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1. Introduction
Over the last years the need for a human rights approach to trafficking in human beings has been increasingly
recognised. Underlying this need are two concerns:
- The lack of protection and assistance that current policies offer to trafficked persons, despite the
fact that trafficking is generally recognised as a serious violation of human rights;
Repeated reports of anti-trafficking policies that negatively impact on women's rights or
contribute to the marginalisation and stigmatisation of specific groups, such as (migrant)
domestic workers or sex workers. In some cases measures lead to direct human rights violations
of these groups.

Despite the growing awareness that a human rights approach to trafficking is needed, instruments to assess the
intended and unintended human rights effects of anti-trafficking laws and policies are lacking.

In June 2007, an international consultation took place with representatives of NGOs, independent specialists and
researchers, working in the related fields of anti-trafficking and forced labour, human rights, labour rights, sex
workers’ rights and migrants’ rights. The outcomes of this three day meeting affirmed that there is a need for an
assessment tool. The participants of this consultation stressed that the process of developing and implementing
the tool should be inclusive and facilitate participation of the people who are (directly and indirectly) affected.
Funds were raised and the two-year project ‘Assessment of the human rights impact of anti-trafficking policies’
started in January 2009. The Human Rights and Trafficking tool, to be published end of 2010, will provide NGOs
with evidence based information to advocate for more effective anti- trafficking policies that respect, protect and
fulfil the human rights of all persons affected, including trafficked persons, migrant workers and sex workers.
Project partners are Aim for human rights, La Strada International, La Strada Czech Republic and SCOT-PEP,
with associate partner Anti Slavery International (ASI). The tool is developed in cooperation with Marjan Wijers
and Lin Chew, both long time experts in the field of human trafficking and human rights.

Between February and July 2010, the draft tool was tested by non-governmental organisations in the Czech
Republic, UK, Indonesia and Taiwan. A 3-day workshop short assessment with the tool was tested in Brazil and
Finland. The results of these try-outs and the draft tool itself were the main discussion subjects at the EU
Consultation, which took place in Prague from 21-25 June 2010.

The aims of the EU Consultation were:
To receive feedback and input on the draft tool from testing organisations, relevant stakeholders
and potential users of the tool, to improve effectiveness and user-friendliness of the draft tool;
Promotion of, and knowledge exchange on, human rights based approaches to anti-trafficking in
general, and more specifically promotion of the Human Rights and Trafficking tool;



Networking between donor organisations and potential users of the tool, with an aim to increase
the scope of the tool.

2. The consultation: two parts

The EU Consultation took place between 21 and 25 June in Prague, Czech Republic. The first three days
consisted of intensive working sessions with five testing organisations and the writers of the tool. The
organisations came from the Czech Republic, Indonesia, Taiwan, Brazil and Finland and are working on anti-
trafficking, sex workers rights and/or migrants rights. The testing organisations shared their experiences with the
draft tool in different regions, topics and assessments. They offered suggestions for improvement of the tool and
discussed how the tool should be disseminated and its use facilitated, from 2011 onwards.

On 24 and 25 June 55 stakeholders from five continents came together. Non-governmental organisations that
work in the field of human trafficking and human rights attended the meeting, as well as representatives of
international organisations such as the United Nations inter-agency project on human-trafficking (UNIAP),
Council of Europe, ILO, GAATW, OSCE, and the European Commission Group of Experts on Trafficking in
human beings, and representatives from national government organisations. Participants discussed the human
rights based approach to trafficking in human beings, gave feedback on the draft of the Human Rights &
Trafficking tool and the experiences of the testing organisations, and discussed the future of the project. The
programme consisted of plenary presentations and discussions as well as working sessions in groups. Informal
drinks on June 23 and June 25 further facilitated interaction between participants.

3. Programme of the public EU Consultation

Thursday 24 June

Irena Konecna, director of project partner La Strada Czech Republic, chaired the morning session. She
welcomed all participants and introduced the programme for the conference. This was followed by presentations
from different speakers.

