
 The project is financed by 

the European Union 

The evaluation has been carried out by ADE, as partner  

of a consortium led by IBF International Consulting  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AFRICAN PEACE FACILITY EVALUATION - PART 2: 

REVIEWING THE OVERALL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE APF 

AS AN INSTRUMENT FOR AFRICAN EFFORTS TO MANAGE 

CONFLICTS ON THE CONTINENT 

 

 

 

Final Report – ANNEXES 

 

November 2013 

The European Union’s EDF Programme 



 

A Ugandan police officer serving with the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) greets a group 

of children during his patrol in the Kaa’ran district of Somali capital, Mogadishu, 09 November 2012. 

(AU-UN IST Photo / Stuart Price) 



 

“The contents of this publication are the sole responsibility of the 
author/contractor/implementing partner and can in no way be taken 

to reflect the views of the European Union.” 

 

 

 

 

 

Letter of Contract N° 2012/300303 

 

 

Prepared by 

Dylan HENDRICKSON 

Nicole BALL 

Funmi OLONISAKIN 

Virginie MORILLON 

Anne-Laure CADJI 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 





 

 

“The contents of this publication are the sole responsibility of the 
author/contractor/implementing partner and can in no way be taken 

to reflect the views of the European Union.” 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

VOLUME I: MAIN REPORT 

 

ANNEXES IN VOLUME II: 

 

 

Annex 1: Terms of Reference (ToR) ............................................................................................... 1 

Annex 2: African Peace Facility financial overview ..........................................................................27 

Annex 3: Summary Notes .............................................................................................................31 

Annex 4: List of persons Met .........................................................................................................79 

Annex 5: Bibliography ...................................................................................................................95 

Annex 6: Addis Ababa Seminar Report ......................................................................................... 114 



 

 

“The contents of this publication are the sole responsibility of the 
author/contractor/implementing partner and can in no way be taken 

to reflect the views of the European Union.” 

 



 

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: Reviewing the overall  
implementation of the APF as an instrument for African efforts to manage 
conflicts on the continent Page 1 
 

ANNEX 1: TERMS OF REFERENCE (TOR) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: Reviewing the overall  
implementation of the APF as an instrument for African efforts to manage 
conflicts on the continent Page 2 
 

SPECIFIC TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

 

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: 

Reviewing the overall implementation of the APF as an instrument for 

African efforts to manage conflicts on the continent 
 

 

FWC COM 2011 – LOT 1 
REQUEST FOR OFFER N° 2012/300303 

1.   BACKGROUND 

AFRICAN CONTEXT 

 
Conflicts in Africa have had a massive impact on the fight against poverty, ultimately 

stunting the continent's  prospects  for long-term  stability and  sustainable development. 

Conflicts have also caused the deaths of millions of people, injuries and abuse to countless 

others and have destroyed innumerable livelihoods. Unless the root causes and underlining 

threats to security, as well as active conflicts, are addressed, the economic, human and 

social development of Africa will continue to be hampered. A comprehensive approach to 

peace and security in Africa needs a broad regional policy framework, covering different 

aspects of peace and security as well as clear and accountable role-sharing between the 

national, sub-regional, continental and multilateral levels. 

 
When establishing the African Union (AU) in 2002, its Member States entrusted the 

organisation with a broad political mandate in the area of conflict prevention, management, 

resolution  and  peace  building.  The  AU  and  the  African  regional  organisations 

(REC/RMs) have since committed themselves to taking practical steps  to address the 

challenges to peace and security through African-owned and African-led initiatives. The 

AU missions in Sudan/Darfur (AMIS) and Somalia (AMISOM) and the ECCAS mission in 

the  Central  African  Republic  (MICOPAX)  are  some  examples  of  African-led  peace 

support operations deployed over the past 5 years, often in a very hostile environment and 

in an extremely sensitive political context. 

 
As a structural and long-term response to the African peace and security challenges, a 

comprehensive and dynamic African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA) was set 

up. The APSA consists of several components, structures and themes
1
, in particular an AU 

Peace and Security Council (PSC), which is the central AU decision-making body; a 

Continental Early Warning System (CEWS); a 'Panel of the Wise' (PoW), with a mandate 

in conflict prevention and resolution, and an African Standby Force (ASF) to be deployed 

in peace support operations. An Africa Peace Fund made up of AU member state and 
 

1 
Peace and Security Council & Secretariat (PSC), Panel of the Wise (PoW), African Standby Force (ASF), 

Continental Early Warning System (CEWS), AU Peace Fund, Relations with RECs and RMs for Conflict 

Prevention, Management and Resolution in the area of P&S, African Union Border Program (AUBP), 

Liaison Offices, Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development (PCRD), Security Sector Reform (SSR), 

Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration (DDR), Counter Terrorism, Maritime Safety and Security, 

Women, Peace and Security, Climate change and security, Humanitarian Action and Disaster Management. 
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partner contributions is used to promote Peace and Security Department work. The African 

regional organisations (REC/RMs) are the pillars of the overall security architecture and 

regional components are key elements of the Continental Early Warning System and of the 

African Standby Force. The links between the AUC and the RECs/RMs have been 

formalized through the signature in 2008 of a MoU. In addition, APSA aims to harmonise, 

streamline and implement actions regarding cross-cutting and thematic peace and security 

issues such as SSR, PCRD, counter-terrorism, SALW, maritime safety and security, etc. 

 
THE EU RESPONSE 

 
The European Union (EU) has strongly supported from the outset, both politically and 

financially, the willingness of its African partners to take bigger responsibilities in the area 

of peace and security. 

 
Politically, the African Peace Facility (APF) was established in 2004, funded through the 

9
th 

EDF reserve, in response to a request by African leaders at the AU Summit in Maputo 

(2003). Through the APF, the EU has been at the forefront of international support to the 

African Peace and Security agenda, providing, in parallel to EU political backing, 

substantial  and  predictable  funding  to  African  peace  support  operations  (PSOs)  and 

relevant capacity building activities at the regional and continental level. 

 
In 2005, the EU outlined peace and security as one of the main pillars in its comprehensive 

Strategy for Africa and committed to further enhance its overall support to Africa in this 

area. With a view to a more consolidated and coherent EU framework for addressing 

specific African needs, an “EU Concept for strengthening African capabilities for the 

prevention, management and resolution of conflicts” was put forward in 2006. The 

main  objectives  of  the  Concept  include  support  to  African  capacities,  policies  and 

structures in the area of mediation, early warning, post-conflict reconstruction, relevant 

capacities  for  peace  operations,  and  the  establishment  of  the  African  Stand-by  Force 

(ASF). 

 
In December 2007, the relationship between the EU and Africa was put on a new strategic 

footing with the adoption of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy in Lisbon (JAES), which 

defined peace and security as one of the eight areas for a special EU – Africa partnership 

and dialogue, with a full APSA implementation as a key objective and the APF as the key 

financing instrument under the 10
th 

EDF. Three years later, after a thorough assessment, 

African and European Heads of States and Governments gathered at the occasion of the 

third Africa-EU Summit, confirmed the Joint Africa-EU Strategy as the central political 

framework for their relations, and adopted the new Action Plan for 2011-2013 in Syrte in 

November 2010. 

 
The Strategy and its successive Action Plans reflect jointly agreed objectives and priorities 

and provide a coherent and comprehensive framework for joint initiatives in the 8 priority 

areas  of  thematic  Partnerships.  The  ambitious  Partnership  on  Peace  and  Security 

consists of three Priority Actions, which were reaffirmed in the Action Plan 2011-2013. 

They are designed to mutually reinforce each other, namely: 

 
1) Enhance dialogue on challenges to peace and security, including through systematic 

and regular dialogue, consultations, coordination of positions, sharing of information 

and analysis, joint assessment missions and exchange of experience; 

 
2) Operationalisation of the African Peace and Security Architecture, including working 

towards the development of fully-fledged Continental Early Warning System, Panel of 
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the Wise, overall strengthening of conflict prevention mechanisms and effective post- 

conflict reconstruction, as well as operationalisation of the African Standby Force; 

 
3) Predictable funding for Africa-led peace support operations, in particular through the 

establishment  of  an  EU  predictable  and  sustainable  funding  scheme,  as  well  as 

through working with the international community to achieve a UN mechanism to 

provide sustainable and predictable financial support for these operations. 

 
These three priorities are subject to concrete and operational initiatives to be implemented 

in the period 2011-2013. 

 
Financially, the EU has taken key steps to strengthen financial capacity of the African 

institutions to foster peace and security on the continent, with the African Peace Facility 

(APF), established in response to a request by African leaders at the AU Summit in 

Maputo (2003), as the biggest source of funding. The original APF allocation of € 250 

million was replenished four times under the 9th EDF with a total of € 150 million in 

additional funding. In parallel, an EU debate on sustainable funding for African peace 

support operations, complementary to the APF, was launched in 2007, resulting in 

mobilization  of  nearly  €  40  million  in  Additional  Voluntary  Contributions  by  8  EU 

Member States, thus bringing the total to almost € 440 million channelled through the APF 

under the 9th EDF. Under the 10th EDF a further € 300 million was committed for the 

period of 2008-2010 constituting the 2
nd 

APF. In 2011, the APF was replenished for a new 

period of three years (2011-2013) with an amount of € 300 million coming from the intra- 

ACP reserve, bringing the overall funds dedicated to APF to over € 1 billion. These funds 

have enabled the AU and the RECs/RMs to strengthen their role, take responsibility for the 

stability of the continent and emerge as internationally recognised, major players in the 

political and security areas. 

 
THE AFRICAN PEACE FACILITY 

 
Objectives 

 
The general objective of the APF is to contribute to the African peace and security agenda 

through targeted support at the continental and regional level in the area of conflict 

prevention, management and resolution, and peace building. The APF addresses peace and 

security priorities jointly defined in the Partnership, in respect of the underlying principles 

of the JAES (ownership, partnership and solidarity). The APF specific objectives respond 

to the three priorities of the Africa-EU partnership on Peace and Security under the Second 

Action Plan 2011-2013. 

 
Beneficiaries 

 
The direct beneficiaries of the APF are the AU, African regional organisations and relevant 

institutions/national structures within or related to the African Peace and Security 

Architecture. 

 
Budget 

 
In  accordance  with  the  thematic  scope  of  the  APF  and  the  priorities  of  the  Joint 

Partnership, the € 1 billion APF envelope under the 9
th  

and 10
th  

EDF (2011-2013) was 

allocated as follows: 
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Eligibility 

 
The  compulsory list  of  non-eligible  APF  expenditure  includes  ammunition,  arms  and 

specific military equipment,  spare parts  for arms  and  military equipment,  salaries  for 

soldiers and military training for soldiers. No other costs are excluded. An indicative list of 

eligible expenditure includes: per diems, rations, medical consumables and facilities, 

transport, fuel, troop allowances, and communication equipment. 
 

 
 

Decision-making process 
 

 
 

Peace Support Operations and Capacity Building 

 
Each intervention to be financed by the APF has to be specifically requested by the AU 

and/or an African regional organisation with a mandate in Peace and Security and is 

adopted  by  a  European  Commission  decision,  on  the  basis  of  a  detailed  budget, 

organization chart and timeframe for implementation. Upon this request from the AU or 

the REC, the Commission/EEAS circulate to EU Member States an Information Note on 

the intervention envisaged. 

 
On the basis of the Note, the Commission/EEAS consult/inform the relevant EU Council 

preparatory working groups and seeks the approval of the EU PSC on political 

appropriateness  of  the  intervention  requested.  Since  2008,  an  accelerated  procedure 

applies to APF interventions considered, on the basis of an evaluation by the Commission, 

as requiring an urgent response. In this case, the Commission requests the Council to do its 

utmost to ensure that the PSC gives its approval on political appropriateness rapidly. 
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Early Response Mechanism (ERM) 

 
The ERM under the APF finances interventions that, by their nature, require immediate 

support. In 2009, the ERM has become operational, i.e. directly accessible to beneficiaries 

further to the approval of each specific action eligible under the ERM by the Commission. 

The PSC and the relevant Council working groups will be kept informed by the 

Commission on activities supported by the Mechanism. 
 

 

Aid delivery 

 
The European Commission delivers APF financing to beneficiaries mainly through 

Contribution Agreements (under the system of joint management) or via grants (under 

centralised management). Contribution Agreements are signed for each individual 

intervention, between the European Commission and the implementing organisation, i.e. 

the AU and/or other African regional organisations. The procedures to be used by the 

implementing organisations, notably with regard to procurement and award of grants, are 

defined in the Contribution Agreement, depending on the institutional capacity of the 

organisation and the conformity of its procedures with internationally accepted standards. 
 

 
 

Evaluation and monitoring 

 
The EC is responsible for the implementation of the APF and prepares annual reports. 

 
The APF underwent an external mid-term evaluation in 2005-2006 that concluded that 

"the APF ha[d] been a very positive initiative which allowed the EU to support African 

work on peace and security in a practical, flexible and highly relevant manner respecting 

the principle of African ownership. Even if there [was] scope for further improvements, the 

overall efforts made to use the APF effectively ha[d] a real impact and already after only a 

year and a half there [was] identifiable progress towards the overall objectives of peace and 

security for development in Africa." 

 
In  November  2007,  a  stakeholder  assessment  was  undertaken  through  a  "Lessons 

Learned" exercise, followed by a seminar in Djibouti. Overall, the first phase of the APF 

was valued a success with a number of important PSOs that could be funded. However, 

even if the APF significantly contributed to a better cooperation between REC/RM and 

AUC and enhanced the relationship, the dialogue between the EU and the AU as well as 

with the REC/RMs should be strengthened. Absorption capacity of the African partners 

and financial management capacities were identified as key questions in the focus. 
 

 

The first phase of an APF evaluation exercise was conducted in 2011, in line with the 

provisions of Article 12 (f) of Council Regulation No 617/2007 of 14 May 2007 on the 

implementation of the 10th European  Development Fund. The  main  objective was to 

concentrate on the procedures of the APF and the sources of funding. The final report of 

this assessment can be found on the APF website
2 

and provides a set of lessons learned and 

recommendations to improve the support to the AU-EU peace and security Partnership. 
 

As a result of these evaluations, APF approaches have been continuously developed over 

the years, starting with the Early Response Mechanism (ERM) in 2008. With more 
 

2 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional- 

cooperation/peace/documents/evaluation_apf_i_final_report_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional-cooperation/peace/documents/evaluation_apf_i_final_report_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional-cooperation/peace/documents/evaluation_apf_i_final_report_en.pdf
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flexible procedures, it allows for a faster response to partners for short interventions in the 

context of first stages of mediation activities, fact finding missions and ad-hoc 

reinforcement of PSO planning cells. 

 
The EU, notably through the APF, also supported the assessment of the African Peace 

and Security Architecture (APSA), which led to the establishment of an APSA Roadmap 

and the corresponding Work Plan 2012-2014. 

 
In 2011, the European Commission decided to put in place a technical assistance service 

contract for APF-related activities. Until 2011, the technical assistance under the APF 

had been recruited entirely through the European Commission's Framework Contracts, 

with the obvious difficulty to identify suitable technical assistants with the required 

(military) background. This two-year contract, extendable for another two-year period, will 

enable to recruit various experts in the field of peace and security. 
 
 
 

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE ASSIGNMENT 

 
 Global objective 

 
There is sufficient wealth of experience now to reflect more thoroughly on APF 

accomplishments since its creation in 2004. The global objective of this assignment is thus 

to assess what has been achieved through the APF and to put forward 

recommendations on how the APF can be enhanced, also in light of the need of greater 

coordination and coherence of the APF with other EU instruments with complementary 

goals starting with the peace and security components of the Regional Indicative 

Programmes (RIPs), the Instrument for Stability (IfS) and the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP). 

 
As decided in 2010, the APF evaluation was split in two parts: 

 
1.   Part 1: A policy-oriented review focusing specifically on APF sources of funding 

and procedures, in line with the provisions of the Article 12 (f) of the Council 

Regulation No 617/2007 of 14 May 2007 on the implementation of the 10th 

European Development Fund
3
; 

 
2.   Part 2: A substantive evaluation of the APF, to be conducted in a second stage and 

closely building on phase 1, to review the overall implementation of the APF and 

its results, as well as the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, outcome / impact, 

sustainability, coherence, EU value added of the APF as an instrument for African 

efforts to manage conflicts on the continent and provide recommendations for the 

future. 

 
The evaluation will benefit from the findings of the APSA assessment and the APSA 

Roadmap that was subsequently adopted together with its corresponding Work Plan 

pointing to strategic and operational priorities to be considered for EU funding, including 

through the APF. 

 
The Contracting Authority is the European Commission, who is also the beneficiary of 

this evaluation. 
 

3 
See 1. Background, section on Evaluation and monitoring. 
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 Specific objectives 

 
These Terms of Reference refer to Part 2 of the APF evaluation. 

 
The purpose of the evaluation is to assess to what extent the APF has been relevant, 

efficient, effective and sustainable in providing the expected impacts in the African peace 

and security sector. It should also assess the coordination and complementarity with other 

donors  and  actors,  the  coherence  with  the  relevant  EU  policies  and  the  partner 

Governments' priorities and activities as well as with relevant international legal 

commitments. The evaluation will also relate to the overall EU support to this domain and 

particularly in this context to the added value the EU can generate in supporting the 

continental and regional organizations. 

 
On this basis, the review will establish an overview of the APF intervention, including 

overall and specific objectives, intended results and impact, for each of the three APF 

components: Peace Support Operations (PSOs); Capacity Building and Early Response 

Mechanism (ERM). A specific methodology for each component should be developed, by 

addressing the following seven evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 

outcome/impact, sustainability, coherence and the EU value added. Special attention 

should also be paid to the African ownership. The first five criteria correspond to the 

traditional practice of evaluation of development aid and have been formalised by the 

OECD (DAC). The following two apply to all EC policies. 

 
The evaluation shall lead to conclusions based on objective, credible, reliable and valid 

findings and provide the EU with a set of operational and useful recommendations. 

 
When formulating evaluation questions (to a maximum of 10), the evaluation team should 

address  at  least  the  following  issues.  Additional  aspects  may  be  suggested  by  the 

evaluation team based on the progress of their work. 



Relevance: 

(a)  Political  Relevance  of  the  APF:  this  includes  both  1)  relevance  to  the  general 
objectives of the EU and relevance to commitments on an international level the EU has 

itself committed to and 2) relevance to the AU/REC policies and activities. 
 

(b) Design and consistency
4 

of the intervention: this mainly concerns the extent to which 

the resources made available were adequate in relation to the objectives set out in the 

programming documents. 

 
(c) Consistency of the implementation in relation to the strategy: the evaluation team 

shall  verify  the  extent  to  which  the  work  plan,  schedule  and  implementation  of  the 

activities (all types of interventions, geographical and sectoral distribution, instruments, 

and aid delivery channels included) were consistent with the strategy. They shall 

demonstrate who were the real beneficiaries, direct or indirect, of the intervention and 

compare them to the target population(s) in the programming documents. The evaluation 

team shall assess whether the instrument was sufficiently flexible to respond to changes in 

the situation. 


4 

The notion of consistency should be understood here as follows: (i) correspondence between the different 

objectives of a strategy, implying that there is a hierarchy of objectives (with lower level objectives logically 

contributing to the higher level ones); (ii) extent to which the resources foreseen are adequate in relation to 

the objectives set out in the strategy. 
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Effectiveness / achievement of the main objectives: the evaluation team shall identify all 

recorded results and impacts, including any unintended ones, and compare these to the 

intended results and/or impacts drawn from the overall objectives and strategic plans. The 

evaluation team will also identify the changes, which occurred in the areas in which EU 

programmes were supposed to produce an impact. 



Efficiency of the implementation: for the activities which were effective, it will be 

necessary  to  question  to  what  extent  funding,  human  resources,  regulatory  and/or 

administrative resources contributed to, or hindered the achievement of the objectives and 

results at both EU and AU/REC level. 

 
Sustainability of (i) the action: an analysis of the extent to which the interventions are 

likely to be maintained over time, notably having in mind that financing peace support 

operations is extremely expensive and very difficult to plan ahead; and (ii) the effects: an 

analysis of the extent to which the results and impacts are being, or are likely to be 

maintained over time. 

 
Key cross-cutting issues: for example the security and development nexus5, institutional 

capacity building, human rights
6
, HIV/AIDS, etc. Verification should be undertaken, on 

the one hand, of the extent to which account has been taken of these priorities in the 
programming documents and, on the other hand, to what extent these issues have been 
reflected in the implementation modalities and in the effects of the intervention. 

 

 

The 3Cs (co-ordination, complementarity and coherence): co-ordination / 

complementarity with other EU instruments, with EU Members States and other donors; 

coherence with EU policies
7 

(including the Member States' own policies). 

 
Value added of the EU interventions: The criterion is closely related to the principle of 

subsidiarity and relates to the extra-benefit the activity/operation generates due to the fact 

that it was financed/implemented through the EC. 

 
There may be three practical elements to illustrate possible aspects of the criterion: 

1) The EC has a particular capacity for example experience in regional integration, 

above those of the Member States; 

2) The EC has a particular mandate in the framework of the '3Cs' and can draw 

member states to a greater effort together; 

3) EC cooperation is guided by a common political agenda embracing all Member 

States. 
 
 
 
 

5  
The ACP-EU Partnership Agreement provides the necessary basis for establishing the APF. The African 

leader’s proposal from the Maputo Summit opened the way to using EDF funds for the APF. The use of EDF 

for activities related particularly to conflict management lies on the assumption that insecurity and violent 

conflict are obstacles to achieving the MDGs and that security and development are important and 

complementary aspects of EU relations with third countries. The assumption that there is not development 

without security is the basis for several EU initiatives, including the peace and security components of the 

Regional Indicative Programmes 2008-2013. The OECD DAC-ability of some activities financed by the APF 

also needs re-thinking, particularly in the perspective of the broader scope and variety of activities of the APF 

over the last 5 years. 
6 Possible human rights violations by members of APF missions could be a topic for consideration. 
7 

Questions could be: Is the APF supportive to the broader framework of EU foreign policy objectives and in 

particular to EU development cooperation and CSDP? Is there any room for improvement in the cooperation 

with other EU activities? 
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African ownership: It is also important to pay attention to this element to measure the 

extent to which the APF has come closer to promoting the ultimate attainment of the 

objectives of the African Union and the RECs/RMs. 
 

 Requested services and suggested methodology 

 
Part 2 of the APF evaluation will be divided in four phases – an Inception Phase, mainly 

devoted to structuring and preparing the evaluation approach and methodology, a 

Headquarters Phase
8
, focusing on gathering and analysing existing data and information 

(through literature/document reviews and interviews), formulating the evaluation questions 

and planning the regional seminar, a Field Phase, including a regional seminar and the 

preparation and conduct of field missions, a Synthesis Phase, focusing on drafting the Final 

Report. 

 
An indicative time and an activity schedule are attached as Annex I and Annex II. 

 

Methodology 

 
The overall  methodological guidance should be based on  the one developed by the 

EuropeAid evaluation unit, available on its web page under the following address: 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/methodology/index_en.htm 
 

The attention of the evaluators is drawn upon the importance of getting concrete data to 

avoid an evaluation which would look too theoretical or abstract. Special attention should 

be  given   to   the   methodology   developed   by   other  international   organizations, 

specialized in peace and security, such as the UN,  OSCE, and OECD.  It  is highly 

recommended that the evaluators link up with the UN DPKO Evaluation Division to get 

information on their evaluation procedures, especially on data collection in the specific 

field of peace and security, lessons learned and best practices, possible pitfalls, 

recommendations, etc. A similar approach could be applied to the APF evaluation mutatis 

mutandis, ensuring that concrete facts/data be included. 

 
The evaluators are also encouraged to refer to past work of good quality in this field, such 
as Professor Paul Collier's work; Thematic Evaluation of European Commission Support to 

Conflict Prevention and Peace Building
9
; World Development Report 2011 on Conflict, 

Security and Development
10

; Guidance on Evaluating Conflict Prevention and 

Peacebuilding Activities
11

; OECD DAC Network on Development Evaluation and OECD 
DAC Network on Conflict and Fragility (INCAF) and their work on evaluating conflict 

prevention and peacebuilding
12

. 

 
It is underlined that the quality control is of the responsibility of the evaluators. The 

Team Leader will be in charge of making sure that the methodology described in the 
 
 

8  
The Headquarters Phase is to be understood as a Desk Phase mainly taking place in Brussels, Belgium, 

where the Headquarters of the EU/African Peace Facility are located, by opposition to the Field Phase. 
9 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/2010/1277_docs_en.htm 
10    

http://wdronline.worldbank.org/worldbank/a/c.html/world_development_report_2011/abstract/WB.978 -0- 

8213-8439-8.abstract 
11 http://www.oecd.org/secure/pdfDocument/0,2834,en_21571361_34047972_39774574_1_1_1_1,00.pdf 
12 

DAC Network on Development Evaluation and DAC Network on Conflict and Fragility (INCAF): For their 

work on evaluating conflict prevention and peacebuilding, please refer to: 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationofdevelopmentprogrammes/dcdndep/overviewofthenetworkscurrentwork 

onevaluatingconflictpreventionandpeacebuilding.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/methodology/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/2010/1277_docs_en.htm
http://wdronline.worldbank.org/worldbank/a/c.html/world_development_report_2011/abstract/WB.978-0-8213-8439-8.abstract
http://wdronline.worldbank.org/worldbank/a/c.html/world_development_report_2011/abstract/WB.978-0-8213-8439-8.abstract
http://www.oecd.org/secure/pdfDocument/0,2834,en_21571361_34047972_39774574_1_1_1_1,00.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationofdevelopmentprogrammes/dcdndep/overviewofthenetworkscurrentworkonevaluatingconflictpreventionandpeacebuilding.htm
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationofdevelopmentprogrammes/dcdndep/overviewofthenetworkscurrentworkonevaluatingconflictpreventionandpeacebuilding.htm
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Inception Note and agreed by the Contracting Authority is implemented throughout the 

evaluation.  The  Team  Leader  will  have  to  carefully follow  the  whole  evaluation,  be 

informed, monitor and coordinate the activities of the evaluation team at all stages and be 

able to respond to any request from the Contracting Authority on the evaluation. 

 
A five-page proposed methodology should be submitted with the offer, including the 

description of the Team Leader's role and the structure of the various outputs. 
 

Inception Phase
13

 

 
Members of the evaluation team will participate in a launching meeting in Brussels, 

Belgium
14  

with the Inter-services Group (ISG)
15  

that will be established to follow the 
evaluation. This meeting will be based on a concise Launch Note, in which the evaluation 
team will have set out in full: (i) the team understanding of the Terms of Reference, (ii) the 
proposed  general  approach  to  the  work  (including  an  upgrade  of  the  methodology 

proposed in the Consultants' offer, scope, etc.). The Launch Note will be prepared by the 

evaluation  team  in  the very first  days  of the  assignment,  under the  coordination  and 

responsibility of the Team Leader, and sent to the Contracting Authority for further 

transmission to the Inter-services Group at least two (2) days before the launching meeting. 

 
On the acceptance, in principle, of the Launch Note by the Contracting Authority, the 

evaluation team will examine relevant key documentation on the past and current EU 

activities in the field of APF, including data on the pertinent policy and instruments. This 

material would include data on the relevant Communications, strategy documents and 

instruments, evaluations, reports, outcomes of seminars and discussions with EU officials. 

The evaluation team will also hold specific meetings/interviews in Brussels
16 

with a 

restricted number of interlocutors indicated by the Contracting Authority. 
 
With the information obtained and no later than ten (10) days after the approval of the 

Launch Note, the evaluation team will submit a Draft Inception Note to the Contracting 

Authority
17 

for further transmission to the Inter-services Group, including, as a minimum, 

the following elements: 
 

1.   Set of evaluation questions 

2.   Methodology to be utilised, overall and for each of the main APF components 

(update and upgrade of the methodology presented in the Launch Note, including 

the role of the Team Leader; structure of the various outputs) 

3.   Detailed work plan and schedule 

4.   Draft list of potential interlocutors 
 

13  
During the Inception Phase, the sole three Senior Experts, including the Team Leader, are expected to 

work. When a reference is made to the evaluation team under this section, it should be understood as the 

three Senior Experts only (Team Leader and two Senior Evaluators). 
14  

Unless otherwise specified by the Contracting Authority before the meeting, the three Senior Experts 

should participate in the meeting. All experts' participation should however receive an ex-ante approval by 

the Contracting Authority. 
15  

European Commission, Directorate General for Development and Cooperation; and European External 

Action Service. Throughout the process, the Group will work in close collaboration with the African Union 

(AU) and the Regional Economic Communities/Regional Mechanisms (RECs/RMs). 
16  

Unless otherwise specified by the Contracting Authority before the meeting, the three Senior Experts 

should participate in the meetings. All experts' participation should however receive an ex-ante approval by 

the Contracting Authority. 
17  

The Draft Inception Note should be submitted at least three (3) days before the meeting with the Inter- 

Service Group. 



