs, enabling them to address these pressing needs and achieve a greater outreach 

and impact for survivors of torture.  

Acknowledging that IRCT has been subject to a handful of critical reviews in the past, the RT notes that 

the MFA grant agreement with IRCT has remained at the same funding level for many years. 

Consequently, this effectively results in a gradual reduction in financial support each year due to factors 

such as inflation and annual salary adjustments.  

The MFA is currently working on a one-year technical contract extension, with the same annual level of 

financial support of DKK 9 mill. as provided during the 2022-2024 grant period. 

Given that the RT finds clear evidence of substantial progress on all critical issues as described in the 

TOR (see also Annex C for a summary of critical issues identified in previous reviews), including clear 

trends of a diversified funding base, solid documentation of results, strong membership engagement, 

adequate skills and competencies at the secretariat, and not least the recognition and strategic value of 

IRCT as a strategic actor and knowledge center in the global fight against torture including for MFA-

INTJUR, but also EU and UN, the RT recommends that: 

R#10: IRCT and MFA commence a dialogue on an increase of the annual financial support to IRCT 

in a new grant period from 2026 to 2028 from the current DKK 9.0 mio. to DKK 12 million. The 

final approval pending a solid new IRCT strategy 2026-2029 with a supporting programme document 

with clear outcomes, outcome indicators and targets.  

6.3 Financial Monitoring and oversight 
Given the current flow of work and approach applied, whereby MCs are submitting all financial 

documentation originating from sub-grants to IRCT, the actual financial monitoring is limited. Mostly 

monitoring is conducted ad hoc and desk based in connection with financial reporting from MCs. Given 

that IRCT has many MCs receiving small grants, financial monitoring visits are incorporated into regional 

meetings and other events where IRCT is represented. Additionally, financial checks and follow-up 

training sessions with financial officers are conducted, using a checklist provided by IRCT. This process 

aligns with donor requirements to ensure that key areas are thoroughly addressed. 

Overall financial monitoring by IRCT is guided by a formal guideline for monitoring with a focus on i) 

Measuring impact and reviewing performance against results framework, ii) Assess financial, compliance, 

and control systems in place, iii) Provide support and supervision of staff, iv) Learn from the 

implementation and improving future performance and v) Efficiency and Effectiveness.  

6.4 Guidelines for MCs and MFA Donor Compliance 
The current workflow requires MCs to submit copies of all vouchers, receipts, and supporting 

documentation for each transaction to ensure that sub-grant expenditures are audited by IRCT’s Danish 

auditor. While this measure ensures compliance and accountability, as reflected in IRCT’s annual audited 

statements, it creates significant duplication of effort. 
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Firstly, this process demands extensive staff resources from each MC receiving a sub-grant. Secondly, it 

requires substantial efforts from IRCT to manage, maintain, and monitor the documentation. Finally, 

some expenditures are audited up to three times, leading to inefficiencies and unnecessary costs. 

Conducting specific audits on sub-grants at the MC level, rather than incorporating them into broader 

organisational audits performed by the same MC, exacerbates these challenges. 

Given that IRCT is exempt from conducting a performance audit, it should be permissible to rely on 

institutional audits at the MC level. To enable this, the Audit Instruction should be updated to require 

MCs to detail all income and expenditures from IRCT sub-grants in their financial statements, which 

would then be audited by their external auditors. 

IRCT should continue its monitoring and controls but modify them to require regular submission of 

financial reports from MCs, supported by transaction lists. Based on these reports, IRCT should conduct 

spot checks and expenditure verification for specific transactions. Selection criteria for these checks 

should be risk-based and randomised, focusing on areas such as management salaries, large procurement 

transactions, and per diem payments during activities. 

These proposed changes should be discussed further with the MFA and IRCT’s appointed auditor to 

ensure alignment and practical implementation. The RT recommends that: 

R#11: IRCT revises its audit approach by extending the Audit Instruction to allow MCs to incorporate 

income and expenditures from IRCT sub-grants into their institutional audits conducted by their 

external auditors. This adjustment would reduce duplication, streamline processes, and improve cost 

efficiency while maintaining accountability. The revised approach should be developed in consultation 

with the MFA and IRCT’s appointed auditor to ensure alignment with all requirements and 

stakeholder expectations. 

6.5 Value for Money and Financial Transparency 
Overall, the RT acknowledges that IRCT is highly conscious of cost-effectiveness across all levels of 

operations and implementation, ensuring value for money and the efficient use of financial resources to 

achieve intended results. However, IRCT currently lacks a concept note that clearly defines its approach 

and principles for Value for Money (VfM). Therefore, the RT suggests that IRCT develop a 

comprehensive concept note based on the well-established four E’s framework: economy, efficiency, 

effectiveness, and equity. Once developed by IRCT, this concept note should be shared with MCs as part 

of a broader initiative to enhance understanding and application of VfM principles at all levels of 

engagement. This will help integrate VfM principles into partnerships, fostering ownership and ensuring 

effective communication. The VfM assessment should feed into the broader narrative result 

documentation as recommend above. The RT recommends that:  

R#12: IRCT develops a concept note and approach to future VfM assessments to be shared and 

addressed with MCs in order to strengthen documentation and the narrative around specific and more 

global outcomes within IRCT’s core strategic areas such as healing and justice.   