1. “Why do we need a human rights approach to traff  icking?” — Marjan Wijers, independent consultant
and writer of the Human Rights & Trafficking tool

Marjan Wijers introduced the concept of a human rights based approach to trafficking.

Some of the main points:
Whereas states have given priority to the prosecution and punishment of traffickers, measures have largely
failed to safeguard the human rights of people who have been trafficked.
There is a common concern, expressed by among others the United Nations High Commissioner for Human
Rights and the EC Group of Experts to establish guidelines/ principles to ensure that anti-trafficking
measures do not harm human rights. Nevertheless, the concerns of the people affected by anti trafficking
laws and policies are still commonly ignored.
For an effective lobby to improve anti-trafficking measures, organisations need to clearly demonstrate where
and how rights are being violated. However, instruments to assess the human rights impacts of anti
trafficking measures are lacking. The human rights & trafficking tool aims to address this gap.



2. “Collateral Damage: human rights impacts of anti -trafficking policies in daily reality” — Klara
Skrikankova, ASI (Anti-Slavery International)

Klara Skrikankova described how the GAATW publication “Collateral Damage” was the first document to globally

document adverse effects of anti-trafficking policies on trafficked persons and other groups.

Some of the main points:
There is a shift in rhetoric in the sense that the need for a human rights approach and victim-centred
approach are mentioned more often, but in reality there is no information on how human rights impact should
be measured. The Human Rights & Trafficking tool is being developed to address this issue.
In a recent judgement of the European Court of Human Rights the court for the first time established a
positive obligation for the state to protect human rights and (actively) prevent and investigate trafficking
(Rantsev vs Cyprus and Russia, 7 Jan 2010). This judgement can play a significant role. NGOs now can use
this judgement in their work.

More information: www.gaatw.org and www.antislavery.org

3. “Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings: how does the
Convention contribute to the protection of the huma n rights of trafficked people?” — David Dolidze,
Lawyer at the Secretariat of the CoE Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings

David Dolidze discussed the CoE Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings.

Some of the main points:
The Convention holds that states have a responsibility to prevent trafficking, protect victims and punish
traffickers.
Thus far 28 states have ratified this Convention. It has an independent human rights monitoring body to
control compliance of states (GRETA). GRETA will develop public evaluation reports of state policies against
trafficking: hopefully this will further human rights protection.
The recent judgement of the European Court of Human Rights is very important, because it was the first time
that trafficking in human beings was said to fall within the scope of human rights conventions. It can be
hoped that this will accelerate the shift to human rights protection.

More information: www.coe.int/trafficking

4. “Human rights protection and anti-trafficking po litics in Europe” — Baerbel Heide Uhl, Chairperson of
the EC Group of Experts on Trafficking in Human Bei  ngs

Baerbel Heide Uhl presented some thoughts on human rights and anti-trafficking in Europe.

Some of the main points:
Human rights rhetorics dominate the language on trafficking in Europe, but thus far concrete measures are
lacking.
A transformation from a victim-oriented approach to a human rights approach means participation of
trafficked persons in all decision-making processes. A dialogue is necessary to establish minimum standards
and decent working conditions.

She also referred to the opinion of the EC Group of Experts on the Rantsev judgement.



5. Exercise: Examples of human rights impacts of an  ti-trafficking measures
Participants, divided in six groups, discussed examples of negative or positive impacts on human rights of anti-
trafficking measures from their own countries or experiences. Each group presented one or two cases in plenary.

Some of the main points:
Participants came up with a range of negative impacts of anti-trafficking measures, few positive impacts were
mentioned.
Sharing of experiences with anti-trafficking policies was found to be very educational by the participants.

Examples of harmful practices given by participants

* The criminalisation of clients of ‘pimped’ or trafficked sex workers in Finland has meant that foreign sex
workers have become more vulnerable, because they have to go underground and receive less or more
dangerous clients. Also, clients will not testify in court cases on trafficking for fear of prosecution. This
undermines the possibility to investigate and prosecute abuses against sex workers.