 

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: Reviewing the overall  
implementation of the APF as an instrument for African efforts to manage 
conflicts on the continent Page 12   

The Inception Note will be presented by the evaluation team to the Inter-services Group in 

a face to face meeting in Brussels
18

. Following comments on the Draft Inception Note from 
the Contracting Authority collected from the members of the Inter-services Group, the 
evaluators will submit the Final Inception Note within three (3) days. The evaluation will 

not continue before the proposed approach and methodology
19  

have been approved, in 
principle, by the Contracting Authority, as well as the Final Inception Note. 

 

Headquarters Phase
20

 

The Headquarters Phase will mainly take place in Brussels. It starts after the Inception 

Phase and its purpose is to make sure that existing relevant information (including data) is 

gathered  and  taken  into  account  in  the  evaluation  and  that  necessary  information  is 

available to answer the agreed evaluation questions. Before starting any interviews, the 

five evaluators are required to start with a two-week Documentary Phase in Brussels to 

in-depth analyze all relevant documents. 
 
Following the documentary phase and in view of the two-day regional seminar to be held 
during the first part of the field phase in Addis Ababa, the evaluation team will have five 

(5) days to identify relevant stakeholders,
21 

draft an agenda, including a general discussion 

involving all stakeholders (half a day)
22 

and thematic and/or geographic workshops
23 

to be 

approved by the Contracting Authority
24

. At the same time, the evaluation team will also 

prepare an Information Note with topics for discussion for the participants (3-4 pages)
25

, 
to be submitted to, also within five (5) days after the Documentary Phase, and approved by 
the Contracting Authority. The Information Note should notably contain some short 
background on the APF and its evaluation (past and on-going), the purpose of the seminar 
and the topics that will be discussed in the general session and the specific workshops. 
Should the Contracting Authority have comments on the Information Note, the evaluation 
team will have three (3) days to incorporate them. The Information Note should be 
circulated to the participants by e-mail at least ten (10) days before the seminar. The 
evaluation team / seminar coordinator should make sure that hard copies will also be 
available in the conference room. 

 
The seminar coordinator will be in charge of sending the invitations and ensure the 

organization of the seminar, including interpretation/translation and logistical aspects
26

. 
 

18  
Unless otherwise specified by the Contracting Authority before the meeting, the three Senior Experts 

should participate in the meeting. All experts' participation should however receive an ex-ante approval by 

the Contracting Authority. 
19 

The approved methodology becomes binding for the evaluation team. 
20 

During the Headquarters Phase, the whole evaluation team is expected to work. When a reference is made 

to the evaluation team under this section, it should be understood as the three Senior Experts and the two 

Junior Experts (Team Leader, two Senior Evaluators and two Junior Evaluators). The Seminar Coordinator 

will also start his/her work during this phase. 
21 

The Contracting Authority will propose a list of organizations to participate in the seminar. The evaluation 

team will screen the list and propose a list of participants (+/- 80), to be approved by the Contracting 

Authority. 
22 Interpretation to/from English and French should be provided for the general discussion. 
23 

The workshops should be organized in such a way that the participants' respective languages (English and 

French) are taken into consideration. 
24 

The evaluation team will have three (3) days to take into account and incorporate in the relevant documents 

possible comments by the Contracting Authority on the list of stakeholders and the draft agenda of the 

seminar. 
25 The Information Note must be translated into French. 
26 

The participants (through their sending organizations), with the exception of the four resource persons (see 

footnote 32), will be in charge of financing their attendance to the regional seminar (travel costs, per diems). 

All the other costs related to the regional seminar, such as invitations / information notes printing and 

sending, seminar material / documentation, stationery, conference rooms booking, rental of video / audio 
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He/she will be expected to start the preparation in Addis Ababa two days before the 

seminar and stay one more day afterwards to deal with all possible post-seminar issues. 
 

The evaluation team will then hold extensive meetings/interviews
27 

in Brussels with 

European  Commission  Services  that  are  relevant  to  the  APF  (i.e.  DEVCO;  SG;  SJ; 

BUDG); the European External Action Service (EEAS); the Council's Secretariat, Staff 

from Permanent Representations of EU Member States in Brussels; the offices of AU in 

Brussels;  and  civil  society's  representatives  in  Brussels  to  complete  the  Headquarters 

Phase. The very first meetings will be held with DEVCO and EEAS staff working on 

the  African  Peace  Facility,  based  on  recommendations  of  the  APF  Section  of  the 

European Commission. 
 
At the conclusion of this work, the evaluation team will prepare a Desk Report which will 

highlight preliminary findings and draft recommendations, as well as evaluators’ proposed 

approach and methodology for the upcoming Field Phase of the evaluation. The evaluation 

team should send the Desk Report to the Contracting Authority for further transmission to 

the  Inter-services  Group,  no  later  than  twelve  (12)  days  after  the  approval  of  the 

Information Note and at least three (3) days before the de-briefing meeting to take place 

with the Inter-services Group in Brussels
28

. Should the Contracting Authority have 

comments on the Desk Report, the evaluation team will have five (5) days to incorporate 

them. 
 

Field Phase
29

 

 
Following  satisfactory  completion  of  the  Headquarters  Phase  and  the  approval,  in 

principle, of the Desk Report by the Contracting Authority, the evaluation team will start a 

field  phase  to  review  the  activities  that  were  undertaken  in  the  three  main  APF 

components: 

 
 Peace Support Operations (PSOs): 

o African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) 
o Mission  for  the  Consolidation  of  Peace  in  Central  African  Republic 

(MICOPAX) 

o African Union Mission in Sudan (AMIS) 
o Operations of the securisation of the elections in the Comoros (AMISEC / 

MAES) 

 
 Capacity Building: 

o Review  of  the  APF-funded  programmes  that  were  implemented  by  the 

African Union Commision (AUC) and the RECs/RMs
30

 

 
equipment if required, supply of refreshments, tea/coffee breaks (four (4) in total over the two (2) days), 

warm buffet lunches, without service, with soft drinks and teas/coffees but no alcohol, for all the participants 

for both days, interpretation / translation costs, etc, should be included in the Consultants' offer under the 

"Reimbursable". 
27 

All meetings should receive ex-ante approval by the Contracting Authority. Unless otherwise specified by 

the Contracting Authority, the five evaluators should participate in the series of meetings. All experts' 

participation should however receive an ex-ante approval by the Contracting Authority. 
28  

Unless otherwise specified by the Contracting Authority, the five evaluators should participate in the 

meeting. All experts' participation should however receive an ex-ante approval by the Contracting Authority. 
29 

During the Field Phase, the whole evaluation team is expected to work. When a reference is made to the 
evaluation team under this section, it should be understood as the three Senior Experts and the two Junior 

Experts (Team Leader, two Senior Evaluators and two Junior Evaluators). The Seminar Coordinator will 

complete his/her work during the first part of the Filed Phase. 
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 Early Response Mechanism (ERM): 

o Review of the ERM initiatives implemented by the AUC, IGAD, SADC. 
 
The field phase will allow the evaluators to collect information, conduct interviews and 

hold meetings with relevant stakeholders, including the EU Delegations, representatives 

from the AUC, RECs/RMs, EU member states, the UN and relevant donors in the area of 

peace and security, as well as representatives of the ultimate beneficiaries. 
 

The field phase will consist of two parts: 

 
Part 1: 

 

The Field Phase will start in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, where the evaluation team will 

interview key AU, RECs/RMs and EU interlocutors
31

. The evaluation team will also 

conduct a two-day regional seminar in Addis Ababa. 

 
The seminar will serve as a platform for discussions with relevant actors on the ground 

with the objective to identify – with the help of APF beneficiaries – lessons learned 

concerning the three main APF components (positive/negative elements and suggestions to 

improve impact, visibility, effectiveness, accountability, flexibility, timing). These first 

field findings should serve as guidance for the further in-depth field research, notably to 

identify additional stakeholders to be interviewed and specific areas to be visited. 

 
The evaluators will have invited the AUC, the RECs/RMs, key stakeholders who were 

involved in or conducted APF-funded programmes, independent resource persons with an 

extensive background on peace and security issues in Africa
32  

as well as EU member 

states, the UN and relevant donors in the area of peace and security, and representatives of 

the ultimate beneficiaries
33

. The European Commission (HQ representatives and EU 

Delegations) will also participate. 
 

30  
List (by alphabetical order) of regional organizations in charge of the implementation of an APF-funded 

programme: CEMAC (Communauté économique et monétaire de l'Afrique centrale) in Bangui (Central 

African  Republic);  CEN-SAD  (Community  of  Sahel-Saharan  States)  in  Tripoli  (Libya);  (COMESA 

(Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa) in Lusaka (Zambia); EAC (East African Community) in 

Arusha (Tanzania); EASFCOM (Eastern Africa Standby Force) in Nairobi (Kenya); ECCAS (Economic 

Community of Central African States) in Libreville (Gabon); ECOWAS (Economic Community of West 

African  States)  in  Abuja  (Nigeria);  IGAD  (Intergovernmental Authority on  Development) in  Djibouti 

(Djibouti); NARC (North Africa Regional Capability) in Tripoli (Libya) and SADC (Southern African 

Development Community) in Gaborone (Botswana). 
31 

All meetings should receive ex-ante approval by the Contracting Authority. Unless otherwise specified by 

the Contracting Authority, the five evaluators should participate in the meetings. 
32  

The evaluation team will be responsible for identifying up to four (4) resource persons, with a solid 

background in peace and security in Africa (a minimum of 15 years of experience in that field), who will be 

invited to participate in the regional seminar. The proposed list of individuals is to be approved by the 

Contracting Authority and AUC before invitations are sent out. The Contractor will be responsible for 

organising the financial and logistical aspects of the resource persons' involvement (travels, visa costs, hotel 

rooms booking and payment, pocket money excluding the accommodation costs, etc) and these costs should 

be included in the Consultants' financial offer (under the "Reimbursable"). The departure place will be 

identified only once the experts are selected. The Consultants should thus consider Brussels, Belgium, the 

departure place. Reimbursement will be made on the presented actual costs taking into account the effective 

departure place. In case of "no show", the Contractor cannot be held responsible for the negligence of 

participants who fail to cancel their participation/reservation in time and/or decide on their own to make other 

arrangements. Possible cancelation fees or unused tickets for transport/accommodation may be charged to the 

Contracting Authority, unless there is manifest fault on the part of the Contractor. 
33 

See Headquarters Phase for the identification of key stakeholders. 
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After a short general discussion involving all stakeholders (half a day), thematic and/or 

geographic workshops, to be agreed upon by the Contracting Authority during the 

Headquarters Phase, should be organized with relevant stakeholders. One member of the 

evaluation team should participate in each workshop to collect the data. 
 

A concluding/wrap-up session should be organized at the end of the seminar, summarizing 

the preliminary findings. 
 

No later than five (5) days after the seminar and at least one (1) day before the on-the-spot 

debriefing, the evaluation team should submit a Report on Preliminary Findings to the 

Contracting Authority detailing the  initial  lessons  learned  and  the  next steps  that  the 

evaluation team will undertake to conduct the second part of the field phase, and notably 

identifying specific areas where field missions will be conducted, together with a tentative 

calendar, and which interlocutors the evaluators intend to meet. This Report should be 

presented by the evaluation team during an on-the-spot de-briefing in Addis Ababa
34 

to the 

European Commission (HQ representatives and/or EU Delegation to AU) and agreed, in 

principle, by the Contracting Authority, before the second part of the field phase can be 

launched. Should the Contracting Authority have comments on the Report on Preliminary 

Findings, the evaluation team will have two (2) days to incorporate them. 

 
Part 2: 

 

During the second part of the field phase, the evaluation team will undertake a maximum 

of eight (8) field missions to specific areas, determined during the first part
35

, to review 

the activities that were undertaken in the aforementioned three main APF components. 

 
There will be two "field teams" made up of two experts (one Senior Expert / one Junior 

Expert) and managed by the Team Leader from his/her place of origin. One team could 

primarily cover the Anglophone African areas whereas the other one could cover the 

Francophone areas. The two teams can be travelling to different places at the same time. 

 
The missions in the countries, where Peace Support Operations took/take place or where 

the organization in charge of the operation is located, aim to specifically provide the 

evaluators with first-hand information on the implementation and impact of these 

operations. 

 
The missions undertaken in the framework of the second part of the field phase will be 

scheduled over a period of eight (8) weeks, including on-the-spot debriefings. 

 
At the conclusion of each field mission, each field team will give an on-the-spot de- 

briefing to the relevant EU Delegation, and if applicable to the AUC and/or the RECs/RMs 

on their provisional findings. In the week following their return from the field, the 

evaluators will give a general de-briefing to EU Services in Headquarters in Brussels
36

. 

The de-briefings will highlight preliminary findings, explain their link to the findings of 
 
 

34  
Unless otherwise specified by the Contracting Authority, the five evaluators should participate in the 

meeting. All experts' participation should however receive an ex-ante approval by the Contracting Authority. 
35  

All missions shall receive ex-ante approval by the Contracting Authority. The departure place will be 

identified only upon the approval of the report on Preliminary Findings by the Contracting Authority. The 

Consultants should thus consider Brussels, Belgium, the departure place and Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, the 
arrival place. Local travel in Africa may be envisaged: The offer will foresee one car rental (from Addis 

Ababa) for two weeks. The per diem to be used is EUR 205 and results from the calculation of an average of 

5 likely destinations: Nairobi, Libreville, Abuja, Gaborone, Bangui (282 + 203 + 219 + 196 + 126) / 5 = 205. 
36  

Unless otherwise specified by the Contracting Authority, the five evaluators should participate in the 
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the Headquarters Phase and propose a draft structure for the draft final report. The 

evaluation team should provide Summary Notes
37  

on the seminar held in Addis and on 
each individual field visit to the Contracting Authority, no later than three (3) days before 
the general debriefing in Brussels. The Summary Notes should be approved by the 
Contracting Authority. However, should the Contracting Authority have comments on the 

Summary Notes, the evaluation team will have three (3) days to incorporate them. 
 

 
 

Synthesis Phase
38

 

 
When  all  the  field  missions  have been  conducted  and  within  ten (10)  days  after the 

approval of the Summary Notes, the evaluation team will submit a Draft Final Report
39

, 
in accordance with the agreed structure, taking due account of comments received during 
de-briefings and earlier meetings. The report should draw upon working hypotheses / 

recommendations from Part 1 of the APF evaluation
40  

and include clear answers to the 
evaluation questions. A slide presentation on the findings of the evaluation should be 
annexed to the Final Report, as well as the minutes of the regional seminar. 

 
The evaluation team should present the Draft Final Report to the Inter-services Group in a 

face to face meeting in Brussels
41

. On the basis of comments expressed by the Contracting 

Authority, the evaluation team should make the appropriate amendments and submit a 

revised version of the Draft Final Report to the Contracting Authority within five (5) days. 

The Inter-services Group will be given ten (10) days to provide their comments that the 

Contracting Authority will share with the evaluation team. On the basis of the comments 

received from the Contracting Authority, the evaluation team will re-revise the Draft Final 

Report within the next five (5) days. Should the Contracting Authority still have comments 

further on, the evaluation team will be required to amend the Draft Final Report within five 

(5) days upon their reception of the Contracting Authority. 
 

The evaluation team will be authorized to convert the Draft Final Report into the Final 

Report, only once the Contracting Authority has approved the Draft Final Report. The 

Final Report shall be presented in a way that enables publication without further editing. 
 
The Contracting Authority may request the Team Leader to make an oral presentation of 

the Final Report and the key findings of the APF Evaluation in the European Commission's 

premises in Brussels. 
 

 
 

The evaluation users 
 

The evaluation should serve policy decision-making and project management purposes. 

The main users of this evaluation are DG DEVCO, the EEAS, the EU Delegations in the 

APF beneficiary areas; the AU and the REC/RMs. The evaluation should also generate 

results of interest to governmental and civil society partners and the EU member states. 
 
 

 
37 The minutes of the seminar should be included as an annex to the Summary Notes. 
38  

During the Synthesis Phase, the sole three Senior Experts, including the Team Leader, are expected to 

work. When a reference is made to the evaluation team under this section, it should be understood as the 

three Senior Experts only (Team Leader and two Senior Evaluators). 
39 

The Draft Final Report should be submitted at least three (3) days before the meeting with the Inter-Service 

Group. 
40 See 2. Description of the assignment, sections on Global objective and Specific objectives. 
41 

Unless otherwise specified by the Contracting Authority, the three Senior Experts should participate in the 
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 Required outputs 

 
By the end of the assignment, it is expected that the evaluation team will have analysed in 

depth the overall implementation of the APF and its results, the relevance, effectiveness, 

efficiency, outcome / impact, sustainability, coherence, EU value added of the APF as an 

instrument for African efforts to manage conflicts on the continent, and provided clear, 

complete and specific answers to the evaluation questions. 

 
During the assignment, the evaluation team, under the overall coordination and 

responsibility of the Team Leader, will produce specifically: a Launch Note; an Inception 

Note; an agenda, a list of participants and an Information Note with topics for discussions 

in view of the regional seminar; a Desk Report; a Regional Seminar; a Report on 

Preliminary Findings resulting from the regional seminar; Summary Notes on the regional 

seminar and on each individual field visit including, as annex, the minutes of the regional 

seminar; a Final Report including, as annexes, a slide presentation on the findings of the 

evaluation and the minutes of the regional seminar; and possibly an oral presentation of the 

Final Report and the key findings of the evaluation by the Team Leader. 

 
Five meetings with the Inter-services Group will be held in Brussels: for the presentation 

of the Launch Note, the discussion of the draft Inception Note; the presentation of the 

results of the Headquarters Phase and the discussion of the Desk Report; the general 

debriefing after the Field Phase; and discussion of the draft Final Report. In addition, at the 

conclusion of the regional seminar and the field missions, the team will give an on-the-spot 

de-briefing respectively to the European Commission in Addis Ababa (HQ representatives 

and/or EU Delegation to AU) and to each EU Delegation, and if applicable to the AU and 

RECs/RMs on their findings. The Team Leader may also be requested to make an oral 

presentation of the Final Report and the key findings of the APF Evaluation in Brussels. 
 

 

3. EXPERTS PROFILE 

 
 Number of requested experts per category and number of man-days (MD) per expert 

 
The evaluation needs a team to be managed by a very experienced Team Leader. Six (6) 

experts are required to carry out this assignment: 

 
1/ The evaluation team will consist of five (5) experts: 

 
 One (1) Senior Expert/Team Leader for 75 working days 

 
 Two  (2)  Senior  Experts/Evaluators  for  180  working  days  (in  total,  for  both 

experts together) 

 
 Two  (2) Junior Experts/Evaluators  for 120  working  days  (in  total,  for both 

experts together), for the Headquarters Phase and the Field Phase 

 
2/ In addition, one (1) Junior Expert/Seminar Coordinator is required for the 

organization and the on-site management of the regional seminar for 12 working days 

(logistical organization of the regional seminar, in close coordination with the evaluation 

team who will work on the concept, design and content of the seminar). He/she will also be 

under the authority of the Team Leader and work during the Headquarters Phase and the 

first part of the Field Phase. 
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 Profile and/or expertise required 
 
The profile and expertise required for the evaluation team are described firstly (1), the 

ones for the Seminar Coordinator follow (2). 

 
1/ A good combination of the following expertise, skills and qualifications is required for 

the evaluation team: 
 

Essential (= minimum required skills) 
 

 Extensive knowledge and experience in evaluation, its methods and techniques, 

including field experience in Africa, at least for the three Senior Experts taken as a 

group; 

 Full familiarity with the methodological approach set by the EC, at least for the 

three Senior Experts taken as a group; 

 Solid  knowledge  in  all  fields  pertaining  to  the  topic  of  the  evaluation:  crisis 

management and peace building, and in particular the African Peace and Security 

sector, at least for the three Senior Experts taken as a group; development 

cooperation issues and EU's external relations policies and instruments; 

 Knowledge of the African Union and/or RECs/RMs organisations; 

 Knowledge of the particular institutional structure and relationship of 

responsibilities between the European Commission, the European External Action 

Service and the Council of the EU; 

 Excellent written and spoken English and French (at least one Senior Expert, other 

than the Team Leader, and one Junior Expert must have excellent working 

knowledge of French); 

 Excellent writing and editing skills (in English); 

 Full proficiency in Microsoft products (Outlook, Word, Excel, PowerPoint, etc.). 

 
Desirable 

 

 Knowledge  of  European  Commission  procedures,  especially  of  development 

cooperation projects and programmes; 

 Previous working experience with APSA – related institutions; 

 Solid experience from working with multi-cultural and multi-professional teams; 

 Excellent  interpersonal  and  communication  skills;  strong  sense  of  diplomacy; 

capacity to deal with different sets of interlocutors, including senior figures from 

the public sector, government counterparts and the civil society. 

 
In addition to the above, the following qualification and skills will also be regarded as 

minimum required skills specifically for each expert of the evaluation team: 
 

Senior Expert/Team Leader 

 
 In the absence of an advanced University Degree (Master's Degree or higher), the 

relevant professional experience will be of a minimum of thirteen (13) years 

 At least ten (10) years of relevant professional experience in the area relevant to the 

assignment 

 At least five (5) years managing programme/project evaluations and Teams of a 

similar size and character 
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Senior Experts/Evaluators 

 
 In the absence of an advanced University Degree (Master's Degree or higher), the 

relevant professional experience will be of a minimum of thirteen (13) years 

 At least ten (10) years' experience in the area relevant to the assignment 

 
Junior Experts/Evaluators 

 
 In the absence of an advanced University Degree (Master's Degree or higher), the 

relevant professional experience will be of a minimum of six (6) years 

 At least three (3) years' experience in the area relevant to the assignment 

 
Conflict of interest: In order to guarantee an unbiased result of this evaluation, experts 

who have been responsible for the implementation of projects funded by the APF in the 

last five (5) years must not be part of this assignment. 
 

 
 

2/ Skills and qualifications required for the Junior expert/Seminar Coordinator: 
 

Essential (= minimum required skills) 
 

 In the absence of an advanced University Degree (Master's Degree or higher), the 

relevant professional experience will be of a minimum of six (6) years 

 At least three (3) years' experience in planning international conferences/events; 

 Excellent  oral,  written  and  interpersonal  communication  skills  in  English  and 

French, attention to detail; 

 Excellent   organizational   and   time   management   skills,   willingness   to   work 

unconventional work hours under time pressure and to travel to Addis Ababa; 

 Proficient user of Microsoft products (Outlook, Word, Excel, PowerPoint, etc.); 

 Strong sense of diplomacy; capacity to work in a multi-cultural context and deal 

with different sets of interlocutors, including senior figures from the public sector, 

government counterparts and the civil society. 

 
Desirable 

 

 Experience in organising conferences in Africa, notably on peace and security; 

 Knowledge of the African Union, RECs/RMs organisations or the European Union 

/ European Commission; 

 Knowledge of and/or experience with programme/project evaluation. 
 
 
 
 

4. LOCATION AND DURATION 

 
 Starting period 

 
The assignment should commence as soon as possible and, in principle, no later than 

fourteen (14) calendar days after the Contract's signature. 
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 Foreseen finishing period or duration 

 
The assignment should last approximately ten (10) months. An indicative time and an 

activity schedule will be found in Annex I and Annex II. 

 
 Planning 

 
See annex I 

 
 Location(s) of assignment 

 
 Place of origin of the experts – Home Office 

 Brussels – meetings, Inception Phase and Headquarters Phase 

 AUC, RECs/RMs, APF-funded PSOs – Field Phase 
 

 
 

5. REPORTING 

 
 Content 

 
See section on requested services. 

 
 Language and format 

 
The reporting language is English. Only the Information Note for the regional seminar and 

the Final Report, including its annexes, must be translated into French, once the final draft 

versions have been approved by the Contracting Authority. 

 
All reports will be in font Arial or Times New Roman, respectively 11 or 12, single 

spacing. 
 
 

 Submission / comments timing 

 
See annex I and section on requested services. 

 
 Number of report(s) copies 

 
Interim reports will be sent only by e-mail (both in word and pdf). 

 
The Final Report should also be sent / delivered to the Contracting Authority in  100 

printed copies in English and 50 copies in French. The cost over 10 copies will be quoted 

under the Reimbursable. 

 
An electronic version of the Final Report should be submitted in both languages (both in 

word and pdf). 

 
An  electronic  version  of  the  slide  presentation,  as  an  individual  file,  should  also  be 

submitted in both languages. 
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6. ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION 

 
 Interviews if necessary indicating for which experts/position 

 
A phone interview of the proposed Team Leader may be conducted within five (5) / ten 

(10) days following the reception of the offers. 

 
 Other authorized items to foresee under 'Reimbursable' 

 
In addition to the provisions of Article 8.4 "The Specific Contract" of the Global Terms of 

Reference, Reimbursable items include: 

- Mission costs for the experts, such as: international travels, local travels, per 

diems, visa costs; 

- Costs for the four resource persons to be selected for the regional seminar, 

such as:  international travels, visa costs, pocket money and accommodation 

costs; 

- All  the  costs  related  to  the  regional  seminar,  such  as:  invitations  / 

information notes printing and sending, seminar material / documentation, 

stationery, conference rooms booking, rental of video / audio equipment if 

required, supply of refreshments / coffees / teas, buffet lunches for all the 

participants for both days, interpretation / translation costs; 

- Translation costs for the Information Note and the Final Report; 
- Printing costs for the Final Report (over the first 10 copies); 

- Shipping costs for the Final Report. 

 
NB: all the travels to be undertaken for the purpose of this contract will have to receive a 

prior approval by the Contracting Authority through administrative orders. 

 
 Operational conditionality for intermediary payment if any 

 
Not applicable 

 
 Tax arrangements 

 
Despite possible existing agreements between the European Union and the country where 

field trips will occur, tax refunds and/or exemptions are sometimes very difficult to obtain 

in the case of international service contracts. The Contracting Authority is prepared to 

cover VAT upon receiving gross invoices in cases where no exemption is granted by local 

authorities. 

 
Quote in the Consultants' offer should thus be made with VAT. When actually invoicing 

the European Commission, the Contractor should consider what follows: If an agreement 

between the European Union and the concerned country exists, the VAT invoice should 

not be authorized, unless the Contractor demonstrates the Contracting Authority that it was 

impossible to get reimbursed. 