7. Key conclusions and recommendations 
During this review of IRCT, the RT has been presented with solid evidence of how IRCT has followed-

up and addressed previous critical assessments and recommendations from reviews since 2015. The RT 

finds that IRCT has made substantial progress in all critical areas, including i) establishing a clear trend 
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towards a more diversified funding base, ii) documentation of results in a robust annual progress 

reporting framework and iii) facilitated a stronger membership engagement with an ExCom supporting 

the strategic directions emerging from MCs and their day-to-day needs for a membership platform. 

Services and support from the Secretariat are implemented with a suit of new staff with adequate skills, 

knowledge and not least an attitude to be a service provider for IRCT members. A key and strong 

argument for IRCT’s continued relevance and effectiveness as a knowledge center in healing and justice 

is – beside MCs acknowledgement – also the feedback to the RT from donors and international partners 

praising IRCT for its relevant, timely and quality inputs and support in international and global 

engagements and activities on the anti-torture agenda. This also applies to the MFA’s own recognition 

of IRCT in the MFA’s own engagement in the fight against torture.  

Finally, the RT finds that IRCT fully complies with the MFA’s requirements and conditions regarding 

financial management and documentation supporting annual consultations with the MFA and annual 

reporting. IRCT demonstrates a solid approach to financial operations and governance, enabling IRCT 

to access financial information and overviews based on real-time data. There are, however, still 

technicalities in IRCT’s procedures and compliance with the MFA requirements which need further 

attention.  

Based on the above, the RT finds that IRCT is in a good and solid position to continue to expand its 

work in the future. The future direction will be outlined in the new Strategy 2026-2029 to be developed 

in 2025. This document – jointly with a new programme document – will provide a solid foundation for 

the future strategic dialogue between IRCT and the MFA, including discussions on future funding. 

The following provides the list of key recommendations from the RT to the future strengthening of 

IRCT:  

R#1: In the Strategy 2026-2029, IRCT further clarifies its comparative strengths and opportunities 

within healing and justice as a Knowledge Center on torture, local-national-global levels, human rights 

agenda, torture and LNOB, and as a member-based organization relative to other international and 

national human rights organisations (UATC members, HRW, DIHR, Dignity, AI, CVT-US, etc.). 

R#2: IRCT strengthen its partnership approach e.g. consider recruitment of 2-3 regionally-based 

partnership advisors (or use a different approach) who can support and pursue greater optimization 

of partners complementary experiences, tools and competencies and provide regular support to MCs 

in joint programming, implementation and fund raising with strategic partners (INGOs or NGOs) 

e.g. specialised in livelihood, MHPSS, national advocacy etc.  

R#3: IRCT further improves its annual results reporting with a global outcome level narrative and 

VfM discussion guided by a theory of change presenting the pathways and critical assumptions for 

how IRCT will impact within the two agendas on healing and justice in international and global 

agendas, resolutions, events etc. and how IRCT contributes to ending torture in a global landscape 

of human rights defenders 

R#4: IRCT, in dialogue with MFA (HUMCIV and INTJUR) redefine the requirements for annual 

results reporting to MFA and consider using the above recommendations on global outcome level 

narratives with a VfM discussion to request IRCT for annual issue papers: one on 

healing/rehabilitation and one on justice/advocacy work. The two issue papers could replace the 

current annual results report to MFA and a simple table with core numbers (quantitative data relative 

to targets per output) could be prepared for MFA-HUMCIV.  
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R#5: IRCT adopt a more proactive and integrated approach to risk management by conducting more 

regular and comprehensive risk assessments and developing more agile response mechanisms for 

emerging risks. These initiatives should be co-designed and implemented in collaboration with MCs 

to foster shared ownership and accountability between the IRCT Secretariat and MCs. 

R#6: IRCT should develop a fixed format for grant agreements to ensure consistency in the structure 

and content of all grant agreements across the different calls. This includes embedding required clauses 

directly in the format to ensure compliance with fraud management, ethical behaviour and good 

governance. 

R#7: IRCT develops defined sub-grant thresholds on maximum overhead support and a ceiling on 

overall salary contribution while ensuring that sound justifications are also presented. In addition, 

IRCT should consider developing eligibility benchmarks based on MCs’ annual budgets to ensure that 

funding supports MCs in most need to increase impact as much as possible. 

R#8: IRCT should establish and prominently display a direct link to its complaint mechanism on the 

front page of its website to facilitate easy access to whistleblower mechanisms, compliance guidelines, 

and other critical resources. This enhances visibility and promotes a culture of openness and 

accountability. 

R#9: IRCT collaborates closely with MCs to integrate dedicated sessions on anti-corruption, PSEAH, 

and reporting mechanisms into consultations and engagements in all countries. Furthermore, IRCT 

should provide MCs and beneficiaries with posters, stickers, and other informative materials that 

clearly outline reporting procedures. These proactive steps ensure that reporting mechanisms are well 

understood within the partnerships. By incorporating these initiatives into existing collaborations and 

interactions, IRCT empowers MCs with the necessary tools for reporting, enhances awareness, and 

strengthens the engagement of both internal and external stakeholders. 