* Undocumented migrants in Thailand and Taiwan identified as presumed victims of trafficking are deported
or forcibly ‘rehabilitated’ in detention centres, without an avenue for appeal. The example was mentioned of a
Burmese woman in Thailand, who against her will was locked up in a rehabilitation centre for more than 2
years. She lost her income, could not provide for her family back home and was only released after two years
of detention.

* In Taiwan and Thailand anti-trafficking policies are in fact anti-migration policies, instead of raising
awareness about the issue of trafficking in persons and protecting the rights of trafficked persons.

* In the Czech Republic NGOs that support victims of trafficking have an obligation to report their clients to the
police. This obligation stops trafficked persons to seek help.

* Increased restrictions on immigration are themselves causing more trafficking and exploitation: those that
want to migrate need brokers to do so and these brokers can turn out to be traffickers.

* Anti-trafficking measures often make it more difficult to claim asylum for refugees.

* The use of SWIFT teams in Nigeria to stop potential trafficking victims from entering a flight to the
Netherlands means violations of the right to freedom of movement, the right to ask asylum, right to
information, as well as discrimination. In addition, persons who want to migrate are likely to take recourse to
more dangerous ways to do so.

*In Japan the immigration policy prevents legitimate migration of sex workers into the country by restricting the
‘entertainers visa'. This leads people to use other types of visas and brokers to organise visas or contracts.
This gives more power to the brokers, or employers, as sex workers overstay their visa and become
undocumented. In reality this policy creates a market for traffickers, while sex workers are criminalised. This
policy protects the interest of Japan rather than the human rights of trafficked persons.

6. “The meaning of a human rights approach to traff icking in human beings” — Marjan Wijers,
independent consultant and writer of the Human Righ ts & Trafficking tool

Marjan Wijers described what a human rights approach to trafficking in human beings should look like.

Some of the main points:
A human rights-based approach integrates the norms, standards and principles of the international human
rights system into legislation, policies, programs and processes. It offers a normative framework that can give
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direction to the further development of policies in the area of trafficking. At the same time it offers a
framework to monitor and evaluate anti-trafficking efforts for their real and potential impact on trafficked
persons and other groups affected.

Under international human rights law, States have the duty to prevent, investigate and punish trafficking as a
human rights violation and to provide adequate remedies to victims of human rights violations. Trafficked
persons should be treated as persons whose rights have been infringed upon and who should be provided
with access to adequate remedies, including assistance, protection, legal aid and compensation.

However, a human rights approach is more than about protecting the human rights of trafficked persons, it is
about the protection of the human rights of all people. Also, a human rights approach implies respecting a
number of principles that relate to the process of policy making. These principles include empowerment,
participation, non-discrimination and proportionality. Moreover, anti trafficking measures should comply with
existing human rights obligations. At the minimum they should not undermine or negatively affect human
rights ("do not harm”). These principles are reflected in the Human Rights and Trafficking tool.

7. “The project: ‘Assessment of Human Rights Impact of Anti-Trafficking policies”- Marieke van
Doorninck, La Strada International

Marieke van Doorninck, project partner, chaired the afternoon session. She briefly presented the process of
developing the tool, which first started in 2007. The draft tool has been tested in the first half of 2010.

8. “The concept of Human Rights Impact Assessment tools and what you can do with them” — Marije
Nederveen, programme officer Women’s Human Rights a  t project partner Aim for human rights

Marije Nederveen introduced the concept of human rights impact assessments. An example of a human rights
impact assessment tool is the Health Rights of Women Assessment Instrument (HeRWAI), which was developed
by Aim for human rights.
Some of the main points:
Human rights impact assessments mean that the impact (positive or negative) of a policy or intervention on
human rights is analysed through an assessment (measurement, evaluation, compliance).
Impact assessments can be done for an existing policy, but also for a policy that still has to be implemented.
An impact assessment tool helps to collect and analyse information on the (expected) effects of a certain
policy. It can help you to get a better focus on the human rights efforts of governments and it can help you to
start a dialogue, and make recommendations for improvement.
It may take a long time before you see the results of the tool, for example if you want to change a policy.
However, there are also other benefits, such as capacity building. By doing an impact assessment, NGOs
learn about human rights and how to apply them in their work.