 
 Others 

 
The language of the contract is English. 
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7. LIST OF ANNEXES 

 
  Annex I: Indicative timing (table) 

 

  Annex II: Time and activity schedule, man-days requirement and location 

 
   Annex III: Part 1 of the African Peace Facility evaluation: reviewing the procedures of 

the APF and possibilities of alternative future sources of funding; final report 

 available of the APF website
42

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

42 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional- 

cooperation/peace/documents/evaluation_apf_i_final_report_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional-cooperation/peace/documents/evaluation_apf_i_final_report_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional-cooperation/peace/documents/evaluation_apf_i_final_report_en.pdf
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Phase 
- Duration 
- Experts 

Action Meetings Output Tentative 
calendar 

Inception Phase 
 

- 5 weeks 
 

- 3 experts 

Preparation of a concise 
Launch Note 

 Launch Note Week 1 

Presentation of the Launch 
Note to Inter-Services Group 
(ISG) 

Launching 
meeting 
(Brussels) 

 Week 2 

Approval of the Launch Note 
by the Contracting Authority 

  Week 2 

Examination of key 
documentation + hold specific 
meetings/interviews + 
preparation of draft Inception 
Note 

 Draft Inception 
Note 

Weeks 3-4 

Presentation of the Inception 
Note to ISG + comments by 
the Contracting Authority 

Inception Note 
presentation 
meeting 
(Brussels) 

 Week 4 

Incorporation of comments by 
the evaluation team (3 days) 

 Final 
Inception 
Note 

Week 5 

Approval of the Inception Note 
by the Contracting Authority 

  Week 5 

Headquarters 
Phase 

 

- 10 weeks 
 

- 6 experts 

Documentary phase: analysis 
in-depth of relevant 
documents 

  Weeks 6-7 

Preparation of the regional 
seminar: identification of 
stakeholders to invite for the 
regional seminar, drafting of 
the agenda and sending of the 
invitations/draft agenda 

 
Preparation of an Information 
Note with topics for discussion 
for the participants 

 Draft list of 
participants + 
Draft agenda 

 

 
 
 
 
Draft 
Information 
Note 

Week 8 

Comments on the list of 
participants, the agenda and 
the Information Note by the 
Contracting Authority 

  Week 9 

Incorporation of comments by 
the evaluation team (3 days) 

 Final list of 
participants + 
agenda + 
Information 
Note 

Week 9 

Approval of the list of 
participants, the agenda and 
the Information Note by the 
Contracting Authority 

  Week 10 

Circulation of the Information 
Note by the evaluation team 

  Week 10 
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 Meetings/interviews in 
Brussels with European 
Commission Services; 
European External Action 
Service; Council's Secretariat; 
EU Member States; offices of 
AU in Brussels; 
representatives of the civil 
society 

  Weeks 10-11 

Preparation of the Desk 
Report 

 Draft Desk 
Report 

Week 12 

Presentation of the Desk 
Report to ISG + comments by 
the Contracting Authority 

Desk Report 
presentation 
meeting 
(Brussels) 

 Week 13 

Incorporation of comments by 
the evaluation team (5 days) 

 Final Desk 
Report 

Week 14 

Approval of the Desk Report 
by the Contracting Authority 

  Week 15 

Field Phase 
 

- 14 weeks 
 

- 6 experts 

1
st 

part: Interviews and 
Regional Seminar in Addis 
Ababa with AUC, RECs/RMs 
and key stakeholders who 
were involved in/conducted 
APF-funded programmes 

  Weeks 16-17 

Preparation of the Report on 
Preliminary Findings 

 Draft Report 
on Preliminary 
Findings 

Weeks 17-18 

Presentation of the Report on 
Preliminary Findings to ISG + 
comments by the Contracting 
Authority 

On-the-spot 
debriefing 
(Addis Ababa) 

 Week 18 

Incorporation of comments by 
the evaluation team (2 days) 

 Final Report 
on 
Preliminary 
Findings 

Week 18 or 
19 

Approval of the Report on 
Preliminary Findings by the 
Contracting Authority 

  Week 19 

2
nd 

part: Missions to specific 
areas, determined during the 
1

st 
part of the field phase 

+ preparation of Summary 
Notes on the seminar and 
each field visit, including in 
annex minutes of the regional 
seminar 

On-the-spot 
debriefings 
(1/2 day at the 
end of the 
missions in 
Africa) 

Draft 
Summary 
Notes 
(seminar and 
field visits) 

Weeks 20-27 

Presentation of the Summary 
Notes to ISG + comments by 
the Contracting Authority 

General 
debriefing 
(Brussels) 

 Week 28 

Incorporation of comments by 
the evaluation team (3 days) 

 Final 
Summary 
Notes 
(seminar and 
field visits) 

Week 28 or 
29 
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 Approval of the Summary 
Notes by the Contracting 
Authority 

  Week 29 

Synthesis Phase 
 

- 11 weeks 
 

- 3 experts 

Preparation of the Draft Final 
Report, including a slide 
presentation + minutes of the 
regional seminar in annexes 

 Draft Final 
Report 

Weeks 30-31 

Presentation of the Draft Final 
Report to ISG 

Draft Final 
Report 
presentation 
meeting 
(Brussels) 

 Week 32 

Comments by the Contracting 
Authority 

  Weeks 32-33 

Incorporation of comments by 
the evaluation team (5 days) 

 Draft Final 
Report REV1 

Weeks 34 

Comments by the Contracting 
Authority (10 days) 

  Weeks 35-36 

Incorporation of comments by 
the evaluation team (5 days) 

 Draft Final 
Report REV2 

Week 37 

Approval of the Draft Final 
Report by the Contracting 
Authority 

  Week 38 

Final editing and submission / 
shipping of the Final Report 
by the evaluation team 

 Final Report Week 39 

Presentation of the Final 
Report and the key findings of 
the evaluation by the Team 
Leader (to be confirmed) 

Oral 
presentation 
(Brussels) 

Slide 
Presentation 
(from the Final 
Report) 

Week 40 
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Annex II: Time & Activity Schedule 
(man-days requirement and location) 

 

Activity 
 

I N C E P T I O N 
 

Outputs: H Q 

- Launch Note 

- Inception Note    Outputs: 
- List of participants 
- Agenda 

- Information Note 

- Desk Report 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F I E L D  V I S I T S 

 
Addis RECs/RMs/PSOs 

 

 
Outputs: S Y N T H E S I S 

- Regional Seminar 

- Report on Preliminary Findings Outputs: 
- Summary Notes on the regional seminar - Final report 
and field visits - Slide Presentation 

- Oral Presentation (to be confirmed) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 15 19 29 40 Weeks 



 

 

 
 

  
TOTAL 

 

Team Leader 
 

15 
 

20 
 

20 
 

20 
 

75 

Senior 

Experts 

 

20 
 

40 
 

90 
 

30 
 

180 

Junior 

Experts 

 

0 
 

35 
 

85 
 

0 
 

120 

Seminar 
Coordinator 

 

0 
 

5 
 

7 
 

0 
 

12 

TOTAL MD 35 100 202 50 387 

 

  
TOTAL 

 

Home Office 
 

15 
 

35 
 

15 
 

42 
 

107 

 

Brussels 
 

20 
 

65 
 

10 
 

8 
 

103 

 

Addis Ababa 
 

0 
 

0 
 

77 
 

0 
 

77 

Africa (to 
be defined) 

 

0 
 

0 
 

100 
 

0 
 

100 

TOTAL MD 35 100 202 50 387 

 

I N C E P T I O N H Q F I E L D  V I S I T S S Y N T H E S I S Weeks 

 
5 15 19 29 40 

 
 
 

 
- RESOURCE INPUT (MD*) - 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- WORKPLACE (MD) - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
* MD = Man-days 
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ANNEX 2: AFRICAN PEACE FACILITY FINANCIAL 

OVERVIEW 
 

Date Title 
Geographi
cal zone 

Type of 
activities 
(PSO,CB,

ERM) 

Amount 
committed (€) 

Amount 
contracted 

(€) 

Amount 
Paid (€) 

EDF9             

Global Commitments 

Mar-04 9ACP-RPR-22     250.000.000     

Aug-06 9ACP-RPR-22     50.000.000     

Jun-07 9ACP-RPR-113     45.000.000     

Oct-07 9ACP-RPR-170     37.200.000     

Oct-07 9ACP-RPR-213     2.000.000     

Dec-07 9ACP-RPR-160     55.000.000     

Individual commitments 

Jun-04 

African Union 
Mission in Sudan 
(AMIS/I) Sudan PSO   2.600.000 2.600.000 

Oct-04 

Contribution 
agreement - 
Capacity Building 
for African Union 

Multi-
country CB   6.000.000 1.600.000 

Oct-04 AMIS/II Sudan PSO   73.700.000 73.500.000 

Nov-04 
Multinational Force 
in CAR (FOMUC/I) CAR PSO   3.400.000 2.800.000 

Jul-05 FOMUC/II CAR PSO   8.000.000 6.800.000 

Nov-05 AMIS/III Sudan PSO   70.000.000 61.600.000 

Feb-06 
African Standby 
Forces 

Multi-
country CB   1.000.000 600.000 

Mar-06 

African Union 
mission in the 
Comoros (AMISEC) Comoros PSO   5.000.000 4.000.000 

Apr-06 AMIS/IV Sudan PSO   30.000.000 24.000.000 

Jun-06 AMIS/V Sudan PSO   20.000.000 15.600.000 

Jul-06 FOMUC/III CAR PSO   7.500.000 7.100.000 

Aug-06 AMIS/VI Sudan PSO   30.000.000 24.000.000 

Mar-07 

African Union 
Mission in Somalia 
(AMISOM) Somalia PSO   15.000.000 11.800.000 

Apr-07 

Contribution 
agreement with 
African Union 
Commission - 
Capacity building 
Phase II 

Multi-
country CB   20.000.000 7.400.000 

Apr-07 AMIS/VII Sudan PSO   40.000.000 30.700.000 

Jul-07 FOMUC/III bis CAR PSO   4.500.000 4.100.000 

Sep-07 AMIS/VIII Sudan PSO   36.500.000 23.700.000 

Oct-07 AMISOM Somalia PSO   500.000 500.000 
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Feb-08 FOMUC/IV CAR PSO   10.200.000 4.400.000 

Mar-08 

Contribution 
agreement - 
Capacity Building 
for African Union 

Multi-
country CB     1.500.000 

Oct-08 

Mission for the 
consolidation of 
peace in CAR 
(MICOPAX I) CAR PSO   5.000.000 4.000.000 

Dec-08 

Electoral 
Assistance Mission 
to the Comoros 
(MAES) Comoros PSO   3.500.000   

Dec-08 AMISOM II Somalia PSO   20.000.000   

Dec-08 MICOPAX 1A CAR PSO   14.600.000   

Jan-09 AMISOM II Somalia PSO     8.000.000 

Mar-09 MICOPAX 1A CAR PSO     10.800.000 

Nov-09 

Contribution 
agreement with 
African Union 
Commission - 
Capacity building 
Phase II 

Multi-
country CB     2.500.000 

Dec-09 MICOPAX 1A CAR PSO     2.200.000 

Dec-09 

Contribution 
agreement - 
Capacity Building 
for African Union 

Multi-
country CB     1.500.000 

Dec-09 AMISOM II Somalia PSO     5.400.000 

Jun-10 

Contribution 
agreement with 
African Union 
Commission - 
Capacity building 
Phase II 

Multi-
country CB     3.800.000 

July 2011 AMISOM II Somalia PSO     1.100.000 

Aug-11 

Contribution 
agreement - 
Capacity Building 
for African Union 

Multi-
country CB     450.000 

Dec-11 

Electoral 
Assistance Mission 
to the Comoros 
(MAES) Comoros PSO     1.000.000 

Total EDF9       439.200.000 427.000.000 349.050.000 
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South Africa 
heading of the 
EU Budget             

Feb-07 

South Africa 
contribution to the 
African Peace 
Facility   CB   7.500.000 3.800.000 

 
 

 
 

     EDF10             

Global 
Commitments             

Dec-08 

Three year Action 
Programme 2008-
2010

 (1)
     300.600.000     

Aug-11 

Three year Action 
Programme 2011-
2013     300.000.000     

              

Individual commitments  

Nov-09 ERM 
Multi-
country ERM   15.000.000 3.000.000 

Nov-09 
MICOPAX 1A 
N'dele CAR PSO   600.000 600.000 

Dec-09 AMISOM III Somalia PSO   60.000.000 30.000.000 

Apr-10 MICOPAX 1B CAR PSO   14.700.000 14.000.000 

Apr-10 AMISOM III Somalia PSO     20.000.000 

Jul-10 

Support to AUC 
Personnel working 
in the Peace and 
Security 
Programme (pool-
funding) 

Multi-
country CB   10.000.000 2.500.000 

Sep-10 AMISOM IV Somalia PSO   47.000.000   

Oct-10 AMISOM IV Somalia PSO     25.000.000 

Dec-10 AMISOM IV Somalia PSO     17.000.000 

Feb-11 ERM 
Multi-
country ERM     5.000.000 

Mar-11 AMISOM V Somalia PSO   65.900.000 60.000.000 

Apr-11 MICOPAX 1C CAR PSO   19.500.000 17.600.000 

May-11 
APSA Support 
Programme 

Multi-
country CB   12.000.000   

Jun-11 AMISOM III Somalia PSO     900.000 

Sep-11 

Support to AUC 
Personnel working 
in the Peace and 
Security 
Programme (pool-
funding) 

Multi-
country CB     3.500.000 

Dec-11 AMISOM VI Somalia PSO   50.000.000 45.000.000 

Jan-12 MICOPAX 1C CAR PSO     1.950.000 
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Feb-12 

Support to the AU 
Liaison Offices in 
post-conflict 
countries 

Multi-
country CB   3.600.000   

Feb-12 
APSA Support 
Programme 

Multi-
country CB   28.000.000   

Mar-12 AMISOM VII Somalia PSO   67.000.000 53.600.000 

Mar-12 MICOPAX 1D CAR PSO   14.300.000 11.400.000 

Mar-12 

Support to the AU 
Liaison Offices in 
post-conflict 
countries 

Multi-
country CB     2.900.000 

Apr-12 

African Training 
Centres  in Peace 
and Security 

Multi-
country CB   11.400.000   

May-12 

African Training 
Centres  in Peace 
and Security 

Multi-
country CB     5.700.000 

Jun-12 

Support to AUC 
Personnel working 
in the Peace and 
Security 
Programme (pool-
funding) 

Multi-
country CB     1.500.000 

Jul-12 AMISOM VII Somalia PSO   4.000.000   

Oct-12 AMISON VIII Somalia PSO   82.000.000   

Oct-12 

Support to AUC 
Personnel working 
in the Peace and 
Security 
Programme (pool-
funding) 

Multi-
country CB     1.900.000 

Nov-12 AMISOM VIII Somalia PSO     65.600.000 

Nov-12 AMISOM VII Somalia PSO     13.850.000 

Nov-12 MICOPAX 1D CAR PSO     1.430.000 

Dec 2012 
APSA Support 
Programme 

Multi-
country CB     12.000.000 

Total EDF10       600.600.000 505.000.000 415.930.000 

       
Total EDF9&EDF10     1.039.800.000 932.000.000 764.980.000 

       NB: For EDF9, a total of EUR 12M has been earmarked for Monitoring/Audits/Evaluations/Visibility/Technical 
Assistance and Contingencies.   
 
For EDF10, EUR 13M has been earmarked (2008-2013) for Monitoring/Audits/Evaluations/Visibility/Technical 
Assistance, of which EUR 2,7M has been commited so far. In addition, EUR 25M has been earmarked for 
Contingencies.   
 
Sources: EC, APF Annual Report 2012; EC, Three-Year Action Programme for the APF, 2008-2010; EC,Three-Year 
Action Programme for the APF, 2011-2013. 
 

(1)
 Includes the Belgian voluntary contribution of €600,000 to MICOPAX 
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ANNEX 3: SUMMARY NOTES 
 

These Summary Notes contain the key findings from the nine case studies which were examined 

during the field phase of the evaluation. The case studies were as follows:  
 

 Capacity Building (CB): AU PSD, ECCAS, ECOWAS, EASFCOM and NARC;  

 Peace Support Operations (PSOs): AMISOM and MICOPAX;  

 Early Response Mechanism (ERM): AU High-Level Implementation Panel (Sudan) and SADC/AU 

support for the Madagascar mediation initiative.  
 

The field findings are presented by Evaluation Question. 

3.1 AU PSD Capacity Building Case study 

3.1.1 Background on Case study 

 

The AU has benefitted from a variety of capacity building programmes financed by the APF under the 

9th and 10th EDFs. The Evaluation Team focussed primarily on assistance provided under the 10th 

EDF, which has provided the bulk of the capacity building support to the AU PSD: 1) APSA Support 

Programme (especially AU-REC/RM Liaison Offices (LOs), early warning, and mediation), 2) AU 

Liaison Offices in post-conflict countries; 3) AU PSD salary support; 4) P&S training centres; 5) AMANI 

II ASF exercise; 6) AUC e-library; and 7) Peace Academy. The main beneficiaries of this assistance 

have been the PSD Finance Division, the PSD Peace Support Operations Division and, to a lesser 

extent, liaison offices, AMANI II and the Continental Early Warning System (CEWS). APF financing 

has also supported programme management.  

 

The Evaluation Team accordingly focussed on issues of financial and programme management and 

AU-REC/RM relations. It examined the degree to which support provided through the APF helped the 

AU PSD to develop the capacity necessary to enable the AU to meet its regional peace and security 

objectives. It also considered the sustainability of gains achieved through APF financing. Lastly, the 

Team examined the nature of EU-AU PSD relations. 

3.1.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 

 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 APF support is in line with EU’s international commitments and objectives in terms of 
willingness to tackle the security-development nexus 

 APF support is in line with JAES Strategic Partnership more precisely with the second 
objective of full operationalization of APSA of the two Partnership action plans. 

 Over the last three years the partners including APF have tried to link their contribution to the 
AU peace and security agenda by financing the highest priorities in the APSA roadmap 

 APF support in line with current international thinking on conflict prevention and peace-
building even though insufficient emphasis on prevention and mediation as opposed to crisis 
management and military response (PSOs, AMANI exercises, and ASF greatest 
beneficiaries of APF funding). 

Sources: MN 133, MN 307, MN 314, MN 315. 
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EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 In a fundamental way, APF support for PSD capacity building has provided the AU with the 
capability to address its peace and security priorities through its salary support 
(approximately 80% of the PSD staff is externally financed with APF funding about 45% of 
that 80%). The general feeling among interlocutors was that without the APF (and other 
external funding) there would be no PSD, no P&S activities.    

 Consistency of APF activities with the APSA roadmap favouring for example projects that 
have sought to strengthen or are aiming to strengthen relationship between the AU and the 
RECs such as networking among the early warning units of AU and RECs and development 
of the ASF as well as the development of the Panels of the Wise network.  

o However it is not clear whether APF has supported highest priority peace and 
security activities in view of the continuing weaknesses in strategic planning and 
prioritisation within PSD and the breadth of the APSA Roadmap “priorities.” Mixed 
opinions on whether priorities drive funding or vice versa. 

 Along with other donors, APF has provided significant financial support to AU PSD. 
However, PSD needs exceed available funding through regular and programme budget. 

o APF funding not intended to cover all needs because APF not designed to be sole 
contributor. Where joint financing arrangements have been created (Salary Support 
Programme and Support to AU LOs in conflict-affected countries), important 
synergies have been created with other donors. 

o But no evidence of efforts to create synergies outside the JFAs or with other EU 
funding instruments at programming stage. 

 APF has shown the capacity to respond to the context in which it is implemented. 
o Creation of the ERM to allow for faster reaction to needs of AU/RECs/RMs. In 

particular, ERM allows AU to address a real need for flexible funding of mediation 
efforts. 

 Role played by EU Delegation to AU in identifying areas of needs and encouraging relevant 
AU PSD officials to apply for APF funding (AU HIP III and network of Panels of the Wise). In 
this sense, the EU Delegation has contributed to improve the responsiveness of APF to the 
context and changing needs. 

 APF has had a mixed record in fostering ownership and solidarity, particularly through the 
APSA support programme and the JFA: 

o It has fostered AU leadership in relation to REC/RMs by giving AU PSD 
responsibility for implementing and monitoring REC/RMs capacity building 
programmes 

o It helps increase AU capacity to manage the Continental Early Warning system 
o The modality for the APSA support programme (contribution agreement) has 

allowed the AU to use its own procedures; PSD finance has been providing 
technical assistance to ECOWAS in Bamako and Abuja on PSOs financial 
management.  

BUT: 
o PSD finance support to ECOWAS has however created some strains on capacity at 

headquarters.  
o Modality for Joint Financing Arrangement (JFA) Salary Support Programme 

(operating grant) requires AU to use EU procedures. 
o Problems arising in the implementation of the APSA support programme at RECs 

level have created tensions between AU and the respective RECs (ECCAS is an 
example) 

Sources: MN 130, MN 133, MN 314, MN 323, MN 307, MN 350, MN 323, MN 148, MN 350. 
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EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 Although EU still seen primarily as a development donor, APF has contributed to increased 
dialogue on cooperation on peace and security between the African Union and EU APF 
stakeholders.  

 It is more difficult to assess the overall evolution of the dialogue between the EU and AU 
MS. (The Team was unable to meet with a representative of the current presidency of the 
AU Peace and Security Council). Nonetheless, there are signs that such dialogue is taking 
place and that this is due partly to the APF (for example, ERM funding provides an entrée to 
mediation efforts). 

 APF has contributed to enhancing dialogue and cooperation on peace and security issues 
between the AU and the RECs/RMs.  

o The AU and all RECs/RMs (with the exception of the Arab Maghreb Union) signed 
an MoU on cooperation in the area of peace and security in 2008. The APF funds 
the position that is responsible within the AU PSD for the implementation of this 
MoU. 

o The APF funds the AU liaison offices to RECs/RMs and the REC/RM liaison offices 
to the AU. 

o The APF has funded EW workshops which have built confidence between AU and 
RECs as well as developed the capacity of the early warning system 

Sources: MN 127, MN 323, MN 306, MN 323, MoU between the AU and the RECs/RMs, 
Implementation agreement of the APSA support programme. 

 

 

 
EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 

 APF financing has promoted the development of core institutional capacities in the AU PSD: 
o Financial management – Along with other donors, APF has provided salaries of all 

PSD Finance staff; APF has financed long-term expert for finance, although PSD 
Finance may not be using this expert to maximum advantage.  

o Programme management – Along with other donors, APF has provided salaries for 
the Programme Management Team staff; APF has financed long-term expert who 
provides support to, for example, PSD monitoring missions to RECs/RMs.  

o Capacitation of PSD – In addition to providing salary support to strengthen financial 
and programme management, APF and other donors have financed the salaries for 
a significant number of PSD staff, including Peace Support Operations Division 
(PSOD), Conflict Prevention and Early Warning, Post Conflict Reconstruction 
Development Unit (PCRD), Defense and Security Division (DSD), Peace and 
Security Council (PSC). APF has also helped finance activities in each of these 
division/units.  

 Programme management remains a work in progress: 
o PMT is small and does not have the political backing of the Director of PSD. (For 

example, responsibility for ERM support given to PMT only in March/April 2013.) 
o Only few persons in PMT appears to have been trained in results based 

management. Only recently (since 2012) has PMT started using AMERT (Africa 
Monitoring and Evaluation Reporting Tool) to make reports more results oriented. 
Overall there has reportedly been difficulty in implementation and in particular to 
implement against clear indicators of progress. It has been argued that one reason 
why PSD Finance has improved as much as it has was because the Aides Memoire 
laid out specific objectives and indicators of progress. This is missing more 
generally.  

o There has been a tendency to expect one person to assume responsibility for the full 
range of functions associated with developing and implementing programmes 
(design, budgeting, programme management, reporting) rather than putting together 
teams which combine the necessary expertise. Weekly PMT-PSD Finance meetings 
considered a first step in building such teams. Also joint monitoring missions to 
RECs/RMs have been helpful. Additionally decision to give PMT responsibility for 
overseeing ERM relieved analysts responsible for implementing ERM-financed 
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activities from need to carry out each stage of ERM (applying for funding, managing 
project, reporting).  

o People given responsibility but not authority. Too much authority has been 
centralized in the hands of a few people (Director of PSD, Head of PSD Finance). 

 Similarly, financial management remains a work in progress: 
o While the capacity of PSD Finance has increased since it first began to receive APF 

funding in 2008 (when 2 posts funded), capacity problems have continued to exist. 
In part this is due to staff turnover which reportedly related to short-term contracts. 

o Capacity was built at the same time as PSD Finance was expected to manage very 
large budgets for AMIS and then AMISOM. As one interlocutor stated: “If you start 
financing missions and put millions and millions on the table, why don’t you put 1 
million on the table to set up a finance management system before you release 
money? Or at least start that process at the same time as you start funding.” 

 APF financing has enhanced capacity in some AUC core institutions by financing the 
salaries of a small number of staff earmarked to support PSD needs, notably human 
resources, legal and audit. If PSD Finance is folded into AUC Finance in the future, APF will 
have made an important contribution to the capacity of AUC Finance. 

 Unclear what effect staffing these positions have had on core AUC institutions beyond 
supporting PSD. PSD human resource management, for example,  remains weak, reducing 
potential benefits derived from APF funding: 

o No evidence of comprehensive capacity building plan and no evidence of an 
organizational needs assessment for staff.  

o Despite progress in linking PSD workplan to annual staff goals, staff evaluation 
remains weak (partly because system not developed, ie lack of detailed job 
descriptions, and partly because of overcentralization of PSD, lack of devolution of 
authority). 

o Hiring process remains largely de-linked from experience and expertise and too 
slow. (CEWS was supposed to recruit several analysts in 2010 but actually hired 
staff in 2012. In part this was because CEWS wanted staff to be chosen on basis of 
experience and expertise and took time and effort to overcome HR’s personnel 
policy.) Hiring of 5 PSOD analysts for Mali indicates that both constraints can be 
overcome. 

 

 APF financing has helped PSD Finance provide support to RECs/RMs in managing APF 
funding. APF funding has also helped the PSD carry out monitoring missions of RECs/RMs 
to assess their progress in implementing the APSA Support Programme. 

 Changes at the AUC level have the capacity to strengthen capacity of PSD: 
o Increased attention to strategic planning and inclusion of PSD in AUC SP (2014-

2017) 
o Improvements in personnel management through linking departmental workplan (in 

principle linked to AU SP) to goals of individual AUC staff, facilitated through 
introduction of tracking software which introduces greater clarity on staff goals. As 
indicated above, staff assessment process needs more attention. 

o Potentially greater attention to sound financial management at AUC level. 

 APF financing has helped: 
o  Strengthen core APSA structures : 1) African Standby Force (ASF); 2) Continental 

Early Warning System (CEWS) at both AU and REC levels; 3) liaison offices at both 
the AU and RECs/RMs. Although the work of the Panel of the Wise was included in 
the APSA Support Programme workplan, POW had not yet received APF support at 
the time the Evaluation Team visited Addis even though some contacts had been 
made with the Delegation to support the Panel of the Wise network. 

o Strengthen the capacity of the AU to implement the APSA Roadmap. This appears 
to have been particularly important for CEWS which has strengthened both its own 
capacity and enhanced trust and confidence among the regional EWS and between 
the regional EWS and CEWS. At the same time, APF is just one of a number of 
sources of funding for the APSA Roadmap and was never intended to meet all 
needs.  
 

 Weakness of PCRD, reflects priority to PSOs or at least lack of priority on post-conflict 
recovery this may be explained notably by strong military influence both at the level of AU 
PSD and within the RECs/RMs.  
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 Questions about commitment of organisation to certain activities 
o Training programme – frozen, not clear that AU/RECs/RMs feel ownership to this 

programme in its current formulation. 
 

Sources: MN 127, MN 128, MN 130, MN 132, MN 133, MN 309, MN 311, MN 308, MN 321 

 

 
EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

 Overall, APF funding has proven crucial to the functioning of the AU Peace & Security 
Department. Numerous interlocutors stated that without APF (and other donor) financing, 
there would be no PSD and that several of the APSA pillars (such as CEWS, ASF) would 
also not exist.  

 In general the APF has provided the AU with adequate and relevant financial support for 
PSOs. 

o By providing significant salary support to key AU PSD divisions (notably PSD 
Finance and PSOD), the foundation for managing PSOs at HQ level has been 
enhanced. 

o By providing troop allowances for AMIS and AMISOM, the APF has enhanced the 
capacity of troop contributing countries (TCCs) to field the necessary contingents. 

 There have been challenges in providing this support in a timely fashion and there are 
multiple points at which delays have occurred – a) process of approving the six month 
contribution agreements by the EU, b) delivery of the funds from AU to TCCs, c) delivery of 
allowances by TCCs to troops, d) reporting by TCCs to AU and by AU to EU to obtain 
subsequent tranches of CAs.  

o Because of delays in receiving money from the EU, AU forced to pre-finance but has 
experienced cash flow problems and ended up borrowing money from other 
accounts. This has partly been due to fact that the Maputo and post-Maputo 
financing levels based on operating the AUC, not meant for sizable PSOs. PSO 
budget reportedly 4-5 times the size of the regular AUC budget (which itself is 
inadequate to finance AUC).  

o With regard to AU financial reporting to EU, the main problem appears to have been 
provision of documentation, both verified signatures for cash payments to troops and 
documents relating to procurement. MoUs with TCCs are reportedly too vague about 
financial reporting but TCCs have resisted efforts (by long-term expert -LTE) to bring 
greater clarity to the MoUs and AU has not insisted. 

o AU set up has contributed to these problems re AMISOM – the AMISOM finance 
division in Nairobi reports to the AU Special Representative, not to PSD Finance. 
This has reportedly created tensions and turf battles, with the casualties being 
verification of expenditures and hence ability to provide necessary documentation in 
a timely fashion. 

o Also lessons from AMIS were not applied to AMISOM and systems that created 
problems were replicated rather than revised. 

o The EU’s need to move to 2 month CAs in 2013 due to shortfalls in APF funding has 
increased reporting burden on AU/TCCs and has exacerbated the cash flow 
problem. 

 The ERM has provided significant support to mediation efforts and only marginal support to 
PSO related activities (mission planning for example). 

o ERM has been highly appreciated in PSD for its speed, flexibility and light 
procedures. However, as a one shot instrument, it does not constitute a predictable 
source of funding.  
 