R#10: IRCT and MFA commence a dialogue on an increase of the annual financial support to IRCT 

in a new grant period from 2026 to 2028 from the current DKK 9.0 mio. to DKK 12 million. The 

final approval pending a solid new IRCT strategy 2026-2029 with a supporting programme document 

with clear outcomes, outcome indicators and targets.  

R#11: IRCT revises its audit approach by extending the Audit Instruction to allow MCs to incorporate 

income and expenditures from IRCT sub-grants into their institutional audits conducted by their 

external auditors. This adjustment would reduce duplication, streamline processes, and improve cost 

efficiency while maintaining accountability. The revised approach should be developed in consultation 

with the MFA and IRCT’s appointed auditor to ensure alignment with all requirements and 

stakeholder expectations. 

R#12: IRCT develops a concept note and approach to future VfM assessments to be shared and 

addressed with MCs in order to strengthen documentation and the narrative around specific and more 

global outcomes within IRCT’s core strategic areas such as healing and justice.   
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Annex A Terms of Reference  
 

 

 

Annex 2 – Terms of Reference  

Regarding Review of International Rehabilitation Council for Torture Victims (IRCT) Fall 2024 

The Consultant must perform the Services in accordance with the Client’s requirements. 

Background and introduction 

With reference to the MFA’s Guidelines for programmes, projects, country strategic frameworks & hard 
earmarked multilateral support as well as the General Guidelines for Financial Management of the MFA, 
this review is part of the regular monitoring of the partnership between the Danish Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs (MFA) and the International Rehabilitation Council for Torture Victims (IRCT). 

Presentation of IRCT 

The International Rehabilitation Council for Torture Victims (IRCT) is a global membership organisation 
with approximately 160 member organisations in 76 countries and is thus the largest global network of 
medical and legal professionals working with and for survivors of torture to rebuild their lives through 
rehabilitation, and to fight for their human rights and justice. IRCT is managed by a secretariat in 
Copenhagen and has an office in Brussels. IRCT has activities and members based in both the Global 
North and South. 

IRCT was founded in 1985, initially as the international arm of the Danish Rehabilitation and Research 
Centre for Torture Victims (RCT) and, from 1997, as an independent international member organisation. 
IRCT is accredited by OECD DAC as an international organisation eligible to receive development 
assistance. The MFA has supported IRCT since its inception and the support has been part of Denmark’s 
long standing commitment to the fight against torture as a key priority in Danish human rights 
cooperation. 

The IRCT secretariat is responsible to the General Assembly elected Executive Committee, which is 
composed of 7 members, one from each region: Sub Saharan Africa, Asia, Middle East/North Africa, 
Europe, North America, Latin America and the Pacific. 

IRCT’s strategy focuses on two interdependent and mutually reinforcing goals – healing and justice. 
Without healing, survivors cannot regain their life before torture, and injustice continues. Without 
justice and accountability, healing remains incomplete. IRCT works through three main intervention 
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areas: i) capacity building, ii) policy advocacy and iii) documentation and investigation of torture. IRCT 
also manages a sub-granting facility allowing members to apply for funding for specific projects. 
 
The vision and mission of IRCT are stated as follows: 

“The vision of IRCT is a world without torture. We work to ensure that individuals and communities 
subjected to torture receive the rehabilitation and justice, as well as other reparations, that they deserve 
and are entitled to.” 

“The mission of IRCT is to ensure that torture victims everywhere are able to access appropriate 
rehabilitation services. We are equally dedicated to fighting impunity, advancing access to justice, and 
preventing torture from reoccurring.” 

Engagement(s) with the MFA 

In the period 2022-2024, the MFA supports IRCT’s programme #TogetherWeCanEndTorture 2022-2024 
with DKK 27 million (DKK 9 million annually) with legal basis in the Financial Act account § 06.32.08.70. 
IRCT’s funds are to be managed in accordance with Danida’s General Guidelines for Financial 
Management (https://amg.um.dk/bilateral-cooperation/financial-management).  

The MFA has provided core funding to IRCT since its establishment in 1997 until 2021, while the grant 
for the current project period of 2022-2024 is provided through programmatic support. From 1997 til 
2009, the grant was provided in the form of yearly grants. The first grant for a three year period (2010-
2012) was given in 2010 with an amount of DKK 24 million. From 2013 and onwards the MFA has 
provided three year grants of DKK 27 million. 

The grant for the current project (2022-2024) was provided with the expectation that IRCT continues to 
deliver results and demonstrates progress in its turn-around process, as recommended in previous 
external reviews (see below). This progress will, along with other factors, be included in the MFA 
considerations with regards to the future funding arrangement after the 2022-2024 project period. 

Other donors include the Swiss MFA, USAID, the EU, Global Focus and private foundations such as the 
Sigrid Rausing Trust Fund and Be Thou My Vision Foundation. 

IRCT receives a smaller amount of funding from their member organisations on a voluntary basis. In 
2022, 73% of its members contributed financially on a voluntary basis.   