More information on www.humanrightsimpact.org and www.aimforhumanrights.org

9. “Introduction to the Human Rights and Traffickin g tool” — Marjan Wijers, independent consultant and
writer of the Human Rights & Trafficking tool

Marjan Wijers briefly introduced the structure and content of the tool. The draft tool consists of eight steps,
preceded by a Quick Scan to check if a human rights impact assessment is a suitable means for the
organisation.



There are several uses for the tool. It can be used to do a
full assessment of an anti-trafficking policy, which will take
three to six months. It is also possible to do only the Quick
Scan for a quick mapping of the problem. Alternatively, a 3-
day workshop doing the short version of the assessment
provides organisations with a preliminary analysis of the
relation between the impact of the policy and the protection
of the human rights of trafficked persons and/or other
groups affected by the policy. Finally, there are Fact
Sheets attached to the tool which can be used separately
to learn about human rights.

10. The outcomes of the testing of the tool - Panel
discussion with testing organisations

The testing organisations discussed their experiences with

8 STEPS OF THE HUMAN RIGHTS &
TRAFFICKING TOOL

Quick Scan Go/ No Go for assessment process
Step 1 Preparation

Step 2 Exploring the anti-trafficking policy

Step 3 National legal and political framework
Step 4 International human rights commitments
Step 5 Impact of policy on affected groups

Step 6 Human rights obligations of government
Step 7 Recommendations and report

Step 8 Planning future action

testing the tool in the previous months. Two organisations did the short workshop version of the tool and four
organisations did the whole assessment (for a summary of their assessments see the summary reports of the

testing organisations).

The organisations that tested the complete assessment process:
- COSWAS, Taiwan, represented by Jung Che Chang
- Solidaritas Perempuan, Indonesia, represented by Aliza Yuliana
- La Strada Czech, Czech Republic, represented by Petra Burcikova
- Xtalk, UK, unfortunately could not be here today

Organisations that tested the short workshop version:

- Proyeto Trama, Brazil, represented by Marina Novaes
- Pro-tukipiste, Finland, represented by Essi Thesslund

Main outcomes:

The tool is useful to find new allies and to make stronger evidence based arguments for advocacy and

lobbying;
The tool gives structure to monitoring policies;

The tool helps to empower affected groups and build capacity to work with the human rights framework.
Participation is an important principle, but the participation of some groups (for example migrant sex workers)

is difficult to realise;

More time and people are needed to do the assessment and to involve more stakeholders;
The short version workshop is a good introduction to the tool. The organisations would like to do the full

assessment at a later stage;

The short version workshop was useful to educate partner organisations on human rights.




Programme Friday 25 June

The second day of the public EU consultation consisted of interactive working sessions to familiarize participants
with the tool, and to receive input on the draft tool and the follow-up of the project. The consultation ended with
an informal drink.

1. Working session: Getting to know the tool

Participants, divided in groups, choose one of the anti-trafficking policies discussed in the first day to do Step 5
of the tool. The exercise was followed by a plenary discussion. One point raised was that the question ‘Does the
policy help to punish traffickers?’ is confusing, since not all policies should do so. A related concern was that
some policies consider all former sex workers as potential traffickers. The risk that the tool would be abused for
the wrong ends was discussed. The revision of the tool should take this into account by stressing the importance
of participation and of basing the assessment on real evidence — instead of opinions and individual cases — as
much as possible.

2. Carrousel working session: Follow-up of the project

Participants, divided in groups, brainstormed on the following questions:
How to promote use of the tool/what role can your organisation play?
How to adapt the tool for children or other users?
How to fund use of the tool?
What use can the tool have for your organisation?

Ideas were written on large sheets, groups changed tables each 15 minutes.