 Sustainability of APF funded activities is in doubt due to dependence on external financing. 
o PSD has been highly dependent on external funding for its operating costs (salaries, 

activities). Virtually all interlocutors agreed that in the short to medium term there is 
no obvious alternative to continued external funding.  

o AU has shown signs of attempting to tackle the funding gap between Maputo and 
post-Maputo staffing/funding levels and operational aspirations but at best mobilising 
significant new resources would take time and it is unclear how effective any new 
initiatives would be. 

o Proposed initiatives: 1) Obasanjo Panel proposals for raising new money by levies 
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on hotel stays, text messages and air travel. Status unclear; b) African Solidarity 
Initiative (fundraising notably for PCRD); c) Make Peace Happen Campaign (raising 
money from private sector).    

 Sustainability of APF funded activities is in doubt due to poor human resource management 
practices 

o It has been impossible to remove certain officials from positions financed through 
the regular budget. 

o Country quota system has hampered finding most qualified staff. 
o AUC human resources regulations have not encouraged rapid recruitment (can take 

1-2 years to hire someone and requires constant attention on the part of the unit 
trying to recruit. Because of centralization of PSD, letters need to be sent from PSD 
Director to HR to facilitate the process, and not just once but numerous times.) 

o Practice of hiring based on experience and expertise has yet to be institutionalized. 

Sources: MN 128, MN 127, MN130, MN132, MN133, MN 314, MN311, MN323, MN 131, AU 
Progress Report of the High Level Panel on Alternative Sources of Funding (July 2012),  

 

 

 
EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 In terms of assessing impact of APF support to CB to the AU PSD, important to recall that 
AU came into being 2002 (11 years ago) and the APF was established 2004 (9 years ago) 
while institutional reform is, at best, a generational process.  

 That said, interlocutors have noted that the APF has helped the AU become a player in 
peace and security and to undertake tasks that it could not take before.  

 APF capacity building programming has helped develop CEWS and the regional early 
warning systems. This has improved the collection and  analysis of data. CEWS working on 
ensuring information reaches senior decision-makers in AU. 

o Analysis of data in Addis has been hampered by slow recruitment of analysts; 
problem now resolved. However still problematic to staff situation room 24/7. 

o Some evidence that senior AUC officials have begun receiving CEWS outputs. 
o However, there is another step, from early warning to early action and some 

interlocutors argued that the AU has yet to take this step.  

  With AMISOM, AU PSD was able to improve its capacity to manage a PSO. Even though 
gains are not yet consolidated the mission has made a positive impact on peace and 
security in Somalia. The consolidation of the gains requires the continued presence of peace 
support troops but also a range of peacebuilding, statebuilding and economic recovery 
activities that are outside the mandate of the APF.  

 AU HIP has made a positive impact on peace and security in Sudan/South Sudan. These 
gains need to be consolidated. The decision by the EU to provide a 3

rd
 ERM allocation to AU 

HIP for continued support to this peace process has demonstrated an awareness of this 
need.  

 Relationship between AU and RECs/RMs at political level has remained uneven and it is 
unclear what effect APF has had to date. 

o Although APSA foresaw RECs/RMs as building blocks of AU, no mechanism at 
present to link AU PSC and similar organs in RECs (contrary to experience with EU 
and UN). PSC Secretariat was reportedly planning to establish such relationships in 
near future. 

o No clarity at political level on which body (AU or RECs/RMs) have been given 
authority to deploy ASF.  

 AU believes it has authority; SADC/ECOWAS constitutions say these bodies 
must approve any deployment.  

 Lack of political clarity has had impact at operational level, as in April 2013, 
AFISMA was being deployed without an MoU between ECOWAS and AU on 
division of responsibilities, including financing responsibilities. 

Sources: MN 127, MN 132, MN 314, MN 309, MN 311, MN 323, MN 315. 
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EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 

 A donors’ group exist (the peace and security sub-group of the AU Partners Group- AUPG) 
but coordination still insufficient in light of two aspects: 1) there are many actors in Addis 
supporting peace and security; 2) the extension of the APSA mandate means that there is 
more room for overlapping  

o The Joint Financing Agreements for salary support and the AU Liaison Offices are 
concrete positive initiatives in terms of coordination  

 

 The EU Delegation has played a leading role in coordination and complementarity notably by 
chairing the P&S sub-group but has not yet been able to obtain that the APSA roadmap be 
the main instrument for donor coordination. 

 Head of EU Delegation to the AU is also EU Special Representative to the AU and has a 
mandate to coordinate EU and EU MS’ actions. This is challenging notably because: 

o Actions funded by APF are centrally managed and the exchange of information with 
the Delegation is not optimum 

o There are a number of EU MS active in the sector in Addis (notably UK, Denmark, 
Germany, France, Finland, Italy, and Spain).  

 Effort to improve EU coordination at the political level, there are monthly meetings of political 
advisers and heads of missions. Difficulty however for the EU Delegation to address new 
crises as a mandate from the EU PSC is needed in order to do that. 

 With respect to the EU added value, it seems that it is the only partner that interacts with the 
AU in the three areas of politics, aid and advice (UN does politics and advice but not aid.  
Bilaterals follow the politics and provide some aid but rarely advice)  

Sources: MN 321, MN 124, Council Decision 2012/390/CFSP. 

 

 
 

EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 
 

 No evidence that the EU’s institutional set-up has contributed to enhancing the timeliness 
and cost-effectiveness of its APF support. Even though attempts to have a formal distribution 
of tasks between DG DEVCO and the EEAS regarding APF finalised in January 2013: 

o Division of tasks and sequencing of decision-making process still considered to be 
too vague.  EU Delegation to AU not involved in the drafting of such document, not 
even informed.   

o EU Delegation does not have a clear mandate in terms of overseeing programme 
management in general and long-term experts in particular  

 This being said, as mentioned above, the EU Del. has contributed to identifying areas of 
need and it has also contributed to solving a specific problem related to financial regulation 
(see point re JFA below). 

 Even though the ERM was created essentially to offer an early response, it has been 
appreciated in the PSD not only for its speed but also for its flexibility and light procedures 
specially for mediation; it appears to be one of the few mechanisms available worldwide to 
fund mediation with these characteristics.  

 Evidence that EU procedural and financial regulations have adapted to the APF instrument 
or that derogations were obtained to improve efficiency of support.  

o Despite regulations preventing the same activity from receiving more than one ERM 
allocation, AU High Level Implementation Panel on Sudan could benefit from 3 
ERMs and continue its mediation efforts. The LRA also benefitted twice from this 
support before being asked to apply for funding under the PSO component of the 
APF. 

o When PSD Finance failed to understand the terms of the operating grant for JFA 
Salary and did not understand that they were signing an agreement that entitled 
them to 32% of total expenditure (as opposed to a guaranteed  €10 m), a cash flow 
problem ensued. Following negotiations with EU Del, PSD was allowed to receive 
46% of actual expenditure, easing the cash flow problem. 
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 No evidence that synergies were made between the APF and other EU financing in order to 
improve timeliness and cost-effectiveness of support.  

o This would require notably information-sharing between the APF and the 
interventions managed at the level of the EU Delegations (such as the African Union 
Support Programme) which does not exist.  

o It seems that when the ERM was created no discussion with the other units to 
understand how the other crisis instrument (IfS) worked. 

o In East Africa, some evidence of a lack of coherence between RIPs and APF. IGAD 
staff used to working with EU Del to access RIPs and lack of clarity on APF. 
However ultimately having two instruments for the same purpose gave IGAD 
flexibility in fundraising. In addition, at the same time as APSA Support Programme 
being developed through APF, EU created another project for IGAD, COMESA and 
EAC to address the same issues. One interlocutor noted that diversity of funding 
sources can ultimately work to the advantage of RECs but from AU perspective it 
has complicated efforts to implement the APSA Roadmap. 

 Some progress has been made with respect to improving the administrative and 
management capacities of the AU but challenges remain: 

o Lack of middle management and ability to delegate in PSD (Director needs to 
approve all staff assessments, PSD Head of Finance does not delegate signature 
authority adequately) 

o LTE to PSD Finance APF has improved the efficiency with which EU financial 
resources are used (for example, improving the way in which cash payments are 
made: 1) through bank accounts, ie eliminating cash payments entirely and 2) by 
developing a system for verifying that the correct people get paid when cash is 
involved. However, AU has not yet developed a means of conclusively 
demonstrating that person X was in theatre when paid. Unclear whether a planned 
biometric system would be approved; unpopular with field commanders who face 
prospect of losing income if fool-proof method of paying soldiers is implemented.  

o Strengthening of PMT notably through LTE to improve programme management. 
The recurrent monitoring missions to RECs and RMs in the past year is an 
encouraging sign in this sense. However, PMT has not yet received the political 
mandate from its hierarchy to be the unit in charge of managing all EU programmes.  

o AU has yet to use SAP to its full potential. Reports that SAP could generate 
automatically for AMISOM have continued to be created on Excel spreadsheets. 

o There has continued to be a disconnect  between political decisions about what AU 
should do in the area of P&S and what can be done with available budget. 

o Collaboration and information sharing among different divisions of PSD has been 
inadequate (lack of synergy between mediation efforts such as AU HIP and lessons 
learning in the Mediation Capacity Building, for example) 

o There have been challenges in providing capacity building support in a timely 
fashion: PSD’s cash flow problems generated by PSOs have had knock-on effects 
for other PSD activities, as funding may not be available to carry out planned 
activities as anticipated. This problem has reportedly been exacerbated by weak 
programme management capacity in PSD. Staff does not keep PSD Finance 
adequately informed of their activity schedule, making it harder for PSD Finance to 
have adequate funding on hand when needed to finance activities. 

 AU has enhanced its capacity to provide technical assistance to RECs/RMs in managing 
APF programmes. 

o Before disbursing funds to RECs/RMs, PSD Finance now holds small seminar to 
educate REC/RM programme and finance officers on Commission financial 
management requirements in order to minimize ineligible expenditures. These 
workshops have been described as technical meetings, to share experiences from 
previous CB programmes and discuss how to move forward to address problems 
that arose in the course of implementing previous programmes. Starting point has 
been auditors’ reports on previous CB programmes. 

o PSD Finance has begun to visit RECs/RMs to do a pre-audit to ensure that when 
the audit is done, appropriate documentation is available. PSD Finance supposed to 
make monitoring visits quarterly but have not had resources to visit more than 
once/year. 



 

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: Reviewing the overall  
implementation of the APF as an instrument for African efforts to manage 
conflicts on the continent Page 39 

Sources: MN 130, MN 133, MN 132, MN 314, MN 323, MN 128, MN 305, MN 148. 

 

3.2 ECCAS Case study 

3.2.1 Background on Case study 

 
ECCAS is an organisation that is in a process of institutionalisation where Heads of State have 

devolved little authority to its Secretary General. ECCAS has received APF support through its 

capacity building programmes. The main beneficiaries of this assistance has been the regional 

planning body (Etat Major Regional, EMR) of FOMAC (the Central African contribution to the African 

Standby Force, or ASF), and the Early Warning Mechanism of Central Africa (MARAC). APF financing 

has also supported programme management. This support is currently provided through the APSA 

Support Programme, implemented by the African Union. The APSA Support Programme has also 

financed an AU liaison officer (LO) located at ECCAS headquarters and an ECCAS LO based at AU 

headquarters. It is anticipated that ECCAS will also benefit from the peace and security training 

centres programme, although no funding had been received by May 2013 when the team visited 

ECCAS. 

 

The Evaluation Team accordingly focussed on issues of capacity building, including in the area of 

programme management and financial management which have proven problematic for ECCAS. It 

examined the degree to which support provided through the APF enabled ECCAS to develop the 

capacity necessary to meet its regional peace and security objectives, and the sustainability of any 

gains achieved through APF financing. The Team also examined the degree to which APF financing 

strengthened AU-ECCAS relations and explored EU-ECCAS relations. 

3.2.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 

 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 APF support is in line with EU’s international commitments and objectives in terms of 
willingness to tackle the security-development nexus 

 APF support, which is channelled through the AU, is in line with AU’s and REC/RMs 
willingness to support APSA (support to its early warning system MARAC, to the planning 
element of the regional forces EMR, and eventually training centres). 

 APF support is in line with current international thinking on conflict prevention and peace-
building even though insufficient emphasis on prevention and mediation, as opposed to 
military component. Even in terms of capacity building, PLANELM is greatest beneficiary in 
terms of budget allocated at design stage of the ECCAS Peace Facility Program for 2011-
2013. 

Sources: MN343, MN345, MN352, ECCAS Peace Facility Budget 2011-13. 

 

 
EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 Channelling funds through AU has had a number of effects:  
o Positively contributed to the implementation of the strategy to strengthen APSA by 

obliging the AU and ECCAS to work together. 
o Positively contributed to AU ownership of the different capacity building programmes 

financed by the APF. 
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o Positively contributed to strengthening AU capacity to monitor and audit APSA 
Support Programme through missions sent to Libreville. 

o Created/enhanced tensions between AU and ECCAS as AU has decided to 
suspend funding. Monitoring of the situation by AU.  

 Institutional weaknesses and internal power relations within ECCAS have negatively affected 
implementation of APF funded activities and have called into question the degree of 
ownership on the part of ECCAS.  

o Support not fully effective (EMR, MARAC) or not yet begun (training centres). For 
example, MARAC personnel moved to COPAX reducing implementation capacity. 

o Failure of MS to meet their financing obligations 
o Organisation further weakened by centralised decision making procedures 

 As elsewhere, APF funding not intended to cover all needs because APF not designed to be 
sole contributor but no effort to create synergies including with other EU funding instruments 
at programming stage. 

 APF financing for AU Liaison Officer to ECCAS shows potential for enhancing 
implementation capacity of ECCAS through improved internal dialogue and communication 
among APF components. 

 Suspension of funding by AU damaged perception of EU among ECCAS officials who 
believe decision comes from Brussels. 

Sources: MN 350, MN348, MN345, MN 362, MN353, MN344; MN202, MN 364. 
 

 

 
EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 Cooperation and dialogue between African and EU stakeholders on peace and security 
issues enhanced. EU is the biggest donor in this sector for ECCAS and routinely receives 
updates on financial management of MICOPAX grant.  At political level, EU participates in 
certain meetings at request of ECCAS such as the 17-18 May 2013 meeting of the 
Commission de Défense et Sécurité (CDS) in Libreville. 

 However, no evidence that this has triggered an enhanced political dialogue between the EU 
and ECCAS Member States on peace and security in the region (EU not consulted on the 
revised mandate of MICOPAX).  

 Cooperation between AU and ECCAS on peace and security strengthened as the support is 
channelled through AU and also activities such as MARAC and CEWS jointly organised 
between the two levels. Suspension of funding and transfer of personnel within ECCAS has 
seriously undermined MARAC capacity however. Facilitating role played by AU LO to 
ECCAS. 

 However, political dialogue is more complicated due to a number of factors: 
o The sub-region is profoundly francophone and feels alienated by the primarily 

English speaking AU. 
o The Liaison officers cannot play a role at informing/preparing higher political level 

meetings because not allowed by ECCAS to play that role in Libreville and does not 
have the capacity to play that role in Addis. 

o Even though ECCAS does recognise the leadership role that AU should play in the 
context of APSA the Heads of its Member States want to keep tight control over 
peace and security related issues (approach to the CAR crisis is an illustration of 
this). 

Sources: MN 352, MN 353, MN 350, MN 346, MN 348, MN 344, MN361 

 

 
EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 APF funding had the potential to enhance ECCAS’s capacity in the areas of ASF, early 
warning/mediation and peace and security training. However this funding has not been used 
in the amounts and for the purposes intended due to institutional weaknesses and internal 
power relations. 

 Changes required to reverse AU suspension of APSA Support Programme financing may 
lead to greater financial transparency and enhance programme management capacity. 
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However unclear how sustainable these capacities would be. 
o Such critical institutional strengthening as is occurring (development of 

administrative and human resources policies and capacities) proceeding without 
APF support. 

 Evidence that some institutional strengthening has occurred notably. 
o Despite loss of capacity, MARAC reporting on CAR and other crisis areas (Sahel, 

Eastern DRC) and developing regional information network. However MARAC link to 
CEWS uneven. MARAC participates in CEWS workshops but technology (VSat) 
enabling rapid communication with CEWS in Addis not yet functional.  

o Support to mediation foreseen through MARAC has yet to be operationalized; 
mediation expert yet to be hired. 

o Initial steps to develop the civilian and police component within the ERM enabled by 
APF support  

 However the institutional capacity building is hindered by a series of factors: 

o Core department in charge of administration, human resources and budget too weak 
(inadequate performance based hiring and no performance based personnel 
evaluations) 

o Internal power relation diverting support away from certain departments such as 
MARAC 

o APF programme officer since 2007 has not proactively explained the APSA Support 
Programme and assisted the targeted departments in accessing the funds available 
(counter-productive rumours on the programme) 

o This lack of information sharing has also hindered coordination and coherence 
between the different APSA components within ECCAS, due in part to lack of 
capacity of APSA components (MARAC, SALW, SSR for example). Additionally the 
military, police and civilian elements of EMR/PlanElm reportedly work independently 
of each other. 

 PIR programmes (PAPS I and II) and IfS programmes have contributed to the 
emergence/strengthening of cross-cutting issues such as maritime security, border issues, 
SALW, elections monitoring. Programming for APF, PAPS and IfS occurred independently 
but some synergies were made at the implementation level (for the centres of excellence for 
example even though APF funding for this component has not been used yet). 

 Effort since March 2012 when a new Deputy Secretary General was nominated to 
strengthen ECCAS Department in charge of budget, administration and human resources 
(DPBARH).  
 

Sources: MN 362, MN 348, MN 346, MN 343, MN 354, MN 351, MN 353, MN 347, MN 345; ECCAS 
Quaterly Magazine Jan-March 2013. 

 

 
EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

 Predictability of funding affected by ECCAS weakness in financial management and the 
related decision by the AU to suspend funding notably to address ineligible expenditures. 

 In principle, APSA Support Programme financing adequate to enable initial capacity 
development in ECCAS for MARAC and EMR plus some activities for both, but overall cash 
flow problems have altered equation.  

o ECCAS faced with lack of financial contributions from its MS – only three out of ten 
contribute on a timely basis and do not have arrears. In January 2013, arrears 
represented in the SG’s words “a burden of 26 bn FCFA” [€39.6 m]. 
Currently receive on average some 68% of the anticipated MS contributions each 
year and once salaries and running costs have been paid, little is left for activities in 
the regular budget.  

o Acknowledgement on the part of Deputy SG for administration and budget of the 
necessity for the MS to commit to the organisation and pay their contributions, 
emphasising at the same time the problems faced by some states that are member 
of different regional organisations. 

o Initiative to improve MS funding with the creation in 2007 of the CCI (Contribution 
Communautaire d’Intégration), a 0.4% levy on all imports coming from outside the 
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Community. 

 Sustainability of APF funded activities is in doubt due to several factors. 
o As discussed above, ECCAS MS fail to provide their assessed contributions. 

Considering current economic and political situations of MS, this situation is not 
likely to change and an increase of the regular budget is also very unlikely.  

o Positions financed by the APF tend not to be integrated into the regular ECCAS 
structure, with the risk they will disappear if funding stops. Currently the EU (through 
the PAPS and the APF) funds 17 experts within the DIHPSS or 46% of the staff of 
that department. With the planned recruitments this figure may reach 59%. 

o Insufficient support to the functions of financial management of APF resources and 
ECCAS human resource management procedures. (ECCAS officials report HR 
essentially non-existent prior to early 2012 and that contracts, hiring procedures etc 
need harmonisation.) APF funds have not always been used in the amounts and for 
the purposes intended and in some cases have been diverted to meet shortfalls in 
funding for other budget lines (3 of 5 MARAC analysts departed, at least one 
reassigned within ECCAS).  

o Unclear at present whether the long term costs of some APSA-related activities 
have been factored into ECCAS budgeting process. The cost of the FOMAC 
Logistics Base particularly relevant 

o AU suspension of funding further complicates sustainability issue. 

 Complementarity exist between different EU funding instruments, i.e. PIR, IfS, APF but not 
planned at design level, notably to see how to make interventions more efficient financially. 
Evidence that new programmes do not learn from experiences of and information gathered 
by earlier programmes (CRIMGO financed by the IfS not taking the advice of the PAPS into 
consideration at design stage and not engaging at all with the APF). 

 Some funding for MARAC and training centres available through PAPS but in general 
alternative sources of funding apparently not sought. 

Sources: MN 353, MN 346, MN 345, MN 348, MN 351, MN 350, MN 364, ECCAS Quarterly 
Magazine Jan-March 2013. 

 

 
EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 APF capacity building programming targeted ASF (EMR/PlanElm), early warning and 
mediation (MARAC), liaison offices in the AU and ECCAS. This support has not yet 
enhanced peace and security in Central Africa, although some concrete steps toward that 
goal have been taken. 

o MARAC has provided direct input into ECCAS decision making processes on the 
situation in CAR. Although MARAC’s capacity had been significantly reduced by late 
2012 when CAR crisis broke out, the 2 remaining MARAC analysts (supported by 
APF) provided first-hand reporting from CAR beginning in December 2012 and 
continuing through 17 March 2013. Information was sent to ECCAS SG who passed 
it on to the current president of ECCAS. Also have provided background reports on 
CAR for meetings of ECCAS heads of state and chiefs of defence and security 
(CDS).  

o APF funding enabled EMR/PlanElm to develop its police and civilian components, 
thereby enhancing its multidimensionality.  

o Increased communication between ECCAS and AU facilitated by creation of LOs. 

Sources: MN 348, MN 343, MN 356, MN 350.  
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EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 EU Delegation prevented from playing its lead in on-the-spot coordination of the 
implementation of all EU assistance, multilateral and bilateral, to increase synergy and EU 
visibility because of partial devolution of responsibility from Brussels to the regions.  

o EU Delegation in Libreville responsible for PAPS II.  
o APF centrally managed from Brussels so EU Delegation does not appear to always 

have the “full picture”. Same situation for IfS CRIMGO programme. HQ argues that 
APF centralised management does not prevent the Delegation from playing an 
increased political role but not clear that this mandate has actually been given to the 
Delegation. 

 Ad hoc division of labour exists between PAPS II (RIP) and APF on programme 
implementation to avoid overlaps and gaps. Problems arise because APF funding has been 
suspended since October 2012. 

 Since progress to date on implementing APSA Support Programme very uneven with regard 
to ECCAS, difficult to assess to what extent APF funded activities have supported broader 
EU policy objectives.  

o In principle APF support to ECCAS could promote the Commission objective to 
strengthen regional bodies in order to promote regional integration in Africa. In 
practice, because APF resources have not been used in the amounts and for the 
purposes foreseen, the direct impact is diminished. However because of AU 
monitoring of the APSA Support Programme there may be an indirect impact as the 
PSD CB programme has provided AU with the capacity to monitor RECs/RMs more 
effectively.  

o In principle APF support to ECCAS could promote the double objectives of EU 
foreign policy of avoiding putting troops on the ground in Africa for peace support 
operations and facilitating African ownership of peace and security responses. This 
could be done by supporting the development of the ASF (through assistance to the 
EMR to FOMAC) and by enhancing MARAC’s early warning and mediation 
capacities. Some benefits have been recorded for early warning and ASF. For 
example, MARAC reporting on CAR and development of joint reporting centre in 
Bangui to provide consistent information to key members of the Libreville Peace 
Accords monitoring committee (comité de suivi), such as resident ambassadors, 
ECCAS, AU, UN and EU. With respect to EMR, APF has allowed to put in place the 
civilian and police components. 

 Added value related to the critical mass of funding provided. EU is largest contributor to 
peace and security capacity development in ECCAS even though this does not seem to 
have given the EU political leverage in dialogue with regional governments. 

Sources: MN 346, MN 358, MN 361, MN 348, MN 345, MN 364.  

 
 

EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 
 

 No evidence that the EU’s institutional set-up has contributed to enhancing the timeliness 
and cost-effectiveness of its APF support. Even though attempt to have a formal distribution 
of tasks between DG DEVCO and the EEAS regarding APF finalised in January 2013: 

o Division of tasks and sequencing of decision-making process too vague 
o EU Delegation to ECCAS not involved in the drafting of such document, not even 

informed.  

 In addition to institutional weaknesses that affect the efficiency of APF implementation there 
are political blockages within ECCAS (decisions are centralised at the Ministerial and Head 
of State levels) that require a political dialogue/response from the EU.  

 No planned coordination between the different EU instruments used in the sub-region for 
peace and security – RIP, APF and more recently IfS. This represents a missed opportunity 
to improve the efficiency of EU’s assistance in this sector (possible synergies in terms of 
recruitment of personnel and for the centres of excellence) 

o This explained in part by the three different instruments being governed by different 
institutional logics.  
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 ECCAS still very weak in the four capacity building priority areas identified in Djibouti (2007), 
i.e. (i) financial management; (ii) operation planning;(iii) long-term capacity building planning, 
(iv) staffing and modernisation of human resources.  

o A four pillar audit of ECCAS carried out by the EU in 2010 “revealed enormous 
capacity building needs that have not yet [2012] been addressed.”  

 But encouraging developments, in part triggered by APF, include:  

o ECCAS seeking to improve the management of APF support (hiring a programme 
accountant and potentially programme manager) pressured by AU 

o Capacity of AU to monitor RECs/RMs stronger since 2011/2012. With regard to 
ECCAS, AU identified institutional weaknesses affecting sustainability of APF 
financing and currently taking steps to correct problems, freezing financing in view of 
uncertainties.  

o Appointment in March 2012 of a Deputy SG in charge of budget administration and 
HR that has launched a modernisation of her department, notably a new accounting 
system. 

Sources: MN 353, MN 362, MN 364, MN 346, MN 352, MN 345, ADB Project Appraisal Report 
PARCI-ECCAS 2012. 
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3.3 ECOWAS Case Study 

3.3.1 Background on Case study 

ECOWAS is an organisation that is still actively engaged in trying to build basic programme 
management capacity. ECOWAS has received APF support through its capacity building 
programmes. The main beneficiaries of this assistance have been the Peace Fund, the Secretariat of 
the ECOWAS Stand-by Force, and the new financial management unit in the Dept of Poltiical Affairs 
and Peace & Security (PAPS). Much of this support is currently provided through the APSA Support 
Programme, implemented by the African Union. Support for the new financial unit has come as part of 
the APF funding for AFISMA. 
 
The Evaluation Team focussed on issues of capacity building, including in the area of programme 
management and financial management which have proven problematic for ECOWAS. It examined 
the degree to which support provided through the APF enabled ECOWAS to develop the capacity 
necessary to meet its regional peace and security objectives, and the sustainability of any gains 
achieved through APF financing. The Team also examined the degree to which APF financing has 
strengthened AU-ECOWAS relations. 

3.3.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 

 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 Intl. support for ECOWAS (including APF) appears to be based on an assumption that it had 
the capacities to function as a development/programming organisation rather than one with a 
mandate primarily for political/economic integration 

o Because of the relative success of ECOMOG, people assumed that ECOWAS was 
more institutionally capable than it actually is. Activities under implementation (e.g. 
in Mission Planning and Management) imply that ECOWAS does have the capacity 
to translate this success from executing an ECOMOG-style enforcement operation 
of last resort into multi-dimensional operations, but in reality its capacity is very 
limited. 

o Institution in flux – difficult to find an organigram that reflects the reality of the 
organisation 

 

 While APF remains relevant in terms of the specific ECOWAS capacities and priorities it 
seeks to support in the area of P & S, a more fundamental rethinking is required of the 
approach to capacity building by the APF (and timeframe). 

o The fundamental capacity elements, including competent mid-management staff, 
technical expertise, a strategic approach, project management culture, and ability to 
secure and manage external expertise are either in short supply or missing 

o APF is only but one of various donor actors supporting P&S and there is scope for a 
more strategic approach to capacity building 

Sources: MN 006, 007, 015 
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EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 Implementation of APF activities (where this has occurred) have generally been consistent 
with the overall APF design and underlying principles, but ECOWAS is facing structural 
blockages within the system (i.e. constraints on hiring staff, weak MS prioritisation) which 
make it difficult for it to deliver programmes effectively 

 APF financial resources are largely adequate in relation to the programming objectives on 
the ground in light of ECOWAS inability to absorb resources effectively; the issue is the 
ability of ECOWAS (Peace Fund) to manage, spend and account for these resources. 

o This is reflected in a very low rate of implementation (20%) and eligibility (40%) on 
EU projects, and a poor understanding of EDF procedures 

o Perception within ECOWAS that raising funds from EU too complex, and that going 
through the Peace Fund is too slow 

o Nonetheless, eligibility has increased significantly in the past year but rate of 
spending was relatively low 

 APF support has been responsive in various ways to the constraints facing ECOWAS, 
notably through the decision to establish a new financial unit and agreement to fund more 
staff for the Peace Fund. 

o Finance unit drew upon lessons learned from AMISOM, AMIS, ECOMOG 
o Idea of the unit is to respond to immediate capacity constraints within ECOWAS, but 

there is a risk that this will compromise longer-term capacity building efforts within 
ECOWAS by creating parallel financial structures  

Sources: MN 006, 016, 017  

 
 

 

EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 APF funding for the APSA support programme has had the benefit of enhancing dialogue on 
peace and security issues between the AU and ECOWAS in a number of ways: 1) annual 
monitoring missions carried out by the AU PSD; 2) annual meetings of the APSA Steering 
Committee; 3) through discussions around the approval of the annual work plan, and 
reporting on programme activities and spending; 4) periodic exchanges through the EW 
programmes; 5) operation of the Liaison Office of ECOWAS in Addis Ababa, etc. 