Main conclusions from previous MFA reviews and annual consultations 

As a result of a number of critical external reviews, IRCT has been in a turn-around process and has 
endured a severe decrease in funding between 2015 and 2021. During that period, the budget of IRCT 
decreased from DKK 36 million to DKK 13 million prompting a need for organisational reform. 

The reviews carried out in 2015, 2018 and 2020 identified a number of critical observations, some of 
which include financial dependency on the MFA, a complicated governance structure which was not 
sufficiently contributing to IRCT achieving its goals, unsatisfactory documentation of results as well as 
membership engagement.  

Following the critical review in 2018, the grant for the period 2019-2021 was “… based on the condition 
that a Mid-Term Review – before the end of 2019 – will show (1) progress in IRCT’s turn-around process, 

https://amg.um.dk/bilateral-cooperation/financial-management
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and (2) an expansion of IRCT’s donor base or alternatively that IRCT has prepared a credible funding 
strategy”. 

The subsequent review, launched in 2019 and finished in 2020, thus aimed to provide an evidence base 
for MFA decision-making on future funding by assessing the turn-around progress and resource 
mobilisation of IRCT, as mentioned in the previous review. While the review showed modest progress in 
several areas, it did not  provide a clear-cut recommendation for the MFA to continue funding IRCT. 

This led the MFA to conduct an extraordinary follow-up review in 2021 in order to assess the progress 
further. The review concluded that IRCT, to a larger degree than previously, had implemented 
recommendations from the reviews and had achieved results. At the same time, the review concluded 
that a number of the results were of modest extent and that IRCT was still facing key challenges.  

Since 2021, the MFA has had constructive dialogues with IRCT and continues to follow the progress in 
the turn-around process. During the last annual consultations, IRCT showed progress in implementing 
the recommendations. A key element of this review will be to take stock of the implementation of the 
recommendations from previous reviews with regards to IRCT’s turn-around process. 

Objective 

The objective of this review is to assess the overall organisational capacity of IRCT to implement 
strategies and programmes and to achieve agreed results under the on-going engagement with the MFA. 
Moreover, the objective is also to assess adherence to MFA guidelines for financial management, and 
the extent to which IRCT maintains and sustains relevance to its members within the framework of the 
Danish strategy for development cooperation “The World We Share”. The review will pay particular 
attention to assessing IRCT’s follow-up actions on the recommendations from the previous reviews with 
regards to the following areas:  

1. Diversified funding base 
2. Membership engagement 
3. Documenting results 
4. Governance and budget reform  
5. Capacity and competencies of the secretariat 

The review will provide recommendations for IRCT and the cooperation between IRCT and the MFA and 
inform the continuous dialogue between the parties, among others, in order to inform the upcoming 
discussions between the MFA and IRCT regarding future funding.  

The review includes financial monitoring with an assessment of IRCT’s financial management capacity, 
set-up, systems and procedures, as well as how these ensure compliance with MFA requirements and 
contribute to the achievement of IRCT’s strategic and programmatic results. 

Scope of work 

The review will focus on the current development cooperation agreement (2022-2024) and IRCT’s 
progress on following up on the recommendations from the previous review carried out in 2021, as listed 

in the objectives section above. The scope of work includes, but is not necessarily limited to, the following 
elements, which will be further specified in the Inception Report. 
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Strategic level  

The review should take stock of the organisation’s strategic orientation, taking into account the needs 
and aspirations of its membership and strategic relevance in its engagement with the MFA. This 
includes, but is not limited to, an assessment in the following areas: 

1. Overall relevance of the Development Cooperation Agreement and the contribution towards 
relevant strategic priorities in Denmarks Strategy for Development Cooperation as well as 
relevant “how-to-notes”. 

2. Implications (strategic and operational) of the revised framework for funding and programming 
that was introduced by the MFA for the current engagement period.  

3. Potential and ability of IRCT to influence and leverage its strategic priorities and programmatic 
approaches into and through international alliances/network. This includes participation in 
overall strategic planning processes, ability to influence and coordinate within these 
alliances/networks and the value-added (in both directions). 

4. Potential and ability of IRCT to coordinate, cooperate and engage in strategic dialogue with 
relevant stakeholders locally, nationally and globally, including with the MFA and other strategic 
partners. 

5. Potential and ability of IRCT to attract other donor funds and progress in increasing 
diversification of donor base since review in 2021.  

6. IRCT’s ability to engage key stakeholders and interested members of the public through 
advocacy and communications efforts to reinforce the key messages of the IRCT’s strategy. 

Programmatic level  

The review will assess the capacity of IRCT and a sample of its member organisations’ capacity and 
ability to design, implement, monitor, learn from and ensure relevance of its programmes, including 
delivered results, under the engagement with the MFA. This includes, but is not limited to, an 
assessment in the following areas: 

1. Demonstrated results of (or progress towards) the outcomes, as set out in the cooperation 
agreement between the MFA and IRCT. The assessment of results delivery includes an 
assessment of value for money. 

2. Effectiveness and efficiency of IRCT’s overall programme cycle management in terms of design, 
planning, implementation and monitoring in order to achieve agreed results. This includes 
division of roles and value-added between IRCT and its member organisations as well as 
adaptiveness to changing needs and contexts. 