3. Exercise: Feedback on the draft tool

Individually, participants wrote on Post-Its their feedback on the draft tool regarding its structure and content and
ways to make the tool simpler. In plenary some burning issues were discussed, including the problem that
various definitions are highly contested or unclear, such as ‘exploitation’. The tool will have to address this issue.

4. Results

There were many concrete recommendations given at the EU consultation, too many to include in this summary
report. Therefore, only general results of the discussions and working group sessions in the EU consultation are
mentioned here. The results are organised along four main aspects, each of which encompasses multiple related
issues discussed within both the 3-day closed session of the EU consultation and the public consultation on 24
and 25 June.

A. Added value of the tool
Stakeholders at the consultation recognised the need for a human rights based approach to anti-trafficking
and felt the tool can address this gap.
The tool can help document and analyse the extent of negative impacts of anti-trafficking laws, policies,
measures.
The tool can increase participation of groups affected by anti-trafficking policies (next to trafficked persons),
in particular local sex workers and migrant workers in decision-making processes on anti-trafficking
measures.
The tool can be used to raise awareness for problems related to anti-trafficking policies.



The tool can be used to advocate more effective anti-trafficking policies, as it helps users to make strategic
choices about lobby and advocacy targets and to gather data/evidence for advocacy.

Another added value of the tool is to bring people together who normally will not work together. Testing
organisations reported new connections with the government, more networking possibilities and new
alliances, especially when they organised focus groups or joint workshops.

The tool provides a systematic way to monitor anti-trafficking policies, with clear steps and methodology.
The fact sheets are considered very useful. They can also be used as stand-alone tool to build capacity on
human rights and as a resource for general human rights education

B. Input for revision of tool
Step by step approach works well; structure of steps can be improved.
Tool needs to be shorter and simpler to reduce the level of education required to use the tool.
Add more examples of human rights impacts, and best practices to show how the tool can be used in
practice.
More guidance is needed on some issues, eg. on how to gather evidence, how to facilitate participation of
affected groups, and how to define the problem which is the focus of the assessment.
Definitions can be problematic and need more explanation: examples are trafficking and sexual exploitation.
Provide more information on the time and budget needed for the assessment itself and for advocacy
afterwards.
The Quick Scan works well to determine Go/ No Go, can be linked better with the other steps.
Replace the flowchart in Part 1l with an overview of steps on 1 page (same as in HeRWAI tool).
Graphics can make the tool more user-friendly.

C. Feedback on follow-up of the project

|. Support structure
To start working with the tool, organisations need an introductory training. A touchback day in the middle
of the assessment process helps to increase the quality of the assessment.
Short workshop version of tool was very good to understand the basics of the tool and the human rights
based approach, but it is not sufficient in itself do an assessment of a policy.
An annual meeting or workshop for organisations that already have used the tool makes exchange of
information possible and is useful for advocacy. Also other organisations can be invited to make them
familiar with the tool and show them what can be done with the tool.
Training of trainers on regional level would be useful to increase scope of tool.
There is a common need for more funding, some donors present showed an interest to contribute.

Il. Dissemination/ promotion
55 participants of the EU consultation are now aware of the Human Rights and Trafficking tool and the
way it can be used. Many have indicated they will promote the tool within their networks.
A brochure is needed as an introduction of the tool.
Translation of the tool in local languages is needed.
There is a need to get in contact with organisations in region such as Africa, Middle-East to disseminate
the tool.
Promotion of the tool on websites, such as www.humanrightsimpact.org, and in newsletters.
Make best practices and assessment reports available for other users, eg. on the website
www.humanrightsimpact.org




Organise a launch of the tool, eg. on December 10, International Human Rights Day.

Ill. Other potential uses and user groups

Other users of the tool can be; trade unions, national human rights institutions, development workers in

the field, regional organisations like ASEAN, Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International.

The tool can be used by NGOs that just start working. The outcomes can be a used as a basis for their

annual plan.

The tool can be used by students/interns/universities as an introduction to human rights and the field of

anti-trafficking.