 APF support for the AFISMA operation, which is jointly AU-ECOWAS led, has facilitated 
cooperation between the two bodies, as has the establishment of the PAPS finance unit 
which will be jointly staffed by both organisations. 

 Dialogue between the EU/AU and ECOWAS is dominated by issues of financial 
management and accountability which squeezes out discussion on the core issues relating 
to APSA implementation and more effectively addressing P & S issues in the sub-region  

 There have nonetheless been tensions between AU/ECOWAS due to a preference on the 
part of ECOWAS to lead AFISMA on its own 

 In addition, some discomfort that the discussion on APF issues (particularly between 
ECOWAS and Brussels) is mediated by the AU 

Sources: MN 007, 010, 014, 017 

 

 
EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 Attempt to operationalise APSA is evident in several areas within the West Africa region, 
despite serious institutional challenges facing ECOWAS 

o EW is operational and engaging with its AU counter-part, though questions about 
how its outputs are used and predictability of funding 

o ECOWAS Standby Force Secretariat functions and conducts limited training and 
planning activities, but without the institutional and political arrangements in place to 
make the SF a reality; ability to adequately support stand-up of AFISMA case in 
point 

 In effect, few countries have forces ‘standing’ ready for deployment: it is 
essentially a ‘pledging’ force which depends on MS’s willingness to deploy 
available troops when a request is made 
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 Required MoU between ECOWAS and MS that would allow forces to be 
“bonded” so they are ready to be deployed when called upon by ECOWAS 
has not been signed 

 Concept for ESF is essentially a PSO one, which entails different skills and 
preparation for war-fighting situations, such as Mali 

 Emphasis of donor partners was originally on the military component, but 
now more emphasis on police and civilian components 

o Peace Fund is not really a peace fund per se; primarily serves a coordinating and 
technical function for externally-generated programme resources  

o Support for meetings of the Council of the Wise (capacity building) 
o Mediation support unit does not have staff yet (but approved and budgeted for in the 

APF budget) 

 The APF has provided very limited support for meetings in the SSR area, but overall 
capacity on this theme is limited. 

 Need for realism – while there are serious capacity constraints, ECOWAS has come from a 
low starting point 

 
Sources: MN 010, ECOWAS 2013 Work-Plan 

 

 
EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

 The primary challenge facing ECOWAS is its inability to systematically harness available 
funds whether through the APSA Support Programme or the ERM 

o The Peace Fund is not adequately staffed and has had trouble both preparing the 
required documents (i.e. 2012 APSA work plan) as well as narrative reports 

o A key challenge is getting third-party organisations in the region which use APF 
funding to meet the reporting requirements in a timely manner 

o Generally a poor understanding within ECOWAS of requirements for ERM funding 
and lack of initiative/ability of Peace Fund to develop proposals 

 Early days for AFISMA, but APF funding has been key to getting the operation off the 
ground. Slated for re-hatting to a UN mission in July… 

 Establishment of the new Finance Unit in PAPS will facilitate the management of APF 
finances (both for AFISMA and Guinea-Bissau) – handling both strategic issues and all the 
accounting work 

 Two potential unintended consequences of setting up this unit: 
o First, undermining longer-term financial capacity building within ECOWAS as a 

whole 
o Second, drawing staff away both from other ECOWAS institutions and the AU itself, 

which undermines their capacity 

 

Sources: MN 007, 016, 017 

 

 
EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 Difficult to discern any real impact on the ground in West Africa directly attributable to APF 
‘capacity-building’ support due to weak ECOWAS institutional processes and the lack of 
developed tools for implementing strategies 

 The emphasis in most cases is still developing core institutional capacity 
o EW is one of the few areas where APF funding is actually supporting implementation 

of an activity, but impact unclear – EW reports go to the President of the Institution, 
but it is not clear how they are then used 

o ESF is another case in point; while some trainings have taken place of MS military 
forces, because these are not “bonded” there is no guarantee that when an actual 
deployment takes place these will be the soldiers who are selected 

 AFISMA (which registered some important military gains in Mali) has benefitted directly from 
AFP support, both financial in terms of financing the troop deployment, and technical in 
terms of establishing a rapid capacity to manage finances; however, little of this capacity 



 

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: Reviewing the overall  
implementation of the APF as an instrument for African efforts to manage 
conflicts on the continent Page 48 

was the product of the past 2-3 years support provided through the APSA support 
programme or earlier CB initiatives 

Sources: MN 010, 014  

 

 
EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 There is a view in Abuja that the APF is managed from too far away; inadequate monitoring 
and management capacity on the ground  

o AU should be “filling the gap”, but have not been adequately delivering, particularly 
in light of the immense challenges ECOWAS facing 

 AU conducts annual monitoring missions, which offer a chance for a 
discussion regarding problem areas, but regular monitoring of programme 
implementation is very limited 

o EUD not mandated to follow APF though can lend a hand when it is kept in the loop 

 Communication between APF and EUD has improved and a clearer division of labour is in 
place now with the EU RIP  

o APF was consulted on development of the RIP 
o New EUD approach is to focus on building ‘core capacities’ in view of enabling 

ECOWAS to implement its Conflict Prevention framework – this will entail a need for 
closer EU monitoring 

Source: MN: 006, 015 

 

 

 
EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 

 ECOWAS failed its last four-pillar assessment which is reflected in the general inefficiencies 
plaguing the organisation 

o General under-spending and high levels of ineligibility (though the latter has 
improved) 

 Only £750,000 out of 5.4m spent under APSA support programme (2011-
14) 

 Also constrained by ability of third party regional organisations to understand 
and meet spending requirements 

 Difficulty in applying for funds, understanding EDF requirements, and inconsistent and 
inadequate reporting to the AU 

 The impact of APF funding is heavily dependent on other ‘capacities’ being in place which 
the APF has little control over – i.e. both staffing and financing which only MS can ultimately 
approve 

 Internal bureaucracy further hampers reporting due to past problems: 

o Everything needs to be signed off by the President 
o 47 international partners dealing with ECOWAS – this poses an immense challenge 

for the finance and technical units responsible for reporting 

 ECOWAS could make better use of APF funding, but handicapped by Peace Fund 
weaknesses 

o Primary problem stems from staffing constraints due to the embargo; this has 
resulted in the EPF Head being over-stretched and unable to meet all of the 
requests for support coming from technical units 

o An illustrative example is the need for approval of work plans for technical units to 
first pass through the Peace Fund, before then going on to the AU and the EU 

 New financial unit will go some way in ensuring that APF financing is managed more 
effectively, but will not resolve broader problems constraining APSA implementation 

 

Sources: MN 006, 007, 015, 016 
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3.4 EASFCOM Case study 

3.4.1 Background on Case study 

EASFCOM is a Regional Mechanism was established as the secretariat of the Eastern Africa Standby 

Brigade (Easbrig) and assumed responsibility for managing Easbrig from the Inter-Governmental 

Authority on Development (IGAD) in March 2007. EASFCOM was created because the membership of 

neither of the two existing Regional Economic Communities, IGAD and the Eastern Africa Community 

(EAC), included to all 14 Easbrig members (of which 10 are active in EASFCOM). The existence of 

multiple RECs (IGAD, EAC and COMESA) in the region has complicated support for EASFCOM. 

 

EASFCOM has received APF support from the outset, both directly through its capacity building 

programmes (beginning with the second capacity building Contribution Agreement in 2008) and 

indirectly via the training programme for support to the IPSTC. APF has provided EASFCOM funding 

for personnel, all capacity development activities, development of training strategies, development of 

command and control structures and development of concepts. Under the APSA Support Programme, 

APF funding is delivered to EASFCOM by the AU. Under the training programme, funding is delivered 

from the AU to EASFCOM and then transferred to IPSTC.  

 

The Evaluation Team focussed on issues of capacity building, including programme management and 

financial management. It examined the degree to which support provided through the APF enabled 

EASFCOM to develop the capacity necessary to develop a multi-dimensional (military, policing and 

civilian) Planning Element to guide an eventual deployment of Easbrig. The Team also examined the 

relationship between EASFCOM and IPSTC, both in terms of the impact on the management of APF 

funding and the effective use of IPSTC resources by EASFCOM. Lastly, the Team examined the 

degree to which APF financing strengthened AU-EASFCOM relations and explored EASFCOM-

Partner relations. 

3.4.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 

 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 APF support is in line with EU’s international commitments and objectives in terms of 
willingness to tackle the security-development nexus. 

 APF support, which is channelled through the AU, is in line with AU’s and REC/RMs 
willingness to support APSA (ASF, training centres). 

 APF support is in line with current international thinking on conflict management. As an RM, 
EASFCOM does not engage in prevention, mediation or peacebuilding.  

o EASFCOM actively pursuing multidimensional capacity. However, military 
component of EASFCOM remains more developed than either civilian or policing 
component.  

Sources: MN 134, MN 135 
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EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 There are questions about the commitment of EASFCOM MS to the organisation, which 
calls into question the ownership of MS.  

o Some MS have greater commitment to IGAD or EAC but AU chose EASFCOM to be 
EASF PlanElm and no one wants to contradict the AU. However key MS will slow 
down the decision making process.  

o Some governments (Rwanda, Kenya) take organisation seriously, send good staff 
and use stint at EASFCOM as a step up the professional ladder nationally. 

 As elsewhere, APF resources do not cover all requirements and EASFCOM is accordingly 
reliant on a number of external partners. EASFCOM has reportedly prioritised APF financed 
activities provided through the APSA Support Programme.  

o This is reportedly because of the “better conditions” of EU funded activities (which 
may be things like higher per diems). 

o EASFCOM discusses with AU what will be funded and whatever the AU cannot 
fund, EASFCOM requests from other donors. From perspective of EASFCOM, this 
works well.  

o Some donors say that EASFCOM has its own activities planning process which they 
attempt to make as comprehensive as possible. AU requests for activities do not fit 
into this activities plan; they are programmed separately when the AU requests 
arrive. It was not possible to confirm this. 

o From perspective of other donors, there are problems. Some say that EASFCOM 
produces proposals for funding from AU without support of TAs and that these 
proposals are sometimes in contradiction with proposals made to countries providing 
TA. Some donors that have their own multi year plans based on objectives and try 
link their annual funding to EASFCOM’s annual activities plan suggest that the AU 
funds by activities which complicates the other donors’ efforts to fund by objectives.  

 There is some evidence that there may be inadequate synchronisation between ASF 
Roadmap and EASFCOM strategic plan. ASF Roadmap is said not to be as important to 
organisation as their own strategic plan and annual plan. This could not be confirmed.  

 EASFCOM develops its activities plan for the year but the AU is not always able to finance 
everything they request. This requires them to adjust the plan. One EASFCOM interlocutor 
stated that they know which activities are highest priority and they finance these first. There 
are things that the AU cannot fund and the accountant gives them advice on which activities 
they should request money for from the AU.  

Sources: MN 129, MN 134, MN 138, MN 141 
 

  



 

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: Reviewing the overall  
implementation of the APF as an instrument for African efforts to manage 
conflicts on the continent Page 51 

 

 
EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 There is some evidence that EASFCOM has functioned as a regional confidence building 
measure in addition to developing capacity to manage a multinational brigade.  

o High level linkages at regional level have been significantly strengthened, COSs will 
call each other when problems arise. 

o Relationships are also being built at staff officer level as a result of participating in 
courses together and exercising together. 

o Common doctrine is being developed. 

 EASFCOM does not have the support of any one political and/or economic body. Rather 
there is IGAD led by Ethiopia and EAC with its own political goals.  

o EAC recently ran a military exercise using own financing at a fraction of cost of 
upcoming EASFCOM FTX. This raises question in mind of some interlocutors about 
the priorities of EASFCOM MS. 

o Lack of clarity on whether EASFCOM had signed MoU with IGAD.  
o Reportedly was negotiating similar agreements with EAC and COMESA, as well as 

with troop contributing countries (TCCs).  

 Interlocutors suggest that collaboration between EASFCOM and the RECs hosting the other 
4 regional brigades should be strengthened.  

o There are, for example, only informal links between EASFCOM police component 
and police components of other 4 brigades.  

o One interlocutor stated that the only interaction there is among the 5 regional 
brigades occurs at the meetings to elaborate the annual roadmaps.  

 Need for clarity on mandates. Unclear whether AU can subcontract RECs/RMs to undertake 
peace support activities in their regions. Discussions on subsidiarity with AU underway.  

 The AU reportedly does not update its roster and continues to rely on the same individuals 
for training/meetings.  

 No evidence that cooperation and dialogue between EASFCOM and EU on peace and 
security issues enhanced by APF support to EASFCOM. Most EASFCOM interlocutors 
report dealing solely with AU, never EU.  

o In Addis, EASFCOM LO sometimes attends meetings on APF called by the EU and 
finds these useful to exchange views with other RECs/RMs on best practice. 

o In Nairobi, there is virtually no contact. Although EU is a major donor, EU Del 
Nairobi has not been engaged; some evidence of new interest in IPSTC.    
EASFCOM management has discussed the possibility of developing a discussion 
with EU Del Nairobi about undergoing a 4 pillar assessment so that they can sign 
CAs directly with EU. This initiative would have to be approved by EASFCOM Policy 
Organs. One place where they do meet the EU is at Joint Steering Committee 
meetings. 

Sources: MN 129, MN 130, MN 135, MN 137, MN 140, MN 141, MN 143, MN 145, MN 147, MN 316, 
MN 149 
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EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 APF funding has played an important role in developing the capacity of EASFCOM to be the 
planning element for EASF.  

 There is evidence that institutional strengthening has occurred: 
o EASFCOM’s capacity to plan has improved.  
o Troops are being trained and police and civilian rosters are being developed.  
o EASFCOM has entered into an MoU with IPSTC, designated as its centre of 

excellence, to provide training support.  
o Good financial and resource management, increased understanding of how to meet 

AU/EU reporting requirements.  
o The AU judges EASFCOM’s development of its civilian component to be an example 

of good practice.  
o The Police PlanElm was fully operational as of mid 2012. It has trained 1200 officers 

(of which 30% female), approximately 40% more than targeted (by AU) in order to 
compensate for those who cease to be deployable. Database of trainees completed 
early 2013, which will enable them to better track officers who have been trained.  

 However institutional capacity building is hindered by a series of factors: 
o Problems caused by alphabetic country rotation for senior positions. Don’t get best 

people; in part because the number of countries that can provide a certain capacity 
is sometimes limited. In some cases there may be only one country. Some 
interlocutors think that rotation for rotation’s sake is counterproductive in these 
circumstances. Current director Burundi, next Comoros, next Djibouti (concerns 
raised with respect to Ethiopian presidency and lack of commitment on the part of 
this MS).  

o Decision making in Policy Organs can be slow; decisions can be put off from one 
meeting to the next.  

o Dominance of Policy Organs in identifying expert groups to address particular 
problems; reportedly military officers drawn from the region without substantive 
knowledge of issue under study or even knowledge of EASF.  

o Policy Organs can also interfere in decision making by EASFCOM, particularly in 
area of human resources. Efforts to get ministers to submit 3 names for each of 
“their” posts often unsuccessful, either because they submit 2 names of people who 
speak no English or because they refuse to submit 3 names. Policy Organs also 
tend to micromanage on other issues.  

o Although resources generally used for purposes and in amounts intended, more 
attention reportedly needs to be given to what money is actually spent on so that 
highest priority needs can be met in a resource constrained environment.  

o Also unclear exactly how is budget developed. At least one head of component said 
that he was unable to make inputs into budgeting process; simply had budget 
allocated. This creates unnecessary waste. But not all units have the same problem 
as it seems that the military component has greater autonomy in managing its own 
budget. 

o Organisational planning not yet well developed, tendency to plan by brainstorming 
rather than by objective.  

o M&E is not well developed, tendency to report by activity rather than by results and 
impact.  

o Weak internal communication. Information is collected but not communicated well 
within organisation.  

o Awareness of the necessity to strengthen external communication (an ICT officer 
has recently been hired).  

 Despite progress in training, in particular with decision to name IPSTC the regional centre of 
excellence and conclusion of an MoU between EASFCOM and IPSTC, more work remains 
to be done:  

o Failure to develop training needs assessment; GiZ working with IPSTC to develop 
needs assessment and also M&E system for training. 

o Failure to use IPSTC adequately (example of staff going to meeting in Addis thinking 
they would get their $250 per diem – which the Director reduced – at the same time 
as an important training was underway at IPSTC).  
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o Training is reportedly planned in an ad hoc way and there is said to be insufficient 
advance planning.  

o There is a sense that IPSTC is constantly pushing EASFCOM to do more in the area 
of training and to make use of the resources that IPSTC has to offer. 

 Despite the progress in developing the civilian and police components, more work needs to 
be done to promote multidimensionality. 

o Funding for police and civilian components has come exclusively from donors, 
calling into question MS commitment to a multidimensional PSO.  

o With regard to civilian component, concerns expressed that EASFCOM as a whole 
has limited understanding of roles of civilians and what types of civilians need to be 
recruited. Political Organs have not yet approved concepts under development.  

o There is also an imbalance in staffing of civilian and military components. One 
interlocutor said that there are 4 civilians compared with 31 military officers. Another 
interlocutor said there are 4 civilians, 5 police and 14 military.  

o There is also a gender imbalance. 
o Additionally, the military culture is one of command; the civilian culture is one of 

asking for clarification.  
o Military priorities dominate: protection of civilians versus rule of law, for example 

because for military, RoL in a war zone is not a priority. These distinctions are 
important because policy level decisions regarding police and civilians taken by 
military. Police and civilians reportedly not adequately present in decision-making 
fora. Also there is a special technical committee for chiefs of defence staff but no 
counterpart for police. All this calls into question multi dimensionality of ASF.  

o Decisions are taken by ministers of defence and security. When EASFCOM tries to 
involve ministers of foreign affairs and interior, some MS object. These MS see 
EASF solely as a peace support force; they do not want to engage in mediation, 
early warning. Thus EASFCOM focuses on conflict management, not prevention or 
resolution. 

o With the police component, particular concern expressed regarding fixed police units 
(FPU). EASFCOM requires AU and UN assistance in developing an FPU training 
curriculum.   

 In terms of EASFCOM’s capacity to support deployment: 
o Logistics base needs (considerable) strengthening. There is a question of whether 

financing can be found to make the logistics system functional by 2015 (or indeed 
after 2015). It is a long term objective for MS to pay 50% of logistics costs.  

o The Brigade Commander structure needs strengthening.  
o Money needs to be found to rent Ethiopian and Kenyan Airways planes for strategic 

lift. EASFCOM’s view is that the AU should pay if it asks the brigade to deploy for an 
AU PSO. AU reportedly thinks the UN should pay.  

 AU’s record on providing guidance on key issues necessary for EASFCOM to achieve 
objectives has been mixed with balance appearing to be on the side of inadequate guidance. 

o ASF Roadmaps have been prepared. 
o AU has organised meetings of civilian components of regional brigades several 

times per year for purposes of training, working on rosters. 
o Inadequate guidance from PSOD on definition of Full Operational Capability (FOC). 

The existing ASF Roadmaps do not provide the necessary guidance. One 
interlocutor stated that FOC could be defined in a few days and that, when asked 
about this, PSOD Head said they needed money to hold a workshop. The lack of 
FOC definition is hampering EASFCOM in developing its planning capacity.  

o Interlocutors cite inadequate monitoring of TCCs by AU PSOD to ensure required 
standards upheld and harmonisation at continental level.  

o Interlocutors cite inadequate harmonisation by AU PSOD of basic policy documents 
among PlanElms.  

o Interlocutors cite inadequate guidance on rapid deployment concept from PSOD. 
o Interlocutors suggest that AU focuses on its own FTX, Amani II, and does not 

provide guidance to EASFCOM for its FTX.  

 Some interlocutors argued that in order for a regional standby force to be effective, it is 
essential that troop contributing countries believe it is in their interest to participate and that it 
is important to acknowledge this need and to use it to keep TCCs on board and to 
encourage other governments to become TCCs. 
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o The hook could be visibility; it could be reimbursement for equipment provided and 
troop allowances; it could be capacity building of officers and troops; it could be 
furthering a country’s national interest. 

Sources: MN 129, MN 134, MN 135, MN 136, MN 138, MN 139, MN 141, MN 142, MN 144, MN 147, 
MN 149  

 

 
EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

 APF has provided significant support to EASFCOM since 2008 but is not intended to provide 
full support for all activities.  

o Support from Nordics (Finland, Sweden, Norway, Denmark), UK and Germany, both 
financial and TA, financial support from other donors such as Japan (police)  

o EASFCOM seeking to supplement APF training support.  

 APF has provided support for IPSTC – which in turn provides training support to EASFCOM 
– but the process of obtaining this funding (via EASFCOM and AU) proved challenging and 
underscored the need for vigilance on the part of IPSTC throughout the process of 
requesting money: 

o It was only through intervention of APF in Brussels due to personal connections that 
funding was finally obtained. Brussels explained the necessity of signing an MoU 
with EASFCOM.  

o There seems to have been inadequate communication between IPSTC and 
EASFCOM about the requirements for the bid; only at last moment did EASFCOM 
reveal that there was a particular format for the bid. 

o There were also problems with the content of the final proposal to the AU; the 
amount of money allocated to IPSTC was cut in half and the other half allocated to 
EASFCOM. Following negotiations, this issue was resolved and the original IPSTC 
budget was reinstated.  

 EASFCOM has learned to begin the process of requesting 2
nd

 tranche payments as soon as 
the 80% expenditure threshold is reached and of having documentation in order to facilitate 
this process. This reduces but does not eliminate pre-financing by EASFCOM. 

 Some steps have been taken to improve the sustainability of APF funded activities: 
o Policy organs have asked EASFCOM to reduce activities to sustainable levels. 

There has been a political decision by the Policy Organs that MS should pay 50% of 
training costs. 

o There are plans for a Peace Fund, which would be financed by levies on air tickets 
etc., as Obasanjo proposals for AU. 

 A number of issues relating to the sustainability of APF funded activities were raised: 
o External sources of funding are very important for EASFCOM. Money from MS 

inadequate to carry out all activities. MS contributions based on AU percentages. 
Some members pay late; others don’t pay. (Somalia is exempted.) One interlocutor 
stated that half of EASFCOM MS are in arrears. Post 2015 EASFCOM will continue 
to require external financing as neither the region nor AU will have necessary 
resources.   

o Some interlocutors have argued that when FOC is achieved, budget will decrease 
because certain costly activities such as training will be reduced in number. At least 
one bilateral interlocutor thought that perhaps bilateral support could decrease and 
APF become the main source of external support post-2015. 

o Some concerns have been raised about a lack of incentives to increase cost-
effectiveness of EASFCOM. At the same time, some steps have been taken, both by 
Director and by countries providing TAs, to tackle the issue of excessive per diems. 
EASFCOM has been seen as something of a cash cow for individuals because of 
USD250 per diem rate written into their regulations while TA countries committed to 
providing room and board for most training activities. USD250 is well above the 
USD50 donors providing TA have jointly agreed (see also EQ 7). As one interlocutor 
said, “In the long term, this adds up.” EASFCOM Director now beginning to enforce 
the USD50 rate, even on AU funded activities. 

o Need to ensure that troops that have been pledged will be available for deployment 
post 2015. Need MoUs with each MS; these were not in place as of Team’s visit 
mid-April 2013. Brigade commander, head of police, head of civilian need to visit 
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each country to verify status of troops/rostered police/civilians. This to start July 
2013 and finish at some point in 2014. Once these inspections completed, 
discussions on MoUs can begin. In principle this activity is funded.    

Sources: MN 129, MN 130, MN 139, MN 140, MN 141, MN 143, MN 147,MN 149 

 

 
EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 Linkages with AU are reportedly weak.  
o Directors of PlanElms and JCOSs not adequately briefed by AU. 
o A lot of doctrine is not signed off on at AU level. 
o AU needs to develop FOC for brigades if they are to become operational but this 

had yet to occur by April 2013 when Team visited EASFCOM. 

 14 EASFCOM officers were deployed to AMISOM HQ in Mogadishu for a period of time. 
o Explanations of why this arrangement came to an end are not very clear. One 

interlocutor reported it was because Somali representatives wanted the officers to 
work with the Somali government, not AMISOM. Another said that the EASFCOM 
Council of Ministers decided that because all TCC are from the region, they did not 
need the EASFCOM contingent.  

 EASFCOM was established in 2005 and has been operational since 2007. While some 
donors feel that EASFCOM has been more words than action, it is important to recall that 
organisational change is, at best, a generational undertaking and that in highly politicised 
environments, it is likely to take even longer. The multiple objectives of EASFCOM MS act 
as a constraint on the organisation’s development. 

Sources: MN 139, MN 142, MN 316, MN129 

 

 
EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 EU Del Nairobi not engaged; Friends of EASF would like EU to play a coordinating role, 
ideally in support of a basket fund. There appears to be a lack of clarity among some of the 
Friends as to whether the “AU money” is also “EU money.” 

 Most of TA provided by EU MS and TAs increasingly coordinate among themselves. Nordic 
group very closely coordinated. (Norway not EU member).  

o Nordic group engagement based on 2008 decision by Nordic Ministers of Defence. 
The group supports activities jointly and divide up the bill among themselves. 

o Governments providing TA have agreed on a USD 50 DSA rate, a compromise 
which required some governments to make an exception to their own regulations. 
However this does not include APF funding channelled through AU. (See also EQ 
5.)  

 Nonetheless, APF funded activities have supported broader EU policy objectives. 
o APF support to EASFCOM is promoting the Commission objective to strengthen 

regional bodies in order to promote regional integration in Africa. However the 
situation is not straightforward given the overlap of membership with IGAD, EAC and 
COMESA. 

o APF support to EASFCOM promotes the double objectives of EU foreign policy of 
avoiding putting troops on the ground in Africa for peace support operations and 
facilitating African ownership of peace and security responses.  

 It is unclear whether there is added value of APF funding to EASFCOM. 

 

Sources: MN 129, MN 147 
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EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 

 No evidence that the EU’s institutional set-up has contributed to enhancing the timeliness 
and cost-effectiveness of its APF support. In fact both EASFCOM’s technical advisors and 
IPSTC would like more involvement from EU Delegations. 

 The experience of EASFCOM underscores the importance of oversight and monitoring (both 
AU of RECs/RMs and EU of AU) to ensure compliance with APF reporting requirements. 

o When EASFCOM initially received APF funding, it was given a large manual to 
explain how to report to AU. This resulted in ineligible expenditures. EU had to 
provide information directly to EASFCOM. 

o Subsequently AU began to do training and undertake monitoring missions. This 
improved the situation for EASFCOM.   

 The decision to give RECs/RMs responsibility for interfacing with training centres may have 
complicated the process of IPSTC receiving relevant information on how to manage APF 
funding in a timely fashion. However once IPSTC received the AU/REC/RM implementation 
manual, the procedure became very clear.  

o It was only after IPSTC began reporting on expenditures to EASFCOM and was told 
that certain of its expenditures were ineligible that the IPSTC financial director 
discovered that there is an Implementation Agreement between the AU and 
RECs/RMs and an implementation manual. The implementation manual is very clear 
on what is and is not allowable. IPSTC finance director had asked for guidance from 
PSD Finance but never received any response. Additionally, IPSTC is unaware of 
periodic training carried out by AU for finance and programme managers of APF 
funding.  

 There is some evidence that the way funding is delivered to training centres (50% of the first 
70% received by EASFCOM for the IPSTC allocation and no pre-financing) causes problems 
when training centres try to implement according to their workplans. The funding simply is 
not available when needed.  
 