3. Quality and relevance of project and risk management systems. 
4. Assessment of the quality of the Theory of Change and its assumptions. 
5. Quality, relevance and application of the organisation’s results management and MEL-systems, 

quality assurance systems and assessment of the results framework. This should include a 
sample of detailed results frameworks underpinning programmes financed under the 
engagement with the MFA. The review should asses whether it allows for tracking of progress 
towards the outcomes and objectives of the partnership, how results/data are regularly tracked 
and reviewed by management, and how IRCT systematically learn and adapt from its ongoing 
programming.  
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6. Synergies with other international organisations at the global, regional and country-level with 
other similar interventions. 

7. Effectiveness and relevance of IRCT local leadership approaches in its relation with individual 
member organisations when implementing country focused interventions. 

8. Effectiveness and relevance of IRCT’s response to human rights crises including its approach to 
strengthening national capacities  and member organisations to respond to such crisis 
situations. 

9. Ability to strengthen locally rooted innovation and develop new approaches, technologies, 
knowledge products, and partnerships to improve outcomes. This includes capacity to promote 
and scale up innovative practices and partnerships.  

10. Application of HRBA and Leaving No-One Behind, including focus on torture survivors 
engagement, vulnerable peoples’ and marginalised groups’ needs, rights, dignity and voice.The 
role of these groups also as active drivers for sustainable change/development. If relevant, it 
includes effectiveness of and engagement with duty bearers and other actors to facilitate 
human rights promotion and protection. 

11. Focus on gender equality, girls and women’s rights in the implementation of IRCT’s strategy, 
especially related to participation, representation and leadership. The organisation’s 
partnership with women-led and Women Rights’ organisations and focus on gender-based 
violence and sexual torture. 

12. Meaningful inclusion of children and young people, including focus on rights, empowerment, 
voice, meaningful participation and representation. It also includes the promotion of 
opportunities for youth and women to e.g. integrate livelihoods with psychosocial/mental health 
healing journey. 

13. Identifying opportunities to adapt and encourage ‘Greening of engagements’ within the 
operation of the secretariat. 

Organisational/administrative level  

The review will assess IRCT and a sample of its member organisations’ administrative and organisational 
capacity to deliver results under the engagement with the MFA. The review of the organisational level 
should pay particular attention to the issues raised in previous reviews and in the background section 
of this Terms of Reference (ToR). This includes, but is not limited to, an assessment of systems, 
resourcing and track record in the following areas: 

1. Adequacy of resourcing of management and technical staff in IRCT and, where relevant, its 
member organisations in relation to programmatic requirements. 

2. Strategies and systems in place for recruitment, capacity strengthening and career 
development/staff retention. 

3. Strategies and systems in place for ensuring the safety & security of staff (also working in fragile 
contexts), e.g. procedures and contingency plans. 

4. The capacity to manage and implement projects in fragile contexts with due consideration of the 
principle of “do no harm”. 

5. Whistleblower-mechanisms and safeguarding guidelines, procedures and practices related to 
PSEAH, code-of-conduct and prevention of other forms of unethical behaviour of staff. 
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6. Anticorruption policies and practices, including established procedures for managing 
suspected irregularities and adherence to MFA guidelines.  

7. Accountability and feedback mechanisms of interventions at all levels including beneficiaries. 

Financial management level  

The review will assess the adequacy, transparency and quality of the financial management set-up, 
systems and procedures of IRCT, and a sample of local members and how the set-up and interaction 
between IRCT secretariat and local members  contributes to the achievement of the results. This 
includes, but is not limited to, assessment of: 

1. Financial systems and procedures (including budgeting, accounting, auditing and reporting). 
The degree to which the current financial management set-up promotes the overall objectives 
of the organisation and obligations in the partnership. 

2. Overall quality of financial audits, adherence to applicable audit standards and organisational 
capacity to follow-up on findings. Follow-up and quality of local members audits. 

3. Internal control and quality assurance of procedures and systems, including division of financial 
management responsibilities, segregation of duties, and flow of funds.  

4. Time registration systems and cost allocation mechanism. 
5. Budgeting, budget monitoring, accounting and reporting systems and procedures, including 

financial monitoring of funds delegated to country operations and local members  and timely 
financial reporting. 

6. Financial governance, competencies and staff to support financial processes and 
management. 

7. Financial monitoring plans, systems and procedures, reporting and follow up, including 
financial monitoring of alliance/country offices and local partners. Considerations of a risk-
based approach to monitoring. 

8. Guidelines for members, member mapping, choice of partners, due diligence, monitoring of 
activities and local auditing. 

9. Compliance (donor guidelines); adherence to MFA guidelines. 
10. Adequacy of established procedures to promote value for money (economy, efficiency, 

effectiveness) throughout the value chain, including consideration on salaries, administration 
costs, procurement, transparency, adaptability, reporting and environmental impact. 