With some modifications the tool could also be used to assess human rights of children in relation to

anti-trafficking policies.
5. Next steps

The following steps will follow after the EU Consultation:
Writing summary report with concrete recommendations of participants (July)
Revision of the draft tool (July - September)
Lay-out, editing, translation and printing of the tool (September — December)
Developing a follow-up plan and soliciting funds for dissemination and implementation of the tool
(September-December)
Launch of tool: December 2010
Start of follow-up process (dissemination and implementation): January 2011

6. Credits

The organisers express their heartfelt thanks to the 55 participants
of the consultation, who so unreservedly and collaboratively shared
their insights and knowledge and invested their time in this
essential step of the project, and who gave their commitment to
stay involved in the further process of the tool. We also thank all
those persons who could not attend, but gave their comments on
the draft tool and/or expressed an interest to join the mailing list of
the project.

Last but not least, we thank the European Commission/DAPHNE,
the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Czech Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Maria Stroot Foundation, Open Society Institute (OSI), and
Cordaid for believing in the potential of the tool, and funding (part
of) this project, the consultation and/or the testing of the tool.

Marjan Wijers, Lin Chew, Marieke van den Berg, Karlijne van der
Ende, July 2010

Contact: m.vandenberg@aimforhumanrights.nl or
m.wijers@hetnet.nl
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7. List of participants EU Consultation, Prague 24

— 25 June 2010

Persons marked with * were also present at the closed session with testing organisations (21 — 23 June)

Name Organisation Country E-mail
1. Carol Leigh BAYSWAN (Bay Area Sex Workers United States penet@bayswan.org
Advocacy Network), SWOP-USA and
COYOTE
2. AnnJordan Director, Program on Human Trafficking United States ajordan@wcl.am
and Forced Labor, Center for Human
Rights and Humanitarian Law, American
University Washington College of Law
3. Klara Skrivankova | ASI (Anti-Slavery International) United k.skrivankova@antislavery.org
Kingdom
4. Baerbel Uhl EU Expert Group Germany mail@baerbel-uhl.de
5. Marieke van La Strada International The mvd@Ilastradainternational.org
Doorninck Netherlands
6. Marije Nederveen | Aim for human rights The m.nederveen@aimforhumanrights.nl
Netherlands
7. Jan Knockaert Organisatie voor Clandestiene Belgium info@orcasite.be
Arbeidsmigranten (OR.C.A)
8. Tom Etty International Labour Organisation (ILO)/ The tom.etty@tiscali.nl
Internationaal VakVerbond Netherlands
9. Victoria Nwogu Global Alliance Against Traffic in Sierra Leone vickylegal@yahoo.co.uk
Women (GAATW)
10. Marjan Wijers* Independent consultant The m.wijers@hetnet.nl
Netherlands
11. Lin Chew* Independent consultant China linchew@gmail.com
12. Marieke van den Aim for human rights The m.vandenberg@aimforhumanrights.nl
Berg* Netherlands
13. Essi Thesslund* Pro-Tukipiste Finland essi.thesslund@pro-tukipiste.fi
14. Aliza Yuliana* Solidaritas Perempuan Indonesia azilla3@yahoo.com
15. Jung Che Chang* | COSWAS Taiwan jcchangl3@gmail.com
16. Marina Novaes* Trajeto/ Cami Brazil marinanovaes@hotmail.com
17. Cheryl Overs legal/human rights expert Paolo Longo Australia cherylovers@gmail.com
Research Initiative
18. Maria Bibas UMAR'’s Gender Violence Emergency Portugal bibaspsi@gmail.com
Center
19. Karlijne van der Aim for human rights The k.vanderende @aimforhumanrights.nl
Ende* Netherlands
20. Marta Gonzalez Proyecto ESPERANZA Spain marta@proyectoesperanza.org
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21. Lisa Rende United Nations inter-agency project on Thailand Lisa.rende.taylor@undp.org
Taylor human-trafficking (UNIAP)
22. Jackie Pollock MAP Foundation Thailand map@mapfoundationcm.org
23. Elizabeth Empower Foundation Thailand empowerphuket@yahoo.com
Cameron
24. Rachel McGuin Empower Foundation Thailand empowerphuket@yahoo.com
25. Jules Kim Scarlet Alliance Australia mpm@scarletalliance.org.au
26. Marisa Ingleton Scarlet Alliance Australia marisa.ingleton@gmail.com
27. Theo Noten End Child Prostitution, Child The t.noten@ecpat.nl
Pornography and the Trafficking of Netherlands
Children for Sexual Purposes (ECPAT)
28. Cecile United Nations Development Fund for Nigeria cecile.mukarubuga@unifem.org
Mukuraguba Women (UNIFEM)
29. Irena Konecna La Strada Czech Republic Czech irena@strada.cz
Republic
30. David Dolidze Council of Europe France David.dolidze@coe.int
31. Julia Planitzer Ludwig Boltzmann Institute of Human Germany julia.planitzer@univie.ac.at
Rights
32. Jenny Andersson International Centre for Migrant Policy Austria Jenny.Andersson@icmpd.org
Development (ICMPD)
33. Euridice Marquez International Organisation for Migration Austria EMarquez@iom.int
34. Floris van Dijk Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and The FvDijk@minszw.nl