Sources: MN 129, MN 130, MN 140 
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3.5 NARC Case Study 

3.5.1 Background on Case study 

 

The NARC was formally launched on September 2010 as one of the regional components of the 

African Stand-by Force. The NARC covers six North African countries: Algeria, Egypt, Libya, 

Mauritania, Tunisia and Western Sahara. Little was achieved during this foundation year, however, 

before the Libyan crisis broke out in 2011 and most of NARC’s work drew to a halt. Unable to get 

approval for the next annual budget, the core NARC team survived until 2012 by reducing staff 

numbers and drawing on surplus resources from the previous budget. A limited number of training and 

consultative activities were carried out during this second year, including maintaining communication 

with the AU and NARC member states. 

In September 2012, following the visit of a joint AU-EU assessment team to Tripoli the previous April, 

the first tranche of APF funds to support the Planning Element were received from the AU. The Libyan 

Planning element team was able to resume its work, a Liaison officer was dispatched to the AU, and 

staff from both Egypt and Algeria were requested to join the team. The political turmoil in these 

countries has nonetheless delayed the arrival of these staff and the core NARC team remains 

constituted by Libyans. Additional funding was also approved for the training centers in Egypt and 

Algeria, enabling training activities to commence. Approval has now also been granted in principle for 

the training center in Tripoli, though this is not yet operational.  

3.5.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question  

 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 APF support for the NARC is generally in line with EU’s international commitments, including 
the JAES Strategic Partnership. It is also in line with current international thinking on conflict 
prevention and peace-building. 

 APF support, which has been channelled through the AU, is in line with the desire of the AU 
and RECs/RMs to support APSA (in particular through development of the ASF and training 
centres). 

 The APF support which was approved in 2012 was vital in ensuring that NARC could 
continue its activities. As a consequence of the crisis in Libya and across North 
Africa/Middle East, the regular meetings of NARC defence ministers have not been 
occurring and the NARC has been deprived of resources. As things stand, the last 
scheduled meeting of defence ministers, due to be held in June, was delayed and it is 
unclear when it will take place. The NARC is hopeful that when it does occur the 
organisation will be placed on a more firm funding base. 

Source: MN 033 
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EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 The activities being conducted by the NARC generally revolve around training and planning 
for the regional stand-by force. These activities appear to be generally consistent with the 
APF strategy, but implementation has generally been very slow as a consequence of the 
political crisis sweeping the region. This has made it difficult not only for the NARC to host 
events, but for members from other countries to attend events in third countries. However, 
the NARC has succeeded in maintaining a consistent level of participation.  

 As noted above, APF financial resources budgeted for the NARC programme have been 
vital in keeping things going and largely adequate for the activities foreseen. The initial 
tranche of APF (APSA Support Programme funding) approved in July 2012 took several 
months to arrive due to UN sanctions on Libya which affected bank transfers.  

 Shortages of funds more generally due to the lack of member state contributions, and the 
delays in AU transfers, have directly impacted on the ability of the NARC to bring in staff 
from other member states. 

 
Source: MN 033 

 

 

 
EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 Generally speaking, APF support provided since September 2012 has played a role in 
keeping communications open at several levels: 1) between the NARC Secretariat in Tripoli 
and member states. In particular, the Secretariat conducted talks in view of ensuring the full 
accession to the NARC of Mauritania and Tunisia, which had previously signed an MoU; 2) 
between the Secretariat and the AU, largely through the NARC’s liaison officer based in 
Addis Ababa. This has enabled the NARC to develop its work on the regional stand-by force 
as well as to harmonise its regional training plan with the continental plan, thus opening the 
way for the NARC to benefit from funding in this area. 

 There is no evidence that cooperation and dialogue between the NARC and the EU on 
peace and security issues is enhanced by APF support to the NARC. NARC interlocutors 
report that they deal solely with the AU, never with the EU (either at Brussels or EUD levels). 
The one exception is when a joint AU-EU assessment team visited Tripoli in April 2012, or in 
the context of AU-organised seminars such as the March 2013 Lesson Learning event in 
Addis Ababa which the EU attended. 

Source: MN 033 
 

EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 APF funding has played a role since 2012 in developing the capacity of the NARC to 
become the planning element for North African regional stand-by force.  

 Some institutional strengthening has occurred, for example in the areas of 1) defining the 
functions of the planning element, its divisions and offices, 2) financial management where 
basic staff capabilities have been put into place; 3) identifying staffing requirements and 
specific personnel from members states to fill the gaps. However, operationalisation of this 
capacity has been constrained by the broader political uncertainty hanging over the region, 
funding constraints (on the part of member states), and the difficulty in bringing in the 
additional non-Libyan staff required by the NARC from other member states. 

 Despite the progress in developing the military and police components (largely through 
training), little work has been done on the civilian dimension apart from planning a few 
training courses on this topic.  

 On the training side, a regional training plan and a courses roster has been developed. 

 Work has also begun on developing a stand-by roster of military, police and civilian, but the 
NARC’s capacity to actually support deployment is constrained by the core staffing 
weaknesses within the Secretariat and current political uncertainties.   

 NARC does not believe that its current trajectory of planning for its stand-by force is in 
harmony with the continental plan and the 2015 target date for Full Operational Capability. 
While member states have made a range of pledges regarding troops and logistic support, 
there has been no formal confirmation of these commitments. 
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 Nevertheless, the NARC interlocutors believe that the current obstacles are largely a product 
of the current political instability and uncertainty sweeping the region, rather than doubts per 
se on the part of NARC member states with respect to the Stand-by Force concept. 

Source: MN 033 

 
 

 
EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

  NARC is a relatively new player on the APF scene and has quickly become dependent on 
APF funding due to the political constraints affecting member states in the region. 

 The NARC is having to learn quickly how to meet the reporting requirements stipulated by 
the EU/AU for funding and has received support from PSD in Addis Ababa in order to be in 
compliance. 

 The NARC interlocutors underscored repeatedly the critical role played by APF funding in 
terms of sustaining the organisation during recent difficult times. 

Source: MN 033 

 
 

 
EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 The APF’s primary contribution thus far has been to keep the NARC’s “head above water” 
during a very difficult period in the North African region when the organisation’s key member 
states have been politically hamstrung. In so doing, it has helped to put into place the 
foundations of the North African stand-by force, though this will require significant future 
political and financial support from regional member states if it is to achieve full operational 
capability.  

 In addition, the APF has also kept open vital channels of communication and deepened the 
relationship between the NARC and the AU in the area of peace and security. 

Source: MN 033 
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EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 From where the NARC sits, the APF is for all practical purposes an AU-led activity. There is 
little practical interaction with the EU, either Brussels HQ, the Tripoli EU Delegation, or EU 
member states that are present in the country. 

 EU member states, like the UN and the US government, have been primarily concerned with 
stabilising national security structures and institutions in Libya, reflecting a view that the 
‘internal’ challenges facing North Africa’s states will need to be addressed before the region 
can work together in a coherent fashion to other conflict-affected regions on the African 
continent. 

Source: MN 033 

 

 
EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 

 

 The NARC interlocutors have underscored their satisfaction with their current working 
relationship with AU PSD and did not express any need to engage more directly with the EU 
Delegation in Tripoli. The experience of other RECs/RMs nonetheless underscores the 
importance of more direct oversight and monitoring of APF funded activities, not least of all 
in the case of the NARC because it will face a growing number of institutional challenges as 
it develops its activities.  
 One key challenge will be interfacing with and supporting the two (and likely to be, 

soon, three) regional training centres (Cairo, Algeria and Tripoli) 
 Managing an increasingly complex work plan and portfolio of activities as and when 

the Secretariat reaches full staffing (nine APF-funded positions in the planning team 
are still waiting to be filled, though funds are now available). 

Source: MN 033 
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3.6 AMISOM Case study 

3.6.1 Background on Case study 

 
90 percent of APF funding has been allocated to Peace Support Operations over the period 2004-

2011, of which approximately 40 percent has been spent on AMISOM (with the greatest percentage – 

46 percent – going to AMIS). The AMISOM field work was conducted across several countries – 

Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia - due to the fact that many of the activities and processes that drive 

AMISOM are located in Nairobi and Addis Ababa.  

 

Pursuant to the AU PSC decision of 19 January 2007 and the UN Security Council Resolution 

(UNSCR) 1744 of 20 February 2007, the African Union established AMISOM to address the lingering 

crisis in the country with an initial strength force of 7,650 military personnel.. The initial 6-month 

mandate has been extended several times under successive AU PSC Communiqués and UNSCR, so 

that AMISOM maintained an uninterrupted peacekeeping presence in Somalia since 2007. AMISOM’s 

current mandate runs until February 2014. From 2007-2011, AMISOM’s strength expanded to 9,000 

troops and then from 12,000 to 17,731 troops with UNSCR 2036 passed on 22 February 2012. The 

initial Troop Contributing Countries (TCCs) included Uganda and Burundi. Kenya, Djibouti and Sierra 

Leone joined the mission under way. Ethiopia played a role but did not want to be part of AMISOM. 

The two Formed Police Units tasked to train, mentor and advise the Somali Police Force as well as to 

enforce the maintenance of public order were from Uganda and Nigeria.  

 

AMISOM has been financed by several donors, in particular the EU through the APF, 

bilateral partners (e.g UK, USA, China, etc.) and the UN. 

 

The APF started supporting AMISOM in 2007 with 9 Contribution Agreements signed so far, and the 

10
th
 one in process. Financing of APF comes to a total of 443,900,000 Euros. The discussion on the 

10
th
 agreement includes support for €30m. 

APF support covered the following: 

o Troop allowances (military and Formed Police Unit);  

o Compensation for death and injuries; 

o Mission subsistence allowance (for those who work with the Force Commander):90 $/day; 

o Civilian salaries; 

o Travel costs; and 

o Running and administrative costs 

 

With UNSC Resolution 1863 (2009), the UN established a Trust Fund through which logistical support 

has been provided to AMISOM. The scale and scope of the UN logistic package expanded over time. 

AMISOM also received support from the UN Assessed Peacekeeping Budget. 
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3.6.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 
 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF  

 APF support for AMISOM has been in line with EU international commitments in peace and 
security. Mandated to conduct military enforcement operations against anti-government actors 
to establish conditions for effective and legitimate governance in Somalia, AMISOM has been 
set up to address the long-standing Somali crisis, which affected peace and stability of the 
Horn of Africa region and more recently the international community through the presence of 
piracy and the payment of ransom money.    
 

 AMISOM has been mandated by the AU PSC in January 2007 to support national 
reconciliation and dialogue, provide appropriate protection to the Transitional Federal 
Government first and then to the new Somali Government and to facilitate humanitarian 
access to the population. It fitted well with AU’s objectives in Somalia in the area of peace and 
security: to secure the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Somalia as well as enhance the 
capacity of the defence and public safety institutions and support the establishment of effective 
governance.  
 

 There is consensus that the military nature of AMISOM activities is a prerequisite to any effort 
to successfully prevent a recurrence of armed conflict and successfully stabilise Somalia and 
the region. The current approach in which stabilisation activities will follow the recovery of 
territory is in line with current international thinking.  

 

Sources: MN 420, 421, 422, 423, 426, 428, 430, 433, 441 
 

 
 

EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 In general, the implementation of AMISOM activities has been consistent with its objectives and 
with the APF principles on which it is based. 

  

 AMISOM, together with APF funding, has also been successfully adapted to changes in the 
African context and priorities. The mandate of AMISOM has been renewed and revised to ensure 
continuity in supporting evolving needs on the ground. APF funding met the need for AMISOM 
troop reinforcement at a time when the situation on the ground required a swift response to the 
threat posed by al-Shabaab and changes in al-Shabaab’s strategic orientation. In particular, the 
increase in troops / forced strengths enabled AMISOM to push back al-Shabaab from Mogadishu 
and to spread outside Mogadishu; this has been a major turning point and defining factor for the 
success of AMISOM. But the lack of a clear political strategy from the Government of Somalia has 
posed challenges to settle down the situation in the territories gained by AMISOM. Beyond 2013, 
additional financial resources will be required to meet needs on the ground.  

   

 There has been a discrepancy between the resources at the disposal of AMISOM and the 
programming objectives and needs on the ground. There has been –and there is still in 2013- a 
shortage of capacity (troop numbers and capabilities –modern weaponry and equipment-) not only 
to sustain the gains made but also to increase these gains by expanding the territory to be 
recovered and keeping it well beyond the reach of al-Shabaab.  

  

 Moreover, the way the needs have been defined by different parties varied. The African view has 
generally been that AMISOM needed to do more than the military work and include stabilisation 
work through the implementation of Quick Impact Projects. That view has not been widely shared 
across the board (EU, local partners).  

  

 The APF design and its manifestation in AMISOM have largely reflected African ownership with a 
high degree of solidarity at every stage. APF has been used to respond to objectives and action 
plans identified by the African partners.  
 
Sources: MN 420, 422, 426, 433, 434, 441 
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EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 AMISOM has provided an important platform for enhanced dialogue between African and EU 
APF stakeholders: resources, time and issues related to AMISOM have shaped and contributed 
to dialogue on the broader Peace & Security agenda. 
 

 AMISOM has contributed to enhancing dialogue and cooperation on peace and security issues 
between the AU and RECs such as IGAD: the focus on Somalia has contributed to helping a 
number of IGAD countries deal with their security challenges. Two examples are Ethiopia and 
Kenya. In addition, participation of countries like Uganda, Kenya and Djibouti in a joint operation 
(including with Ethiopia, which is not part of the AMISOM command structure) has helped 
sustained dialogue among these IGAD countries and with the AU on their most pressing regional 
security challenges in the Horn. 
 

 There has been regular dialogue about an exit strategy without a potential for easy resolution. 
o An exit of AMISOM would require that the Somali security forces are able to sustain the 

gains of AMISOM and more generally to take care of their own security. In early 2013, 
the capacities of the Somali security forces were too weak in command and control to 
envisage any progressive withdrawal of AMISOM in the short to medium term. Most 
stakeholders met stressed that the empowerment of the security forces will take several 
years. Beyond the training of the troops that AMISOM and the EU Training Mission have 
for a part delivered, a change of mind sets with respect to the various possible chains of 
command (official, clan or war lord based ones) will also be needed. 

o The political dimension of the exit of AMISOM has also been a major aspect. 
Discussions on the exit of AMISOM evolved over time according to the changing political 
context in Somalia and to international responses to the country’s developments. They 
also link to the Government being able to have a clear and unified political strategy at 
local and country levels, which has been missing over the past few years. In the light of 
the current realities on the ground, there has been difficulty in aligning the interests of 
various partners and in finding compromise. With the transfer of power from the 
Transitional Federal Government (TFG) to the Federal Government of Somalia (FGS) 
with the election of a new President in September 2012, the AU and the UN undertook 
two separate strategic reviews early 2013 on their presence and engagement in Somalia 
which came up with different conclusions. While the AU would have favored the 
establishment of a new joint AU-UN mission, the UN ruled out the deployment of a 
peacekeeping operation. Both institutions agreed to maintain AMISOM until February 
2014.The absence of an interested lead nation (e.g. P5) such as the French in Mali, may 
account in part for the failure to get the UN to commit to a take over of AMISOM.   

o Most stakeholders met stressed that the situation on the ground early 2013 was not 
suitable for a progressive withdrawal of AMISOM and for transforming AMISOM into a 
peacekeeping mission which would have enabled a UN take over. 

 

Sources: MN 311, 421, 426, 428, 430, 431, 438, 439, 440, 441 
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EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 AMISOM contributed to the operationalisation of APSA particularly at the continental level by 
playing a part in the strengthening of some of the core institutional capacities in the AU PSD, 
including financial management of peace operations. In the early years, administrative and 
financial management of AMISOM used to be an issue of concern. Since then, the AU 
Commission has taken substantial steps to improve AMISOM’s financial management, with 
positive effects. 
 

 In addition, AMISOM has provided the opportunity to operationalise the functions of the PSO 
Division in the Department of Peace and Security. Mission Planning capacity has been 
enhanced through the AMISOM experience. The lessons learnt from AMISOM are used for the 
setting-up of new PSOs (e.g AFISMA). 
 

 In addition to reinforcing the role of PSOD, one cross-cutting theme that has emerged with the 
AMISOM operations is that of “Stabilisation” and Quick Impact Project. This is a theme that was 
not necessarily the focus of attention in the AU a few years earlier when much attention was 
given to Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development.  
 

 The experience of joint operations by troop contributing countries from countries in the IGAD 
region could be a potentially useful contribution to ASF arrangements in the future.  

 

 There is near consensus among key partners that AMISOM has been effective and aggressive 
military in recovering new grounds outside of Mogadishu.   

Sources: MN 128, 130, 315, 410, 420 

 
 

EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  
 

 APF financial support to AMISOM has been instrumental for the launch and running of AMISOM 
since 2007. It allowed AMISOM strength to expand over time (from 7,650 in 2007 to 17,731 
troops end of 2012) and as a result to spread its operations outside of Mogadishu. Iinitiatives 
requiring immediate action such as the Aljazeera Barracks for the training of Somali troops have 
also been financed. Early 2013, there was concern that current gains might suffer a reversal 
unless there is a reinforcement of troops alongside important stabilisation activities, which would 
require an appropriate level of funding. 

 Issues regarding the predictability of funding have been raised.  
o The contribution agreements of AMISOM used to cover a period of 6 months which did 

not facilitate the running of the mission activities which were spread over a year. The 
duration of the last two contribution agreements (since early 2013) has been reduced to 
two months due to the discussions around the renewal of the UN mandate and issues 
linked to the replenishment of the APF as a whole, hereby posing further constraints.  

o During 2013, secure predictable and sustainable funding for AMISOM is not guaranteed. 
The EU and UNSOA’s budget are under pressure. More recently, other African crises 
(e.g Mali) have demanded international attention and required external peacekeeping 
forces. Moreover, a gap in EU funding could be envisaged as of 2014 due to the change 
of EDF (EDF 10 to EDF 11). The lack of financial contributions from the African countries 
has also been stressed.  
 

 Over the period 2007-2011, funding has generally been received by the AU in due time. As of 
AMISOM VII, requests for advance payments could not be made in due time due to the late 
signature of the contribution agreements. This forced the AU to pre-finance the mission. Delays 
in the completion of several audits of AMISOM also led to late requests from the AU for final 
payments, hereby creating cash flow problems on the AU side. 

 The sustainability of the current level of stability in Somalia reached due to effective and 
successful AMISOM operations is challenged by the continuing threat from al-Shabaab, which is 
still in control of about 50% of Somali territory and AMISOM’s incapacity to recover more territory 
without an increase in troops, accompanied by greater capacity among Somali national forces. 

 
Sources: MN 410, 420, 421, 430, 433, 441, 442 
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EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 AMISOM has reflected the commitment of the AU and some of its core Member States in the 
IGAD region to collaborate to reduce violent conflict in the region.  

 

 AMISOM has been effective in pushing out al-Shabaab from Mogadishu and in improving the 
security in Mogadishu, as well as in recovering new cities within the country. Its core strength 
lied into the fact that it has been aggressive military in recovering new grounds. The impact of 
AMISOM recovery of the towns and cities of Mogadishu, Baidoa and Kismayo from the control of 
al-Shabaab has yielded a significant dividend for the peace process in the past year. However, 
the number of casualties has been important –no official figures- and (part of) the cities 
recovered have been destroyed. Moreover, the situation remains precarious with al-Shabaab in 
control of about half the Somali territory. 
 

 Stakeholders overall noted that AMISOM has been more successful than any other traditional 
UN peace keeping mission, and that AMISOM was value for money. 

 Beyond the military gains, AMISOM contributed to improve the conditions for a return of the rule 
of law in the areas secured by AMISOM and facilitated the creation of an environment to elect a 
new Government. It also contributed to train the Somali forces but the development of the local 
policy force is lagging behind. It also helped the TCCs to build their own capacity at home. 
 

 Most stakeholders recognized that AMISOM had a critical role to play in non-military activities, in 
particular in terms of paving the way for the delivery of a longer-term support. But while AMISOM 
has been effective at moving forward quickly, the civilian component of the mission has been 
limited. The lack of interaction between AMISOM and the Somali authorities as well as the 
weaknesses of the Somali authorities partly explain this situation. As a result, the sequencing of 
the activities between the civilian and the military activities presented a gap and humanitarian 
actors have only been able to operate to a limited extent. The lack of a clear and unified political 
strategy further prevented the restoration of civil authority in the areas gained by AMISOM. 

Sources : MN 315, 410, 420, 428, 429, 430, 431, 434, 437, 441 

 

 
EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 

 The EU aimed at ensuring a comprehensive approach in its engagement with Somalia: it used its 
political tools (e.g EU SR for the Horn), its development portfolio (including the use of the IfS), its 
security sector support (AMISOM and SSR programmes), its humanitarian assistance, and set-
up CSDP missions focused on maritime capacity building (ATLANTA and NESTOR) and on the 
training of the Somali security forces (EU Training Mission). EU stakeholders met stressed that 
the coherence of the EU engagement at political improved over the period while this had not yet 
sufficiently percolated at the technical level, partly due to the lack of dedicated human resources. 
The interaction between the CSDP missions and AMISOM has generally been piecemeal. Most 
stakeholders met generally stressed that while the EU was one of the largest donors for Somalia, 
it however did not use its political leverage to the full (e.g lack of strategic discussion between 
the EU and African counterparts and lack of EU engagement). 

 Coordination between donors has taken place at various levels: 
o In Addis, there has been a monthly African Union Partners’ Group (AUPG), donors 

meeting in Nairobi, as well as coordination meeting in Brussels that have brought 
together APF stakeholders (including other partners e.g. UN) to discuss political, 
operational and financial management issues.  

o In Mogadishu, during the period of the Transitional Federal Government, a Joint Security 
Committee (JSC), set up under the Djibouti Agreement, used to be tasked to harmonise 
work by the government and the international community to support Somalia's national 
security institutions, With the new Federal Government, coordination between donors 
diminished due to the fact that the Government preferred to maintain bilateral relations. 
Under the pressure of the donors, the JSC has been transformed into another 
committee, composed by the international community and the Somali actors, which kept 
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the same name and comprised 3 sub-committees (police, military and justice). Some of 
the key players (e.g Turkey, Gulf States) have been reluctant to exchange and 
coordinate. 

 Several stakeholders pointed out an overall recent unbalanced approach between donors who 
have had varying degrees of interest and knowledge. Over the past three years, the UK has 
become very active in its support with significant financial and human resources as well as 
visible on the political scene. 

 The complementarity between the support from the APF and the UN has been key in sustaining 
AMISOM operations. The support provided by UNSOA has been key in generating valuable 
logistical support for AMISOM TCCs. Similarly in Somalia, UN support has enhanced AU 
capacity. 

 The EU demonstrated added value through its support to AMISOM in several areas: 
o The EU has been the first actor to be willing to support AMISOM. Without EU funding, 

the mission would not have been set-up. 
o The critical mass of funding the EU provided to AMISOM through the APF has been 

instrumental for the launch and running of the mission.  
o Besides, no other donors could have financed the mission to that level.  

 However, the political leverage of the EU has not been commensurate with the level of its 
funding. 
 

Sources: MN 421, 422, 423, 424, 426, 430, 433, 440, 441 

 

 
EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 

 The complexity of the organizational set-up of the mission, the multiplicity of the actors involved, 
and the decision-making processes within the AU and the EU impacted on the efficiency of the 
delivery of the support. 

o On the African side, the Force Headquarters has been based in Mogadishu and the 
Finance Unit in Nairobi. While regular exchanges have taken place between the two 
teams, aspects of the decision-making process have not been conducive to a smooth 
implementation. For instance, the fact that the Finance Unit has been under the authority 
of the SRCC and not under the one of the AU has led to tensions.  

o On the EU side, the management of AMISOM has involved staff based in Brussels, 
Addis Ababa and Nairobi. An internal EC audit conducted in 2012 stressed that the 
management of the file between the three capitals could be improved. 

 

 Earlier capacity gaps, which plagued the AU have reduced significantly with a wide range of 
interlocutors commenting on the improvements made by the AU in terms of financial 
management and accounting. In AMISOM, this capacity extended to the AMISOM offices in 
Nairobi and a small number of finance staff in Mogadishu. The overall financial management of 
AMISOM became more prudential over time. Two aide memoires (2009 and 2011), signed by 
the AU and the EC, which included specific measures (ex-ante verification for payments, 2-
month reporting and technical assistance) to enhance the management of AMISOM, have 
contributed to reinforce the efficiency of the operation.  
 

 EU’s administrative and financial procedures posed several challenges for AMISOM particularly 
in the areas of: TCCs management of staff allowances and in the payment of compensations for 
deaths and injuries. The requirement that evidence of payment of troops be provided and the 
limited capacity of some TCCs to provide this in a timely manner has invariably delayed the 
payment of troops and weakened troop morale. This has slowly improved but remained a 
challenge. African stakeholders emphasized the cumbersomeness of the EU system for the 
payment of the TCCs compared to the one of the UN, reported as being less demanding. 
 

 The absence of procedures as well as inadequate finances within AU/RECs for supply of 
ammunition particularly in an enforcement operation has led some TCCs to further reduce troop 
allowances to meet these costs. There is no suggestion among interlocutors that this is not a 
cost-effective or efficient approach to the issue. 

 

Sources: MN 128, 130, 410, 420, 421, 422, 434, 440 
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3.7 MICOPAX Case study 

3.7.1 Background on Case study 

On 12 July 2008, ECCAS assumed responsibility for the Mission for the consolidation of peace in Central 

African Republic (CAR) - MICOPAX - from the Economic and Monetary Community of Central African 

Republic (CEMAC). MICOPAX succeeded the FOMUC operations established in 2002 by CEMAC MS. 

MICOPAX's overall objective is to contribute to durable peace and security in CAR by creating the 

preconditions for sustainable development in the country. MICOPAX has, since January 2009, a 

multidimensional mandate which integrates internal security and includes the consolidation of a climate of 

peace and stability, assisting in the political process, promoting the respect of human rights as well as 

facilitating the delivery of humanitarian aid.  

 

Since the beginning of the crisis in December 2012 the mandate of the mission has been revised two 

times. The mission was first to support the implementation of the Libreville Agreement of January 2013 

and then following the Coup in March a proposal for a new mandate was put forward during the 

extraordinary meeting of the CDS that was held from the 14
th
 until the 18

th
 of May 2013.  

 

The Evaluation Team focused on the contribution of MICOPAX to peace and security in its area of 

deployment. It has also sought to appreciate the extent to which MICOPAX had contributed or not to build 

ECCAS’s capacity to plan and manage PSOs and the sustainability of gains achieved through APF 

financing 

3.7.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 

 
 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 APF support is in line with EU’s international commitments and objectives in terms of 
willingness to tackle the security-development nexus. 

 APF support, which is given directly to ECCAS, is in line with the willingness of the AU and 
RECs/RMs to strengthen RECs as “building blocks” of APSA and more specifically the 
Multinational Force of Central Africa (FOMAC) as one of the ASF brigades. 

 APF support is in line with current international thinking on conflict management 
o Multidimensionality even though on the ground most of its personnel was military.  
o MICOPAX was also to play a role in overseeing the Disarmament and 

Demobilisation process but this process has lost momentum 

Sources: MN150, MN302, MN318, MN356 

 

 

EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 APF support to MICOPAX is consistent with the objective of the Partnership to provide 
predictable funding for Africa-led peace support operations. 

 APF is the biggest source of funding for MICOPAX but it is meant to be complemented by 
ECCAS (for approximately 30% of the annual budget). However, ECCAS is not in a position 
to honour its financial commitment due to the arrears of its Member States. 

 Evidence of effort on the part of the EU to remain informed of the changing needs resulting 
from the crisis in the CAR which has implied a change of mandate for the MICOPAX. The 
mission was first to support the implementation of the Libreville Agreement of January 2013 
and then following the Coup in March a proposal for a new mandate was put forward during 
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the extraordinary meeting of the CDS in which the EU and APF staff participated. 

Sources: MN302, MN353, MN359, MN 361, MN364, MN366, COPAX, Réunion extraordinaire de 
la Commission de Défense et de Sécurité (CDS), Communiqué Final, mai 2013. 

 

 

EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 Funding of the MICOPAX mission has contributed to enhanced cooperation on peace and 
security between the EU and ECCAS  

 The EU is still perceived as an economic and development actor and not so much as a 
political actor even though it is invited to participate in the CDS of the Peace and Security 
Council of Central Africa (COPAX).  

o Nonetheless, the EU was reportedly not consulted on the new MICOPAX mandate.  

 Funding of the MICOPAX mission has contributed to enhanced cooperation on peace and 
security between the AU and ECCAS as the AU has been participating in the joint monitoring 
of the mission and also in the CDS. However, head of AU PSOD had no visibility on what 
MICOPAX has done and AU CAR Desk Officer has not been allowed to take part in the 
preparatory meetings of the Libreville Agreement. 

Sources: MN311, MN318, MN 350, MN361, MN366. 