11. Transparency (openness in reporting, IATI, outputbased budgeting) and financial accountability.  

During the assessment of the areas mentioned above, any recommendations and/or important findings 
in previous financial monitoring reports, process action plans, reviews, notes/comments from auditors, 
should be touched upon in order to secure due progress in any implementation of financial 
management initiatives. Adjustments can be made to the scope of work during the inception phase of 
the review. The concrete scope of work will be identified and narrowed down in agreement with the MFA 
in the inception report. 

Deliverables (output) 

Three outputs are expected from the Consultant: 
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1. Inception report (not exceeding 10 pages, excluding annexes) based on the desk study and key 
informant interviews, which will serve as a presentation of the main issues to be addressed, the 
sampled projects and countries as well as detailing and fine-tuning the methodology and work plan. 

2. Debriefing presentation (PowerPoint) based on the data collection and field mission, which will 
present the preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations for discussion with the MFA 
and the organisation. 

3. Review report (draft and final) (approximately 20 pages, excluding annexes), including an expected 
maximum of 12 recommendations. 

Timing and Methodology 

The review will be organised in four phases (inception and data collection, field mission and data 
collection (continued), debriefing and reporting) according to the following timeline (tentative): 

Phases Methodology and main activities Output Timing 
Inception 
and data 
collection 

The review will be based on a sample of 
interventions and areas of investigation under the 
agreement with the MFA to be identified as part of 
the inception phase.  
Meeting with MFA to clarify methodology and 
division of work. 
Preparatory desk study to analyse key documents 
and initial key informant interviews with IRCT. The 
desk assessment will be based on documentation 
relevant to the above Scope of Work from the MFA, 
IRCT and the IRCT’s members. It will include 
strategies, programme documentation and 
relevant organisational policies, strategies, 
procedures and guidance documents. 
At the financial management level, primary 
attention in the presentation of findings will be 
given to the most pressing challenges identified by 
the review team. This will also guide the 
methodological approach during the review 
process and sampling.  
Based on the desk study and key informant 
interviews, the team will draft an inception report 
presenting the main issues to be addressed, the 
sampled programmes and countries as well as 
detailing and fine-tuning the methodology and 
work plan. 
Meeting with the MFA to discuss draft inception 
report. 
Inception meeting/workshop with the organisation.  
Data collection, interviews and workshops with key 
staff at the premises of IRCT, as well as meetings 

Inception 
report  

Day 1-15 
Start date 
around 21 
October 2024.  
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with the MFA and other relevant resource persons 
in Denmark. 

Field 
mission and 
data 
collection 
(continued) 

Data collection and interviews (continued). 
Meetings with sampled alliance/country offices, 
partners and other stakeholders in 1 country to 
assess in practice how policies, strategies, 
programmes and approaches have been 
implemented, results achieved and overall 
organisational and financial performance. 
The planned field mission(s) will be used to assess 
performance and validate findings from the desk 
study and interviews in Denmark, at field level, by 
looking at selected projects implemented by IRCT 
and/or member organisations as well as assess the 
status of implementation at country level of the 
IRCT’s strategy for local leadership. 
Where possible, this part of the review will assess 
the link between the IRCT’s support to projects in 
the field and IRCT’s strategic work in general. 
The purpose of the visits is to review the relevance 
and effectiveness of specific projects and 
practices as illustrative cases and the support to 
local and national partners, which will inform and 
validate the review of the organisation strategies, 
plans and activities in practice. 
During field missions, local and national partners 
and stakeholders will be interviewed. 

(Input/data for 
analysis) 

Day 15-30 

Debriefing   
 

Separate debriefing meetings with the MFA and the 
organisation. 

Debriefing 
presentation 
(PowerPoint) 

Day 30-40 

Reporting Draft reports for discussion and comments by the 
MFA and the reviewed organisation. 
Finalisation of report and approval by the MFA. 

Review report 
(draft and 
final) 

Day 40-60 

 

All members of the Review Team (RT) must be available for the review period. The Team Lead (TL) is 
expected to be available on a full-time basis in the periods indicated. 

Qualifications and Competence of Staff 

A Review Team (RT) of two consultants will perform the review. One of the consultants will be the team 
leader (TL) of the review with reference to the MFA. This profile must have experience as a team leader 
from similar assignments. The two consultants should have the following profiles: (i) Specialist in 
organisation delveopment, programme administration, as well as monitoring & evaluation; and (ii) 
Specialist in financial management. Minimum one of the two consultants must be able to read and 
understand Danish in order to access relevant information. 
 
Staff from the MFA may join the team as resource persons at the expense of their own department. 
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The consultants’ proposal should contain relevant CVs for the two consultants as well as a brief 
proposal for a methodology (max. 4 pages) based on these Terms of Reference. 

Conflict of interest: Consultants (company and team members) should document that they have no/or 
have had no substantial (e.g., extensive, or senior level) affiliation to IRCT which might constitute a 
conflict of interest.  

Criteria: Proposed CVs will be evaluated according to the above mentioned requirements and the 
following criteria: 

1. Specialist in organisational development, programme administration, as well as monitoring 
and evaluation  

• General Qualifications 
o Relevant academic degree in social science or similar field. 
o At least ten years of experience working with organisational development and 

development cooperation, preferably within civil society, network organisations or 
human rights organisations. 

o Professional experience with reviews and appraisals in international cooperation, 
preferably related to Danish development cooperation with human rights 
institutions and civil society. 

o If proposed Team Leader for the assignemt: Extensive and relevant team leader 
experience from similar assignments. 