Employment

Netherlands

35. Georgina Vaz Organisation for Security and Co- Austria georgina.vaz-cabral@osce.org
Cabral operation in Europe (OSCE)- Office of
the Special Representative for
Combating Trafficking in Human
36. Alina Brasoveanu Office for Demaocratic Institutions and Poland Alina.Brasoveanu@odihr.pl
Human Rights
37. Abida Pehlic La Strada Bosnie Herzegovina Bosnia abida_pehlic@yahoo.co.uk
Herzegovina
38. Thierry International Committee on Rights of United zezetta.star@gmx.com
Schaffauser Sex Workers in Europe (ICRSE) Kingdom
39. Eva Grollova Diakonie CE Czech grollova@diakoniecce.cz
Republic
40. Olga Sifferova Crime Prevention Department, Czech olga.sifferova@mvcr.cz
Department for Human rights, Ministry of | Republic
Interior
41. Lucie Sladkova Head of Office Czech Isladkova@iom.in
International Organization for Migration Republic

(IOM), Mission in Prague
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42. Tereza Herdova Counter-Trafficking Focal Point, Czech therdova@iom.int
International Organization for Migration Republic
(IOM), Mission in Prague
43. Jana MenSikova Security Policy Department, Ministry of Czech Jana.mensikova@mvcr.cz
Interior Republic
44. Hidare Diriba University student Czech hidarediriba@yahoo.com
Republic
45. Petra Kutalkova* La Strada Czech Republic Czech petrak@strada.cz
Republic
46. Hy ik Stanislav Municipal Police of Prague Czech hyzik@mppraha.cz
Republic
47. Tomas Fiala Municipal Police of Prague Czech fiala@mppraha.cz
Republic
48. Jind iSka Caritas Czech krpalkova@charita.cz
Krpéalkova Republic
49. Veronika Madler Caritas Czech krpalkova@charita.cz
Republic
50. Karolina Caritas Czech krpalkova@charita.cz
Pomichalkova Republic
51. Helena Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Human Czech helena_stohanzlova@mzv.cz
Stohanzlova Rights and Transition Policy Department | Republic
52. Martina Counselling Centre for Citizenship, Civil Czech martina.stepankova@poradna-prava.cz
St pankova and Human Rights, Discrimination and Republic
equal opportunities
53. Tereza Social worker Czech
Somonava Republic
54. Teresita Perez CEECI Institute Czech
Republic
55. Katerina Social worker Czech
Smolikova Republic
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The EU consultation 2010 and the project ‘Assessmen t of the human rights impact of anti-
trafficking measures’ have been made possible with financial support from:

European Commission/DAPHNE

Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Czech Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Open Society Institute

Cordaid

Maria Stroot Foundation
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