 

 

EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 Paradoxically even though ECCAS is one of the weakest RECs it was the only one up to 
recently to manage a PSO.  

 However, there is no evidence that MICOPAX has really contributed to enhancing the 
capacity of ECCAS to plan, conduct and manage a PSO.  

o ECCAS has not assumed its responsibility as the ultimate financial and 
administrative manager of the mission. The appointment of a long-term expert from 
the APF expert pool in 2012 should contribute to address this problem but not fully 
resolve it 

o The FOMAC EMR, which should have been progressively strengthened by the 
experience of MICOPAX, has actually been weakened by political factors over which 
the APF (and the EU) had no control). The current Head of the EMR has had no 
exchange of information or working relation with the COMFORCE as the former 
Head of the EMR has retained control over this relationship.  

Sources: MN343, MN354, MN359, MN364, MN366 

 

 

EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

 APF has been a predictable source of funding for MICOPAX since 2008. Even though the 
funding has not been received in a timely manner this has not affected the operation as 
unspent fund from previous MICOPAX operations has been used as a bridging mechanism 
and this money was repaid when the new tranche was approved. 

 However, ECCAS has not always been able to honour its financial commitment to MICOPAX 
because of the arrears of its Member States. 

o There was an initiative to encourage ECCAS MS to raise funds for the mission by 
each giving annually 520M FCFA however only some MS contributed and not on a 
regular basis 

 Sustainability of APF funded activities is in doubt notably due to failure of ECCAS MS to pay 
assessed contributions 

Sources: MN353, MN364, MN366, MN403 
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EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 Up to March 2013: 
o Within its limited area of deployment, MICOPAX was able to provide security and 

hence fulfil its stabilising role 
o Thanks to its neutrality it was also able to support the political process and be an 

intermediary between the government and the rebels 

 Nevertheless, MICOPAX was not able to prevent the rebels from entering Bangui for several 
reasons, mainly: 

o MICOPAX had no mandate vis-à-vis Seleka 
o Units within MICOPAX were reportedly responding to their national chain of 

command rather than to COMFORCE 

 MICOPAX has not had time to train the FACA as it was decided as part of the exit strategy in 
2012. The restructuring and training of national defence and security forces is a task that still 
needs to be performed and has been included in the new mission mandate.   

Sources: MN318, MN344, MN357, MN361, MN403, COPAX, Réunion extraordinaire de la 
Commission de Défense et de Sécurité (CDS), Communiqué Final, mai 2013 

 

EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 Evidence of coordination between the different institutions of the EU: 
o EEAS, DEVCO, EU Delegation to ECCAS participating in the joint EU-AU 

monitoring mission 
o EU Delegation in Bangui regularly used as a source of information on the political 

situation by EEAS in Brussels 

 However, lack of coordination when it comes to establishing synergies between MICOPAX 
and other programmes managed by the Delegations (Libreville and Bangui) 

 MICOPAX is a good example of the EU coordinating its support with one of its MS (France) 
and taking advantage of the presence of this MS in the region. However, not clear how the 
EU monitors this involvement at both technical and political levels. 

 Added value of the EU related to its capacity to rely on a network of regional delegations. 
During the crisis: 

o Exchange of information between the Delegations of the region  
o Possibility to deliver EEAS’s message simultaneously to Libreville, N’Djamena, 

Brazzaville and Yaoundé 

Sources: MN202, MN346, MN358, MN361, MN366 

 

 

EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 

 As highlighted for other APF interventions, no evidence that the EU’s institutional set-up has 
contributed to enhancing the timeliness and cost-effectiveness of MICOPAX support: 
different instruments being governed by different institutional logics have hindered 
information sharing on programmes on a regular basis 

 MICOPAX is a co-financed operation with ECCAS MS and ECCAS is ultimately responsible 
for the management of the mission.  

o The fact that ECCAS MS have failed to pay their contribution to the REC on a 
regular basis and have failed to honour their decision to pay 520M FCFA has been 
putting some strain on the mission.  

o The fact that ECCAS has failed up to November 2012 (when a directive was 
published) to give clear instructions to the CAF has also hampered an efficient 
financial and administrative management of the mission. 

 The EU has shown some flexibility in terms of financial management that have contributed to 
improve the efficiency of the mission: 

o Allowing the use of so-called “retroactive” funding 
o Adopting a derogation to the necessity to buy European material in light of CAR 
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being a fragile state 

 Encouraging developments, in part triggered by APF, include:  

o Appointment of a long-term expert to assist in the financial management of 
MICOPAX. This expert was key in obtaining that the EU support to MICOPAX be 
managed by ECCAS on the basis of procedures validated, adopted and applied.  

o Deputy SG in charge of budget administration and human resources appointed 
March 2012; has launched a modernisation of department and is determined to 
implement the 520M FCFA decision (and to link programming to available resources 
– ie develop a realistic budget.) 

Sources: MN346, MN353, MN 359, MN 364, MN366 
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3.8 AU HIP Case study 

3.8.1 Background on Case study 
 

The work of the AU High-Level Implementation Panel was enabled by ERM funding and has been 

sustained in large part by this. The fact that the work of the Panel is still on going made it possible to 

observe that work in real time. The talks between Sudan and South Sudan, which took place in Addis 

between 22 and 27 April 2013 provided a unique opportunity to observe that work and to engage a range 

of interlocutors, who would otherwise not have been found in one location.  
 

The ERM provides funding for staff contracted by the AU, seconding them to AU HIP. This includes 

people in the LOs in Juba and Karthoum. It also funds half (50%) of the costs of delegates to the 

negotiations/ peace talks in Addis (which is jointly funded with IGAD Transitional Support Unit – TSU, 

which provides the other half); logistics on the ground in the 3 capitals – Addis, Khartoum and Juba – as 

well as honoraria and expenses for the Presidents/ Panel Members and their top advisers. IGAD 

contracts all the other experts and the set-up. The AU usually does not contract non-African experts. So 

IGAD contract these experts in order to introduce flexibility on that front4 out of 6 experts are non-African. 

The IGAD TSU is funded by UK, Netherlands and Norway.  

3.8.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 

 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 AU HIP is a concrete example of a strategic alliance between the EU and Africans. 

 Alignment of AU HIP with APF strategic objectives. Africa and Europe are in agreement about 
the place of Sudan in their strategic consideration. 

 AU HIP initiative predated the JAES but fits well into the pillars of the JAES 

 APF was used for a novel approach, which does not fit with current thinking (about mediation 
and peacebuilding, for example), which is more prescriptive and tends to be sensitive to time 
limitations. AU HIP has been process-oriented, has not followed a technical approach, but has 
adopted “out-of-the box thinking” and utilised a global network to experiment a new approach to 
peacemaking.  

Source: MN 411, 413 

 
 

EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 Consistency of implementation with respect to objectives and needs: ERM funding financed staff 
in the Liaison Offices, tickets, DSA consultants’ fees, etc. for the meetings of the Panel.  

 ERM has been responsive to the context: Sudan is characterized by a dynamic environment 
constantly changing that requires adaptability. Needs are dynamic, require a flexible approach. 
ERM is interesting in that regard.  

 ERM funding could not cover the needs of the AU HIP over several years, whereas mediation is 
a long process. ERM funding has been extended twice, but could not be renewed. Alternative 
funding sources have been searched for as of 2011, notably IGAD (Norway, Dutch and UK 
funding). 

 Uncertainty around mandates of the Panel leads to shortages of financial resources at some 
moments.  

 Consistency with the JAES principles: 
o The main actors at the level of the AU HIP were selective about their partnership with 

the EU. AU and EU shared mutual strategic interests as well as the principle of African 
ownership. 

o The way the support has been delivered (without conditionality) has reinforced the 
African ownership and the EU-Africa partnership. 

Sources: MN 323, 411, 413, 417 
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EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 AU HIP: has been exclusively about building dialogue and cooperation between the two Sudans 
with the participation of EU stakeholders. It has shown flexibility in being able to utilise global 
human resources to enhance that dialogue. 

 The Panel had the necessary stature to be able to foster dialogue between the two Sudans, 
potential that was not fully appreciated by the AU when the Panel was set-up. 

 Effective collaboration underpinned APF support to AU HIP as seen with Norway and the UK via 
IGAD, which in turn helped facilitate collaboration between the AU and IGAD.  

Sources: MN 412, 414, 415 

 

 
EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

 

 The Mediation Support Unit, which was initiated several years ago at the African Union has now 
stalled. It would not only have been a core addition to the effort to operationalise APSA, but 
would have served as a key instrument to internalise the experience within the AU and for the 
sustainability of ERM activities like AU-HIP. The absence of such a Unit is a major gap, which is 
now apparent with absence of similar support to AFISMA. 

 ERM funding to AU HIP enhanced capacity-building (expertise in understanding the complexity 
of the relationship between the two countries) in the AU LO (Khartoum and Juba) and made 
these offices functional. 

 Interlocutors met generally stressed that there is a disconnect between the AU and the AU LO. 

 AU-HIP has been a useful instrument for getting Member States more involved with APSA-
related activities. President Mbeki has insisted on reporting to the PSC periodically on the 
process with the two Sudans.  

Sources: MN 314, 413, 414, 416, 417, 418 

 

 
EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

 

 AU HIP has generally received timely and flexible funding at crucial periods from different 
funding sources (APF, IGAD, and direct bilateral contributions). ERM funding has been flexible 
and quick to activate but the timeframe of the ERM has been criticized for not being appropriate 
to support a mediation process. ERM initial funding has been critical: it allowed the panel to 
conduct a grass-root consultation and to produce a solution-seeking report which attracted other 
donors to the work of the Panel.  

 Sustainability of the results achieved through the ERM support to AU HIP will depend on the 
understanding that a process approach has to be taken (intervention in Darfur extends beyond 
high-level panel members). A continued engagement is needed since the implementation of the 
process extends beyond the mandate of the Panel members. 

 The absence of a Mediation Support Unit or something akin to this will make sustainability of 
AUHIP difficult to achieve. Such a Unit, could, for example, help sustain the work of IGAD 
Transition Support Unit – whose role was meant to be transitional in the first instance. 

Sources: MN 314, 323, 409, 411, 412, 414, 415, 416, 417 

 

 
EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 The work of the AU HIP contributed to maintaining the relationship between the two Sudans: a 
critical factor to the internal stability of each country and to the security of the region. The Panel 
achieved results in that regard where other mediation efforts have not, but the situation remains 
fragile.  

Sources: MN 314, 324, 412, 415, 416, 417 
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EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 Perception by some of the interlocutors that the EU, being a multilateral institution, could deliver 
a support that fitted better the African interests and ideals, as opposed to bilateral institutions 
that tend to impose their own agendas. 

 Donors used to coordinate under the umbrella of a specific commission created within the 
framework of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (2005-2011). With the end of the CPA, the 
presence of donors in Khartoum drastically diminished. 

 Ad-hoc coordination between the EU and EU MS (UK) and Norway to keep a low profile with a 
view not to divide the parties. Complementary financial support to the AU HIP from these three 
actors. 

 EU foreign policy objectives in the region have been supported by the AU HIP. ERM support to 
the AU HIP was instrumental in the launch of the work of the Panel (1st donor to contribute). 

 
Sources: MN 413, 415,  
  

 

 
EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 

 
Extent to which the EU’s regulatory/administrative set-up and capacities have enhanced the 
timeliness and cost-effectiveness of its support for the APF 

 ERM’s administrative set-up have enhanced the timeliness and cost-effectiveness of AUHIP – 
this timeliness in particular has enabled the funding of the Panel’s work on 3 different occasions 
when such funding made it possible to sustain the peace process and avoid a slide into an 
emergency situation. Even though AUHIP3 took longer than the usual 10 days (i.e.  

 The positive audit of AUHIP demonstrates the efficiency of implementation of this initiative 
despite its many moving parts, deriving from its ad hoc nature and unpredictability of mediation. 

 The quality of the reporting to the EU is weak – the same flexibility that guides funding appears 
to apply to narrative reporting in particular.  

Sources: MN 314, 323, 417, 419 
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3.9 MADAGASCAR SADC/AU Case study 

3.9.1 Background on Case study 

 
The Madagascar mediation initiative has been underway since the political crisis which broke out in 

Madagascar in 2009. The AU and SADC have both supported the mediation effort, with SADC officially in 

the lead. An AU application for ERM funding was approved by the EU in 2010 (for 421,00 euros). This 

money was not spent and the application was renewed in early 2012, this time with SADC as a partner. 

Approval was granted again and funds were released to support the AU/SADC efforts, primarily by 

financing the operations of the shared Liaison office in Antananarivo and the costs of the AU and SADC 

representatives.  

 

The interviews at SADC focussed both on the ERM and more general issues of capacity building, 

including in the area of programme management and financial management which have proven 

problematic for SADC. It examined the degree to which support provided through the APF has enabled 

SADC to develop the capacity necessary to meet its regional peace and security objectives, and the 

sustainability of any gains achieved through APF financing.  

3.9.2 Key Findings by Evaluation Question 

 

EQ1 on Relevance of the APF 

 Concern by SADC that design of the APSA has been generalised by the AU, but there are 
regional specificities that have not been adequately taken into account 
o For SADC, there are real sensitivities about receiving donor funding for direct mediation 

or elections: a SADC Council decision limits this 
o AU-SADC MoU is very generic and does not cater to these differences 

Sources: MN 019, 027, 029 

 

 
EQ2 on Consistency of Implementation 

 Activities appear to be generally consistent with the APF strategy, but implementation has 
generally been very slow; the basic focus thus far under the APSA support programme has 
been on trying to constitute adequately staffed teams and secure the finances to that 
activities can be developed. 

 APF financial resources budgeted for the SADC programme have generally been adequate; 
the challenge rather has been the untimely disbursement by AU – a problem affected by 
capacity challenges on both the AU and SADC sides 

 There was a strong view expressed by SADC interlocutors that the REC is different from 
other RECs in a number of ways and that the ‘generic’ APSA template has not been 
sufficiently adapted to needs – examples cited relate to the real sensitivity of P&S work 
which has resulted in a reluctance of MS to cede too many powers to the Secretariat, 
including in the area of policy making 

 
Sources: MN 019, 029 
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EQ3 on Dialogue and Cooperation 

 Generally speaking, real sensitivities around P&S issues which limit what SADC will say 
about its activities, which donors it will take funding from, and how far the Secretariat can 
engage in P&S activities without the Council “pulling them back” 
o GIZ is the only partner supporting work in the field of election monitoring and mediation 
o EUD has a new RIP which covers these areas, but unclear how funds will be used 
o APF funds are available for a mediation Support unit, but not yet staffed 

 AU-SADC relationship has traditionally been a difficult one, which has hampered 
communications  
o This is best illustrated with regard to the confusión regarding the SADC ERM bid and its 

stated ignorance regarding the fact that this was a joint AU-SADC bid (see below 
o AU Liaison Officer currently in position within SADC, but his arrival was delayed by the 

fact that AU had not made a formal request to the SADC Council 

Sources:  MN 020, 027, 029, 030 

 

 
EQ4 on Operationalising APSA 

  Generally, the SADC Secretariat faces some key institutional weaknesses due to a weak 
mandate, lack of a policymaking role and unwillingness of MS to give up sovereignty to the 
organisation  
o In this context, APF’s contribution to strengthening core institutional capacities in the 

P&S area (particularly the Organ on Security and Defence) has been limited by several 
factors: 

 APSA is not a stand-alone programme; embedded within a wider SADC 
programme – hence APF staff are technical people with limited decision-
making authority 

 Difficulties faced by the Organ on Security in accessing APF funds on a timely 
basis has made its Director reluctant to hire staff who are key to delivering 
programmes 

 APF programme staff’s ability to conduct activities (which the APF has funding 
for) depends on other statutory SADC activities occurring first – which SADC 
has insufficient funds for, and which the APF cannot cover due to restrictions 
on how its funds are used 

 Progress with the core APSA structures has been mixed: 

o SADC Standby Force – in general, delays in the receipt of APF funding from the AU 
have constrained activities, establishment of a team of planners, and procurement of 
equipment 

o SADC itself often does not have the funds to run the training activities which Planelm 
would like to support 

o SADC is uncomfortable with the concept for Rapid Deployment Capability (RDC) which 
based on the idea of a “lead nation” 

o Concept has been promoted by the AU – feeling that this has been donor-driven and 
does not account for political realities in SADC 

o Hence, reluctant to engage in AMANI II 
o Past problems of unpredictability have improved with new APF coordinator 

 Decision to form the Civilian Component of the SSF was made in 2009, but the unit is still 
small – approval only granted recently for three staff positions (all of which will be seconded 
from MS, with APF paying allowances 
o Delays attributable to a poor understanding in SADC and its Council of the rationale for a 

civilian component, lack of finances, and political issues 
o Limited guidance on civilian planning was available internally, and limited support was 

forthcoming from the AU on this issue 

 EW – APF funding has allowed for significant capacity development through training, 
equipment purchase and facilitation of activities/travel 
o Past problems of unpredictability have improved with new APF coordinator 

 EW in SADC falls under the ‘State Security’ section and draws on intelligence information, 
which makes it difficult to integrate with CEWS – limited sharing of information with the AU 
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 Panel of the Elders has been established to support mediation processes, but the Mediation 
Support Unit required to support them is still not up and running (APF funds ear-marked for 
mediation have not been used due to sensitivities) 

 RPTC in Harare functioning well, though lots of potential to develop; APF funding is used for 
the running of training courses, but the Director has been reluctant to use APF funds for staff 
positions due to unpredictability. MS take up complete financing of the centre, and GIZ 
provides support for more general capacity building, including curricular development. 

Sources: MN 019, 021, 022,023, 024,026, 027, 028, 029, 030,  

 

 
EQ5 on Predictable and Sustainable Funding  

  SADC was heavily engaged in supporting the Madagascar mediation initiative, but could not 
fund their engagement due to delays in receiving the ERM grant. 
o Original application developed in 2010 
o Tranche of funding which was approved (421,670 euros) was not spent within the six 

month time-frame 
o A second bid for funds was submitted jointly by AU/SADC in 2011 and approved early 

2012 (primarily to cover a Liaison office) 

 SADC was not clear on who was in the lead – at the time of submitting its own 
bid, its understanding was that this was a SADC-only bid 

 When the revised bid was approved, this was for a joint-initiative though AU 
was slow to disburse funds to SADC – among other things said that a ‘host’ 
agreement required first between AU/SADC/Madagascar govt. 

  SADC was only allocated approx. 25% of the anticipated funds, with the rest 
going to the AU, but this only arrived first week Dec. 2012 

 AU informed SADC that all funds had to be spent by end of the month,so it was 
agreed they could use the funds to cover pre-financed activities rather than 
refunding  

 In 2012, SADC received approval from the EUD to use contingency funds from a SADC 
capacity-building programme (not APF) to support the Madagascar mediation in the absence 
of ERM funds 

 A grant received from the Angolan government was also used to cover the costs of 
maintaining the Antananarivo Liaison Office 

 Because of delays, it was not possible to hire a permanent representative for the LO, and an 
agreement was reached that the three TROIKA countries, who were leading the mediation, 
would each second one person. 

 Main limitation of this is that each Representative reports directly to the Foreign 
Ministry, and only afterwards to SADC 

Sources: MN 019, 25 

 

 

 
EQ6 on Impact on Peace and Security  

 The APF’s primary contribution to enhancing collaboration between the AU and SADC in 
addressing conflict has been through the ERM-funded support for the AU-SADC Liaison 
Office in Madagascar. The initial application for funding was approved quite quickly by the 
EU. However, extensive delays in the disbursement of this funding combined with poor 
communication between AU and SADC officials involving in developing the ERM proposal 
and differences in view on the respective roles of each actor in supporting the Madagascar 
mediation have delayed full operationalisation of the Liaison office and compromised its 
effectiveness. 

Sources: MN 019, 025, 027, 029, 032 
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EQ7 on Coordination and Complementarity and EU Value Added 

 EUD’s new Regional Political Cooperation programme which includes a mediation 
component which can potentially be used to fund staff, build capacity of the Panel of Elders, 
etc.  
o While MS usually reluctant to use EU funds for sensitive activities, the dilemma is that 

MS task SADC with many tasks which are not adequately financed 

 A view expressed was that the SADC management could do a better job in 
explaining to MS how donor funds could be used to support mediation processes 
without infringing on SADC sovereignty 

  View expressed by EUD that more could be done by APF Brussels to keep them “in the 
loop” on what is happening; EUD also offers a potentially valuable source of info for Brussels 

Sources: MN 027, 029 

 

 
EQ8 on Efficiency of implementation 

 

 SADC passed the institutional assessment under 10
th
 EDF 

 Strong views expressed that the Secretariat is politically weak and has not been given the 
tools to think and act strategically in terms of developing policy 

 MS have traditionally kept a tight rein over the Organ on Politics, Defence and Security, 
which limits what APF programmes can achieve – APF staff have limited decision-making 
authority 

  There has been a marked improvement in the timeliness and efficiency of AU disbursement 
of funds to SADC since 2011. 

o Delays caused by problems on both sides: perception from SADC that AU finance staff 
were over-stretched; on SADC side, problems included delays in audits, ineligibilities, 
lack of understanding of which regulations to follow in reporting, etc.  

o Biggest delay in receiving funds was for the 2011 work plan – funds only received in 
July, thus many activities cancelled and various staff positions were not filled  (EW, SSF 
seconded staff contracts were not extended) 

o SADC generally very unwilling to pre-finance due to lack of funds and need to obtain 
approval from the MS Council 

 View expressed that more periodic (annual) audits of the APSA support programme would 
spur improvements in performance 

 Absence of APF Programme Coordinator until March 2013 has been very problematic for 
management of activities 
o Caused in part by SADC bureaucratic delays in recruitment 
o Programme Coordinator only given a 6-month contract even though funds are available 

until end-2014 – reflects SADC’s concerns about the timely payment of funds by AU to 
cover APF-financed positions 

Sources: MN 027, 028, 030 
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ANNEX 4: LIST OF PERSONS MET 
 

This annex provides a complete list of the persons interviewed during the course of the evaluation.  

 

The people interviewed during the desk phase are listed by institution:  

 

 European Commission 

 EEAS 

 EU Member States 

 International Organisations 

 NGOs and Think Tanks. 

 

The people interviewed during the field phase are listed by case study:  

 

 AMISOM 

 AU HIP 

 AU PSD 

 EASFCOM 

 ECCAS 

 ECOWAS 

 MICOPAX 

 NARC 

 SADC/AU Support for Madasgacar Mediation.  

 

4.1 Desk Phase  

 

Name Organisation/Department Function 

European Commission 

BAINES Timothy DEVCO A5 Policy Officer 

BRACHET Laure DG DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa and 

Horizontal ACP Matters Unit E4: Africa-EU 

Partnership, African Peace Facility 

APF Programme Manager 

BRAUN Albrecht  DG DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa and 

Horizontal ACP Matters Unit E4: Africa-EU 

Partnership, African Peace Facility 

APF Programme Manager 

DZOKOTO POMENYA 

Nancy  

DG DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa and 

Horizontal ACP Matters Unit E4: Africa-EU 

Partnership, African Peace Facility 

Programme Assistant, 

Communication 

GIUFFRIDA Leda  DG Trade Former Programme Manager 

(DEVCO E4), Capacity Building, 

Africa-EU Partnership 
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Name Organisation/Department Function 

HUSER Maren  Africa-EU Partnership – African Peace 

Facility, European Commission, DEVCO 

E4 

Intern 

MATEO-GOYET 

Tomás 

DG DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa and 

Horizontal ACP Matters Unit E4: Finance, 

Contracts, Audit 

Team Leader, Gestion centralisée 

Coordination financière - 

Autorisation financière 

MOLLER Jens DG DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa and 

Horizontal ACP Matters Unit E4: Africa-EU 

Partnership, African Peace Facility 

Head of APF Section 

MOSCA Francesca DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa and 

Horizontal ACP Matters 

Director 

NIELSON Poul European Commission (retired) Former EU Commissioner for 

Development and Humanitarian Aid 

RODRIGUEZ 

PANTION Isabel 

DG DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa and 

Horizontal ACP Matters Unit E4: Finance, 

Contracts, Audit 

Finance and Contracts Assistant – 

Verification - APF 

Secteur "Gestion des Opérations 

Siège" 

SARAZIN Laurent DEVCO R3 Legal Affairs Head of Unit 

THIJN Ingeborg DG DEVCO – Geographic Coordination 

Unit 

International Aid/Cooperation 

Officer for Somalia 

VASAS Eva Réka DEVCO R3 Legal Officer, Institutional issues 

European External Action Service 

COSTA PEREIRA 

José Fernando 

Managing Directorate II Africa – II.1: Pan-

African Affairs 

Head of Division 

FOA Lisabetta  Desk Central Africa Region Desk Officer SAO TOME & 

PRINCIPE /  

FRIEDLING Bernard 

(Colonel) 

Pan African Affairs Senior Expert Peace and Security 

HUERTAS 

GONZALEZ Ana 

María 

Managing Directorate II Africa – II.1: Pan-

African Affairs 

Desk Officer African Peace Facility 

KRISSLER Dietmar Managing Directorate II Africa- A1: Horn 

of Africa, East Africa and Indian Ocean 

Deputy Head of Division 

LUNNY Fiona Managing Directorate II Africa COAFR Chair 

RAFTI Marina Managing Directorate II Africa Desk Officer Somalia 

WESTCOTT Nick Managing Directorate II Africa Managing Director, Africa 

EU Member States 

CONTY Jean-

Sébastien 

French Permanent Representation to the 

EU, Brussels 

In charge of Africa 

MARTINEZ SANCHEZ 

Eva 

Spanish Permanent Representation to the 

EU, Brussels 

COAFR and COHOM Counsellor 
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Name Organisation/Department Function 

MEISE Jan-Henrik German Permanent Representation to the 

EU, Brussels 

BMZE representative 

REDMOND Vanessa British Permanent Representation to the 

EU, Brussels 

Representative to the COAFR 

International Organisations  

GUO Jennifer United Nations/Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations and 

Department of Field Support/Evaluation 

and Training Division 

Policy, Evaluation Officer 

MCBRIDE Kate United Nations/ Policy, Evaluation and 

Training Division, Departments of 

Peacekeeping Operations and Field 

Support  

Lessons Learning and Knowledge 

Management 

PEDERSEN Mark United Nations/Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations and 

Department of Field Support/ Evaluation 

and Training Division 

Chief, Evaluation Team 

NGOs and Think-Tanks 

HOLBROOKE Lauren Moore Stephens Conducted AMISOM related audits 

and expenditure verifications 

MACKIE James ECDPM TL APF mid-term evaluation 

PENFRAT Anna European Peacebuilding Liaison Office – 

EPLO  

Senior Policy Officer 

PIRON Alexis Moore Stephens Managing Director, conducted 

MICOPAX related audits and 

expenditure verifications 
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4.2 Field Phase  

 

Name Organisation/Department Function 

AMISOM (Addis Ababa, Mogadishu, Nairobi) 

 African Union, AMISOM Finance 

Unit - Nairobi 

Budget officer 

ADEYEMO Biodun African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division 

Head of Finance Division 

AKINWALE ADEDAYO Charles African Union, AMISOM Finance 

Unit - Nairobi 

Finance officer 

ALI MAHAMAT Zene African Union, AUC for Somalia -

Nairobi 

Special Assistant of the 

SRCC 

ARIA Christopher African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

AMISOM Civil Affairs 

Officer 

ATTARD Richard United Nations Support Office for 

AMISOM (UNSOA) in Mogadishu, 

Joint Support Operations Centre 

(JSOC) 

Deputy Chief 

AURICCHIO Valentina EUD to Kenya, Somalia mission Head of Section, State 

Building and Security 

Sector Reform 

BAM Sivuyile African Union PSD, Peace Support 

Operations Division (PSOD) 

Head of PSOD 

BARNES Cedric  International Crisis Group in 

Nairobi 

Horn of Africa Project 

Director 

BARTON Mark (Cdr) EUD to Kenya EU Training Mission 

Somalia, Military Liaison 

Officer 

BAX David United Nations Mine Action 

Service (UNMAS) in Mogadishu, 

Explosive management Somalia 

Director 

BESNIER Emmanuel France, Embassy in Nairobi Counsellor - Somalia 

Affairs 

BIGIRIRMANA (Colonel) African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

Burundi Contingent 

Commander 

BRANDI James US , Embassy in Nairboi – Somalia 

Affairs Unit 

Political Officer 

BUNBURY Tammy United Nations  Mine Action 

Service (UNMAS), Explosive 

management Somalia 

Programme management 

unit 

CARBAYEDA José EUD to Kenya, Somalia mission José Carbayeda , Regional 

Security Advisor 
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Name Organisation/Department Function 