• Adequacy for the Assignment 
Extensive relevant experience from similar assignments, including: 

 
o Extensive experience with capacity assessments and organisational 

development/learning of civil society, network organisations or human rights 
organisations. 

o Deep understanding of human rights, global political trends, preferably including 
experience with the business models of human rights institutions with members 
based across multiple countries. 

o Experience with human resource management and change management in highly 
political contexts and environments. 

o Experience from assessing results at outcome level in a variety of settings, preferably 
from assessing civil society or human rights organisations. 

o Good knowledge of standard tools, such as ToC, results framework and M&E 
systems as well as ensuring cross-cutting issues such as youth and gender. 

o Experience from working with communication and public engagement. 
o Experience with Danish MFA Aid Management Guidelines, rules, and procedures, 

preferably in relation to grants to democratic institutions, political parties and/or civil 
society. 

• Experience in the Region and Language  
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o Relevant experience from developing countries and excellent drafting and oral skills 
in the English language. 

2. Financial management specialist 
 

• General qualifications  
o Relevant academic degree in financial management or similar fields. 
o At least eight years of working experience, preferably from working with 

development cooperation. 
o If proposed Team Leader for the assignemt: Extensive and relevant team leader 

experience from similar assignments. 

• Adequacy for the Assignment  
o Extensive experience in financial management, including set-ups, procedures, and 

reporting as part of development cooperation, preferably within civil society or 
human rights organisations. 

o Experience from conducting capacity assessments or reviews of international and 
national civil society or human rights institutions. 

o Good knowledge of international accounting and audit standards and procedures. 
o Experience in assessing and analysing cost efficiency, financial management 

systems, procedures, and reporting. 
o Experience with assessing monitoring and evaluation systems. 
o Experience with anti-corruption and fraud management and prevention. 
o Knowledge of the MFA Aid Management Guidelines, rules, and procedures in relation 

to civil society organisations having framework or pooled funding agreements with 
MFA. 

o Experience from risk assessment and management. 
o Experience with organisational management, administrative systems, and 

procedures preferably in civil society organisations. 
 

• Experience in the Region Language 
o Relevant experience from developing countries and excellent drafting and oral skills in 

the English language. 

Budget and level of effort 

The maximum contract amount is DKK 750.000 excl. VAT. The budget of the contract covers both fees 
and reimbursable expenses. The timeframe is estimated at 600 working hours. The offer should be 
based on a total of approximately 50 working days for the two consultants.The exact number of days 
may be decreased and/or re-distributed among team members and will be decided upon during the 
inception phase and subject to the finalised methodology developed in the inception report. 

Consultant 1 – approximately 30 
days  

15 days for inception and interviews (desk study, inception 
report, inception workshop and meetings with IRCT and grant 
holders in Denmark, management of virtual meetings)  
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15 days for reporting and field trips (presentation of findings, 
drafting, review and revision)  

Consultant 2 – approximately 20 
days  

10 days for inception and interviews (desk study, inception 
report, inception workshop and meetings in Copenhagen, virtual 
meetings)  
10 days for reporting and field trips (presentation of findings, 
drafting, review and revision)  

 
Management 

The consultant(s) will refer to the MFA team leader from the department for Humanitarian Action, Civil 
Society and Engagement (HUMCIV), Andreas Ahrenfeldt Kiaby. Moreover, the RT may be accompanied 
by MFA staff as resource persons when relevant at the expense of their own department. 

The team leader of the RT is responsible for delivery of the outputs required and for internal 
management of the consultant team. 

The team leader from MFA will be overall in charge of quality assurance in the responsible unit, HUMCIV, 
for the MFA. However, the RT may have multiple points of contacts, especially through the IRCT desk in 
the MFA, Caroline Troen. 

The RT will be under direct management and supervision by the team leader of HUMCIV. 

HUMCIV will liaise closely with the consultant(s) throughout the review process. 

 

Background documents 

The list comprises but is not limited to: 
 
MFA documents:  

• The World We Share: Denmark’s Strategy for Development Cooperation 
• The World 2030: Denmark’s former Strategy for Development Cooperation and Humanitarian 

Action  
• Minutes from two latest annual consultations  
• Relevant previous review reports of IRCT, including latest updated management response 
• Summary of the most recent financial monitoring visits of IRCT including latest updated 

management response  
• Any other relevant documents 

IRCT documents:  
• Project documents (application, Results Framework, ToC, Budget, etc.)  
• Relevant strategies, policies and guidelines 
• Annual results reports  
• Audited financial statement and management letter  
• Financial management guidelines and manuals 
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• Organisational policies, guidelines and manuals, including the code of conduct 
• Documents related to capacity development, e.g. annual plans and tool papers 
• Organisational structure  
• Thematic review reports and tracer studies 
• Any other relevant documents 

 

 

 

 

  



35 
 

Annex B List of persons met 
 

IRCT Secretariat 

Lisa Henry, Secretary General  
Asger Kjærum, Director Advocacy  
Kristina Daineko, Director Operations  
James Lin, Istanbul Protocol Programme Coordinator 
Roberto Frifrini, Advocacy Officer 
Hugh Macleod, Communications Lead 
Berta Soley, Knowledge Development Focal Point and Torture Journal Editor Associate 
Carmen Araujo, Survivor Engagement focal point (Project Associate) 
Lindiwe Dhlakama, Program Manager Care4Caregivers 
Maeva Rene-Barry, Advocacy officer 
Elçin Türkdoğan Dilbirliği, Sub-granting Officer 
Kareem Shaddad, Project Controller  
Mana Shrestha, Finance Officer 
Sumaya Maskin, Grants & Administrative Assistant 
 

IRCT ExCom 

Suraj Koirala, IRCT President, Technical Advisor TPO, Nepal                                                                    
Robyn Smythe, IRCT Vice President, Director, STTARS, Australia   
 

IRCT Member Centers 

Suraj Koirala, TPO Nepal  
Bojan Gavrilovic, Jiyan Foundation Iraq  
Angela Ospina, CAPS Colombia 
Uju Agomoh, PRAWA Nigeria 
Feride Rushiti, KRCT Kosovo 
Team, ACTV Uganda 
Morten Olesen, Dignity DK 
Robyn Smythe, STTARS Australia 
 

Kenya field visit, IRCT Member Centers 

All staff IMLU Kenya, Mothers of Victims of Torture Network 
All staff CAT Kenya, survivor, paralegal   
All staff Matesof Kenya, survivor, beneficiaries in livelihood projects 
All staff CVT Kenya, survivors  
 

Donors 

Samantha Chaitkin, EU – UATC 
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Kathleen O’donnell Burrows, USAID (CVT) 
Fabien Maitre-Muhl, Sigrid Rausing Trust 
 

International partners 

Gerald Staberock, OMCT 
Juan Pappie, Human Rights Watch 
Crispin Thorold, Communications Advisor and Rep. of UN Special Rapporteur 
Eva Bjerre Carstensen, Former DK Embassy Bogota 
Helene Fester, MFA-INTJUR 
 

 

  



37 
 

Annex C Overview of key recommendations from previous reviews 
2015 

- Financial sustainability concerns  

- Operationalisation of strategic plan 

- Improve member interaction  

- Review of leadership and governance structures 

- Organizational capacity strengthening 

- Capacity Building of members financial management 

2018 

- EXCOM should clarify its commitment to to torture rehabilitation and torture prevention 

- The ExCom is responsible for and needs to be firmly in charge of the organisational turn-

around. 

- ExCom should decide on a full ‘turn-around’ process, set priorities and consider different 

organisational models for the implementation of the strategy 

- Develop a business model that is sustainable and not depending on project funds to cover core 

cost of the secretariat as IRCT 

- Urgently move from intent to action and ensure that adequate capacities and competence for 

fundraising is established 

- The secretariat should develop a membership engagement strategy 

- The secretariat should put in place measures to enhance its capacity to deliver and document 

results regarding the network as such 

- Root project ownership and execution/implementation on behalf of the network with select 

members 

- Review and clarify the role of the regions in IRCT governance and strategy implementation 

- MFA and IRCT should identify tangible measures and indicators to clarify IRCT deliverables 

for a new funding period. 

2020 

- Significant progress in targeted areas of data base development, promotion of global standards 

and advocacy on rehabilitation.  

- Current plans for membership engagement and reform of governance bodies IRCT remains a 

small body in terms of engagements with a relatively big head of costs.  

- Running costs have been reduced in recent years but remain high, not least compared to the 

turnover of members. 

- Limited progress on the critical issue of financial sustainability.  

2021 

- A target of three new core donors by 2021 has been reached and surpassed by mobilisation of 

private funding sources constituting a better match than MFA. 

- However, the overall funding base was not found to have led to the intended diversification 

- The majority of members continue to be drawn from the Global North, as seen on this map 

documenting IRCT constituency as number of member centres (boxes) and share of 

membership revenue (circles). 
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- The challenge in terms of development funding is that the majority of the 158/161 members 

are located in the Global North (57 centres in Europe, 11 in Australia/New Zealand and 23 in 

the US/Canada). 

- A membership strategy for 2021-2025 presented in January 2021 was found by this review to 

represent an improved framework for enhancing member services and advocacy, even if its 

four defined outputs are silent on the member dominance of the Global North. 

- Review assessments confirm that support to IRCT works with health centres to respond to 

torture as global problem happening in 140 countries and has contributed to results.  

- Assessment of the funding horizon clearly points to the need for further and urgent budget 

reform to reconcile expenses with realistic revenue expectations. 

- IRCT is found to constitute a dedicated but small entity in terms of capacity and scope of 

results with a disproportionate governance structure for the current size of the Secretariat, 

including a Secretary General and two Directors, even when they take operational roles. Past 

revenue projections are found to have lacked realism. A turnaround of the magnitude required 

by current funding horizons requires a hard-nosed, critical rethink by the global movement on 

cost-effective organisational models for experience exchange and other priority outcomes. 

 

 