CERVONE D'URSO Michele EUD to Kenya, Somalia mission EU Special Envoy to 

Somalia 

DAHIR OSMAN Abukar Government of Somalia, Ministry of 

Interior and International Security 

Permanent Secretary 

DIABAGATE Abdul  African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

AMISOM Humanitarian 

Affairs Officer 

GATERETSE Basil (Ambassador) African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

AMISOM Political 

Component 

HAKETTA Eric African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division in Addis 

Ababa 

Finance Officer 

JANSSEN Stijn  EUD to Kenya Political advisor for EU 

NAVOR Operation 

ATLANTA 

KARVANEN Matti EUD to Kenya, Somalia mission Human Rights officer 

KEITA (Colonel) African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

Sierra Leone Contingent 

Commander 

KELLETT Paul EU in Mogadishu Military attaché 

KISINZIGGO Ssebirumbi African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

Senior AMISOM Political 

Affairs Officer 

KUMAR Jiten K. (Lt. Colonel) United Nations Office to the African 

Union (UNOAU), Operational 

Planning & Advisory Section – 

Addis Ababa 

Military Planner 

MAHAMET ANNADIFF Saleh African Union, AUC for Somalia Special Representative of 

the Chairperson of the 

African Union Commission 

for Somalia (SRCC) 

MAHMOUD Himish UK, Foreign and Commonwealth 

Office in Nairobi 

Political Officer for Somalia 

MBITHI Elijah (Major) African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

Military Assistant to the 

DFC Operations and Plans 

McFARLAND Dave UK, Foreign and Commonwealth 

Office in Nairobi 

Military attaché, British 

High Commission 

MCHINA Assumpta  African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division in Addis 

Ababa 

Finance Officer 

MEKDESWORK Kebede African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division in Addis 

Ababa 

Senior Finance Officer 

(Payments) 
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Name Organisation/Department Function 

MERTENS Paul African Union, AMISOM - GIZ,  

APF Expert Pool, Technical 

assistance PSD Finance in Addis 

Ababa 

Senior Financial 

Management Advisor 

MOLIN Pontus United Nations Support Office for 

AMISOM (UNSOA) in Nairobi, 

Budget & Trust Fund Section 

Chief Budget Officer 

MUHEIRE Kenneth (Colonel) African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

Military Chief Operations 

Officer 

MWAURA Ciru UK, DFID in Nairobi Conflict advisor for Somalia 

NDEDA Nana  NGO Consortium Somalia in 

Nairobi 

 Senior Information Officer 

ONDOGA Michael (Brigadier General) African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

Acting Force 

Commander/Ugandan 

Contingent Commander 

ONUK Iyah African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) Division 

in Addis Ababa 

Head of Programme 

Management Team 

ONYEKO Benson  African Union, AMISOM HQ - 

Mogadishu 

Acting Police 

Commissioner 

ROBSON Nicholas EUD to Kenya Legal advisory programme 

EU CAP NESTOR 

SELIDJI Gbaguidi African Union, AMISOM Finance 

Unit - Nairobi 

Head of Finance and 

Accounting 

TESSEMA Biscut  African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division Division 

in Addis Ababa 

Senior Finance Officer 

VAN DER HEIJDEN Annemarie EUD to Kenya, Somalia mission EUD to Kenya, Head of 

political section 

WANE El Ghassim African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Directorate in Addis 

Ababa 

 Director of PSD 

WILSON Hamish UK, DFID - Stabilization Unit in 

Nairobi 

  

AU HIP (Addis Ababa, Juba, Khartoum) 

AFAKO Barney African Union HIP Senior legal advisor to the 

AU HIP Presidents 

ERASMUS Neha African Union HIP Political advisor to Mr 

Abdul Mohammed 

GRAFF JENSSEN Marte  IGAD, Transitional Support Unit Head of  Unit 

H.E. MBEKI Thabo  African Union, High-Level 

Implementation Panel on Sudan 

Member of AUHIP 
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Name Organisation/Department Function 

KANE Mahmoud (Ambassador) African Union, Liaison Office in the 

Sudan 

Head of the LO 

LORTAN Fiona African Union PSD, Partnerships 

Division in Addis Ababa 

Political desk for Sudan/S 

Sudan and the AUHIP - 

Multilateral and bilateral 

partnerships and AU HIP 

Expert 

LUCKAM Chris (Lt. Colonel) UK, British Embassy in Khartoum Defence Attaché 

MOHAMMED Abdul African Union HIP AU HIP Chief of Staff 

MOKGATLHE Boitshoko  African Union, Liaison Office in the 

Sudan 

Senior Political Officer 

(AJOC facilitator) 

NAKAHA Stanislas (Ambassador) African Union, Liaison Office in 

South Sudan 

Head of office 

NEWTON Mark  UK, UK Embassy to Ethiopia/AU Regional Conflict Advisor 

NGANDU Eric African Union, Liaison Office in 

South Sudan 

Communications officer 

ONUK Iyah African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Head of Programme 

Management Team 

ONUNGE Pauline  African Union, Liaison Office in the 

Sudan 

Justice and Reconciliation 

Officer 

WANE El Ghassim African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Directorate 

 Director of PSD 

ZAMPETTI Luca EUD to the African Union Political Advisor Horn of 

Africa, Sudan, South 

Sudan 

AU PSD (Addis Ababa) 

ADEBAYO Rumbidzai African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Senior Programme Officer 

ADEYEMO Biodun African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division 

Head of Finance Division 

BAM Sivuyile African Union PSD, Peace Support 

Operations Division (PSOD) 

Head of PSOD 

BARUJAHARE Josephat African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Senior Programm Officer 

APSA 

CARBONI Francesco EUD to the African Union, Political 

Section 

Programme adviser 

CHOGE Elizabeth African Union PSD, RECs and 

RMs (AU relations with) 

Expert 

DEMAN Jacques (Colonel) EUD to the African Union, Political 

Section 

Military adviser 

EINAS Mohammed African Union PSD, Defence and 

Security Division (DSD) 

Counter Terrorism and 

Strategic Issues Officer 
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Name Organisation/Department Function 

GODÉLIN-MEDARD Mangondza 

(Colonel) 

ECCAS, Liaison Office to the AU Liaison Officer 

HAKETTA Eric African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division 

Finance Officer 

HASPERUE Jean-François EUD to the African Union, Political 

Section 

Head of Section, Political 

adviser 

HAYATOU Aissatou African Union PSD, Make Peace 

Happen Campaign 

Head of Campaign 

JANHA Abdul African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Consultant PMT 

APF/APSA 

KAMBUDZI Admore Mupoki African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Council Secretariat 

Head of Secretariat 

KONAN YAO Pascal African Union PSD, Conflict 

Management Division 

CAR desk officer 

LORTAN Fiona African Union PSD, Partnerships Political desk for Sudan/S 

Sudan and the AUHIP - 

Multilateral and bilateral 

partnerships and AU HIP 

Expert 

MAI Gerhard African Union Office, GIZ, PSD Peace and Security Sector 

Manager 

MCHINA Assumpta  African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division 

Finance Officer 

MEKDESWORK Kebede African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division 

Senior Finance Officer 

(Payments) 

MERTENS Paul African Union, AMISOM - GIZ,  

APF Expert Pool, Technical 

assistance PSD Finance 

Senior Financial 

Management Advisor 

MOGNE Chaharane (Colonel) EASF, EASFCOM, Liaison Office 

to the AU 

Liaison Officer 

MWAURA Charles African Union PSD, Continental 

Early Warning System (CEWS) 

Expert 

NA-PAHIMI Baïzebbé African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Programme Officer 

NGANDU KAPINGA  Yvette African Union PSD, Panel of the 

Wise and Mediation 

Coordinator Mediation 

Capacity Building 

Programme and 

Secretariat of the Panel of 

the Wise 

ONUK Iyah African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Head of Programme 

Management Team 

POULLAOUEC Carole EUD to the African Union, Political 

Section 

Programme adviser 
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Name Organisation/Department Function 

QUINCE Gary EUD to the African Union, Political 

Section 

Head of EU Delegation and 

EU Special, Representative 

to the AU 

SODONON Bonaventure African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) - GIZ, 

APF Expert Pool, Technical 

assistance PMT 

Senior Programme Advisor 

SUIFON TAKWA Zebulon African Union PSD, Post-Conflict 

Reconstruction and Development 

Unit (PCRD) 

PCRD Expert 

TESSEMA Biscut  African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division 

Senior Finance Officer 

WANE El Ghassim African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Directorate 

 Director of PSD 

ZAMPETTI Luca EUD to the African Union Political Advisor Horn of 

Africa, Sudan, South 

Sudan 

EASFCOM (Nairobi) 

ACP SHEMA Charles EASF Head of Police Component 

ALI Omar Said (Colonel) EASF Chief of Staff LogBase 

BEAUDOUX Jean Benoît (Lt Colonel) IPSTC Chief of Staff 

BIDAU Thierry (Colonel) EASF Adviser to the Director 

CARLSON Robert (Commander) EASF CJTF-HOA Liaison to 

EASF 

EZELDIN Taha (Brigadier) EASF Chief of Staff, Planning 

Element 

GOCHUH Patrick IPSTC Head of Finance 

HOAREAU Benediste EASF Head of Civilian 

Component 

KABAGE Robert G (Brigadier) IPSTC Director  

KIRSCHNER Ludwig GIZ, Support to EASFCOM  Team Leader 

LINK Daniela GIZ, Support to EASFCOM Program Manager 

NDAYIRUKIYE Cyrille (Major Gen Rtd) EASF Director  

NKURUNZIZA Michael (Colonel) EASF Head of Political Affairs 

NYAMBU Chao EASF Projects Accountant 

ONYANGO Henry (Brig Rtd) EASF Head of Administration 

PERSSON Thomas (Colonel) EASF TA NACS Logistics 

SANDE Torbjorn EASF Senior Police Advisor 

SEWE Lucie J. EASF Information Management 

Officer 

SHEIKH Mohamed Ahmed (Brig Gen) EASF Head of Liaison 
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SUGDEN Henry (Lt Colonel) EASF UK Military Adviser 

ECCAS (Libreville) 

AGURU MAMBA Maurice (Colonel) DIHPSS- Political affairs and 

MARAC, EMR Information and 

communication 

EMR Deputy-Chief, 

Director MARAC 

ALLOGO MBA Cyriaque EMR, Civilan Component Consultant 

BISONGA Jean-Eudes MARAC Expert in observation and 

collect of information 

CAUWENBERGH Dirk International technical assistance Head of project PAPS II 

CUNY Yves French Ministry of Defense, French 

Forces in Gabon 

Head of the Joint Staff- 

Ship Captain 

GAILLARD Jean-Michel APF Expert Pool GIZ, Long-term 

technical assistance 

Financial 

management/Advisor 

MICOPAX 

GARCIA Guy Pierre (General) DIHPSS Head of Department, 

Deputy Secretary General 

GODÉLIN-MEDARD Mangondza 

(Colonel) 

Liaison Office to the AU Liaison Officer 

GONDA Jean Benoît General Secretariat Financial Controller and 

Internal Audit 

HOLZAPFEL Jean-Eric EUD to ECCAS in Libreville, 

Political Section 

Political adviser 

JOÃO Lino (Colonel) ECCAS, DIHPSS - Etat-Major 

Régional (EMR), Air component 

Head of air component 

KASONGO Missak DIHPSS- Human security unit SSR expert 

LARIOT OMBENY Richard General Secretariat Accountant General 

LEPOUMA-MAPOBA Benjamin EMR, Police component Chef d’escadron seconded 

by the Gabonese 

Gendarmerie 

LEROY Antoine (Colonel) General Secretariat Military adviser to the SG 

LILJEFELT Mats EUD to ECCAS in Libreville, 

Economy, Trade and Regional 

Integration 

Head of Section 

MANISSIER Sylvain EUD to ECCAS in Libreville, 

Regional Cooperation, Peace and 

Security, 

Attaché 

MENGUE Roger DIHPSS PAPS Manager 

MIDIANZOU Pierre EMR, Information and 

communication technologies 

Officer 

MOUSSAVOU MBINA Pascal DPBARH Administrative 

management expert of 

projects and programmes 
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NAHAYO Adolphe (Ambassador) General Secretariat Diplomatic Adviser to SG 

NDABIHORE Augustin General Secretariat Adviser 

NEZERWE Philippe DPBARH Budget expert 

NGAMAMBA Guy-Georges (Lt. 

Colonel) 

EMR, Budget and finance Officer 

NGUEMA Okome Hortense  African Union, Liaison Office to 

ECCAS 

Head of AU Liaison Office 

to ECCAS 

NGUERETIA Léon Patrice DPBARH APF Programme officer 

NIZIGAMA Clotilde DPBARH Head of Department, 

Deputy Secretary General 

OUAIDOU GUELENGDOUKSIA 

Nassour 

General Secretariat Secretary General 

SAVIEMBA RAIMUNDO Daniel 

(Brigadier General) 

EMR Head of the EMR 

ZANG Thierry DIHPSS- Human security unit SALW expert  

ECOWAS (Abuja) 

AGNEKETHOM P. Cyriaque (Dr) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Small Arms 

Division 

Head 

AJIBEWA Remi Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Political 

Affairs and International 

Cooperation 

Head 

AMEY Phidelia  GIZ, Support Programme to the 

ECOWAS Commission 

Junior Adviser 

BALIMA Richard (Colonel) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Finance Unit 

Head 

BAROU Luther  Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Democracy 

and Good Governance Unit 

Elections Unit 

BREYER Niels  GIZ, Support Programme to the 

ECOWAS Commission 

Head 

BROCKBANK Jamie UK High Commission , Political 

Section 

Regional Conflict Adviser 

CAMARA S. (Major) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, ECOWAS 

Standby Force (ESF) and Mission 

Planning and Mission Control 

(MPMC) 

Force Generation Office, 

MPMC 

CLAEYS Franck (Colonel) EUD Military Adviser 
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DIENG Abdourahmane Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Regional 

Security Division 

Head 

DRURY Adam  UK High Commission , DFID Conflict and Reconciliation 

Adviser 

FALADE Ola (Colonel) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, ECOWAS 

Standby Force (ESF) and Mission 

Planning and Mission Control 

(MPMC) 

G5 Plans Officer, ESF 

GONNY S (Lt Colonel) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, ECOWAS 

Standby Force (ESF) and Mission 

Planning and Mission Control 

(MPMC) 

Training Officer, MPMC 

GORIN Emmanuel  EUD National and Regional 

Development Co-operation, 

Political Governance and 

Democracy 

Head of Section 

HASSAN Lie (Brig Gen) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, ECOWAS 

Standby Force (ESF) 

Chief of Staff 

IHEME Florence Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Early Warning 

Directorate 

Acting Director 

KOROMA Paul (Lt Colonel) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, ECOWAS 

Standby Force (ESF) and Mission 

Planning and Mission Control 

(MPMC) 

 Military Information Officer, 

ESF 

KOUME Joseph A (Colonel) Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, ECOWAS 

Standby Force (ESF) and Mission 

Planning and Mission Control 

(MPMC) 

Strategic Assessment and 

Plans Officer, MPMC 

MUNDAY Alan EUD National and Regional 

Development Co-operation, 

Political Governance and 

Democracy 

Head of Section 

NIKIEMA Dieudonne Peace Fund (attached to 

President’s Office) 

Head 

NJIE Ebrima Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security 

Acting Commissioner 
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OKORODUDU Emmanuel E. Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Democracy 

and Good Governance Unit 

Head of Unit 

OLONODE Tunji Department of Political Affairs and 

Peace and Security, Early Warning 

Directorate 

Information Officer 

ONUOHA D.N. Finance Department, Donor Unit Head 

WEDRAOGO Myriam  GIZ, Support Programme to the 

ECOWAS Commission 

Adviser 

MICOPAX (Bangui, Libreville) 

AGURU MAMBA Maurice (Colonel) ECCAS, DIHPSS- Political affairs 

and MARAC, EMR Information and 

communication 

EMR Deputy-Chief, 

Director MARAC 

ALLOGO MBA Cyriaque ECCAS , EMR, Civilan Component Consultant 

BISONGA Jean-Eudes ECCAS, MARAC Expert in observation and 

collect of information 

BRACHET Laure DG DEVCO E Sub-Saharan Africa 

and Horizontal ACP Matters Unit 

E4: Africa-EU Partnership, African 

Peace Facility 

APF Programme Manager 

CAUWENBERGH Dirk ECCAS, International technical 

assistance 

Head of project PAPS II 

CUNY Yves French Ministry of Defense, French 

Forces in Gabon 

Head of the Joint Staff- 

Ship Captain 

FRIEDLING Bernard (Colonel) EEAS, Pan African Affairs Senior Expert Peace and 

Security 

GAILLARD Jean-Michel ECCAS, APF Expert Pool GIZ, 

Long-term technical assistance 

Financial 

management/Advisor 

MICOPAX 

GARCIA Guy Pierre (General) ECCAS, DIHPSS Deputy Secretary General 

GONDA Jean Benoît ECCAS, General Secretariat Financial Controller and 

Internal Audit 

HOLZAPFEL Jean-Eric EUD to ECCAS in Libreville, 

Political Section 

Political adviser 

JOÃO Lino (Colonel) ECCAS, DIHPSS - Etat-Major 

Régional (EMR), Air component 

Head of air component 

LARIOT OMBENY Richard ECCAS, General Secretariat Accountant General 
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LEPOUMA-MAPOBA Benjamin ECCAS, EMR, Police component Chef d’escadron seconded 

by the Gabonese 

Gendarmerie 

LEROY Antoine (Colonel) ECCAS, General Secretariat Military adviser to the SG 

LILJEFELT Mats EUD to ECCAS in Libreville, 

Economy, Trade and Regional 

Integration 

Head of Section 

MANISSIER Sylvain EUD to ECCAS in Libreville, 

Regional Cooperation, Peace and 

Security 

Attaché 

MARTY Noémie  French Ministry of Defence Former Head of CAF 

MENGUE Roger ECCAS, DIHPSS PAPS Manager 

MIDIANZOU Pierre ECCAS , EMR, Information and 

communication technologies 

Officer 

MOUSSAVOU MBINA Pascal ECCAS, DPBARH Administrative 

management expert of 

projects and programmes 

NAHAYO Adolphe (Ambassador) ECCAS, General Secretariat Diplomatic Adviser to SG 

NDABIHORE Augustin ECCAS, General Secretariat Adviser 

NEZERWE Philippe ECCAS, DPBARH Budget expert 

NGAMAMBA Guy-Georges (Lt. 

Colonel) 

ECCAS, EMR, Budget and finance Officer 

NGUEMA Okome Hortense  African Union, Liaison Office to 

ECCAS 

Head of AU Liaison Office 

to ECCAS 

NGUERETIA Léon Patrice ECCAS, DPBARH APF Programme officer 

NIZIGAMA Clotilde ECCAS, Programme, budget, 

administration and human 

resources department (DPBARH) 

Deputy Secretary General 

OUAIDOU GUELENGDOUKSIA 

Nassour 

ECCAS, General Secretariat Secretary General 

PIETTE Bernard EUD to the Central African 

Republic, Political Section 

Political adviser 

SAVIEMBA RAIMUNDO Daniel 

(Brigadier General) 

ECCAS , DIHPSS-EMR Head of the EMR 

NARC (Tripoli) 
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ABSESALLAM Mohamed (Brig ret.) PlanElm Chief 

ALSHIBANI Mohamed (Colonel) PlanElm Chief, Administration and 

Finance 

KALFALLA Abdo Elmonem  Finance Department Head 

MEZOGE Abdelazez  Legal Department  

SHABAN Omar Internal Control  

TABELLOUT Rabah (Lt Colonel) NARC Liaison Office to the African 

Union 

Liaison Officer 

SADC/AU Support for Madasgacar Mediation (Addis Ababa, Antananarivo, Gaborone) 

ADEYEMO Biodun African Union PSD, Peace and 

Security Finance Division 

Head of Finance Division 

ALHAJI Bah African Union, Liaison Office to 

SADC 

Liaison Officer 

BARUJAHARE Josephat African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Senior Programm Officer 

APSA 

CHINDEBVU Kalinde  SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, APSA 

Programme 

APF Coordinator 

DITLAKHE Boichoko  SADC Council of NGOS Executive Director 

KAMBANGA Habib G. SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, Early 

Warning 

Acting Head 

KASPARS Theodore EUD in Gaborone- Regional 

Cooperation 

Counsellor  

KUENANE Paul SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, SADC Stand 

By Force (SSF) 

Head of Human Resources 

LIEBIG Nina  GIZ, Support to the RPTC Project Manager 

MAHOE (Brigadier Gen) SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, SADC Stand 

By Force (SSF) 

Chief of Staff PlanElm and 

SSF 

MAHOSI H. SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, SADC 

Stand-By Force 

Head of Civilian Planning 

MOTHAE Tanki  SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, 

Director 
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NKESHIMANA Salvator  African Union, Liaison Office in 

Antananarivo 

Representative 

ONUK Iyah African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) 

Head of Programme 

Management Team 

RAMOKATE Linda  SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, SADC 

Stand-By Force, Politics & 

Diplomacy Unit 

Elections and Governance 

Officer 

SAKUHUNI Stephen  SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, APSA 

Programme 

APF Finance officer  

SANGIZA Marco Gerson (Colonel) SADC, Organ on Politics, Defence 

and Security Matters, SADC 

Stand-By Force, Defence Sector 

Senior Officer Defence 

Affairs and Planning 

SODONON Bonaventure African Union PSD, Programme 

Management Team (PMT) - GIZ, 

APF Expert Pool, Technical 

assistance PMT 

Senior Programme Advisor 

VOLKER Moenikes GIZ Head of Office 

WAMBURA Stephen  SADC, Liaison Office Representative and 

nominal Head of the SADC 

office 

WILLAERT Philippe EUD in Antananarivo- Political, 

Press and Information Section 

Minister Counsellor, Head 

of Section 
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IBF-BAA, for the European 
Commission 

Part 1 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation - Final 
Report 2010 

Instituto Affari Internazionali 
(IAI) 

Ensuring Peace and Security in Africa:Implementing the 
New Africa-EU Partnership, edited by Nicoletta Pirozzi 2010 

U.S. Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on African 
Affairs 

Testimony - Addressing Developments in Mali: Restoring 
Democracy and Reclaiming the North - Testimony before 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations Subcommittee 
on African Affairs December 5, 2012 - Amanda Dory, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for African Affairs 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 2012 

U.S. Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on African 
Affairs 

Testimony - Statement by Christopher Fomunyoh, Ph.D. 
Senior Associate and Regional Director for Central and 
West Africa National Democratic Institute -  “Addressing 
Developments in Mali: Restoring Democracy and 
Reclaiming the North” December 5, 2012 2012 

U.S. Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on African 
Affairs 

Testimony - Testimony by Assistant Secretary Johnnie 
Carson, Bureau of African Affairs, U.S. Department of 
State - December 5, 2012 - “Addressing Developments in 
Mali: Restoring Democracy and Reclaiming the North.”   

U.S. Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on African 
Affairs 

Testimony - Testimony by Mohamed Ould Mahmoud - 
December 5, 2012 - Reclaiming the North and Restoring 
Democracy 2012 



   

Part 2 of the African Peace Facility Evaluation: Reviewing the overall  

implementation of the APF as an instrument for African efforts to manage 
conflicts on the continent Page 99 

U.S. Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on African 
Affairs 

Testimony - Testimony of Earl Gast Assistant Administrator 
Bureau for Africa U.S. Agency for International 
Development - December 5, 2012 2012 
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ignored; Mil suicides exceed combat deaths; Wal-Mart to 
hire 100k veterans, and more. 2013 

Haverford College - Susanna 
D. Wing, PhD 
Associate Professor of 
Political Science 

Presentation: Democratic Failure and Political Crisis in Mali  
- 18 December 2012 2012 

Human Rights Watch 
Article: Mali: Islamists Should Free Child Soldiers  
‘Sending our Innocents to be Slaughtered,’ Witness Says' 2013 

Human Rights Watch 

Article: Mali: Rising Ethnic Tensions Threaten New 
Violence - New Prime Minister Should Tackle Rising 
Tension, Rein in Abusive Army 2012 

Institute for Security Studies Article: Who's who in northern Mali? 2013 

Institute for Security Studies - 
Guicherd Catherine 

"L'investissement de l'UE dans la sécurité collective en 
Afrique centrale: un pari risqué", European Union Institute 
for Security Studies, Occasional Paper 95, April 2012 2012 

Institute for Security Studies - 
Lori-Anne Théroux-Bénoni, 
Senior Researcher, Conflict 
Prevention and Risk Analysis 
Division, ISS Dakar   

Article: Enhancing Africa's responsiveness to crisis 
situations? 2013 

Instituto Affari Internazionali 
(IAI) 

Strenghtening the Africa-EU Partnership on Peace and 
Security: How to engage African regional organizations, 
Research Paper 2012 

International Crisis Group 

Mali: Security, Dialogue and Meaningful Reform, Executive 
summary and recommendations - Africa Report N°201 11 
Apr 2013  2013 

International Crisis Group – 
Alter 

Article: Managing Mali’s elections – a short delay would 
pay long-term dividends 2013 

International Institute for 
Democracy and Electoral 
Assistance - Mpyisi Kenneth 

How EU Support of the African Peace and Security 
Architecture Impacts Democracy Building  and Human 
Security Enhancement in Africa 2009 

International Peace Institute 
(IPI) 

Issue Brief: Threats to Peace and Security in the Sahel: 
Responding to the Crisis in Mali 2012 

Middle East Online - Dorothée 
Thiénot translated by Krystyna 
Horko 

Article: Mali Ungarrisoned (Le Monde diplomatique – 
distributed by Agence Global) 2013 
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Middleton, Roger 
The EU and the African Peace and Security Architecture, 
Estrategia 2008 

Reuters - Alexandria Sage 
and Tiemoko Diallo 

Article: France says ready to halt any rebel offensive in 
Mali 2013 

The Brookings Institute - 
Washington DC  

Video: Crisis in Mali and North Africa: Regional Dynamics 
and International Priorities - Presentations by panels can 
be viewed via this link:  
http://www.brookings.edu/events/2013/02/06-mali-
crisis#ref-id=20130206_Kimenyi  2013 

The Global Observatory - 
Abdelkader Abderrahmane 

Article: Unclear Strategy in Mali Leads Western Powers 
Toward Same Mistakes  2013 

The Global Observatory- 
Adam C. Smith  

Article: Pitfalls of Force Generation Await UN 
Peacekeeping Operation in Mali  2013 

The independent - Haggai 
Matsiko  Inside Museveni’s military machine  2013 

The New York Times - Adam 
Nossiter 

Article: Mali Government Is Left Reeling After Islamists 
Take Village Long Held by Army 2013 

The New York Times - Rick 
Gladstone 

Article: U.N. Council Votes to Help Mali’s Army Oust 
Islamists 2012 

The New York Times - Steven 
Erlanger Article: Africa Must Take Lead in Mali, France Says 2013 

The Washington Post - Craig 
Whitlock 

Article: Pentagon planning for multinational military 
operation in Mali 2012 

The Washington Post - Craig 
Whitlock and Anne Gearan  

Article: US looks to effort in Somalia as model for Mali 
solution 2012 

The Washington Post - 
Edward Cody 

Article: Al-Qaeda group: France endangers hostages by 
intervening in Mali 2012 

Think Africa Press - Andrew 
Lebovich 

Article: Mali: Post-Conflict Mali - Reprisal or 
Reconciliation? 2013 

United States Institute of 
Peace 

Video: USIP meeting on the crisis in Mali 18 December 
2012: This video includes presentations by four individuals 
who are very well versed on the situation in Mali and is well 
worth looking at if you have time.  It provides background 
information on the nature of the current crisis in Mali and 
some possible options for future action.  In general the 
message from all the participants was to urge caution in 
terms of military intervention.   
http://www.usip.org/newsroom/multimedia/video-
gallery/crisis-in-mali-causes-and-option 2012 
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5.2 Activity-specific documentation 

 

This documentation relating to the APF-funded activities has been classified by APF component: 

 

1. Capacity Building: 

 AU PSD  

 ECCAS 

 ECOWAS 

 EASFCOM 

 NARC 

 

2. Peace Support Operations: 

 AMISOM 

 MICOPAX 

 AMIS, AMISEC, MAES 

 

3. Early Response Mechanism: 

 ERM General 

 ERM AU HIP 

 ERM Madagascar 

 

Author Title Year 

Capacity building 

AU PSD 

African Union  2013 Work Plan Peace and Security Department (PSD) 2012 

African Union 

AUPG Comments on the Joint Narrative Report (JNR) for 

Jan-Jun 2011 2011 

African Union 

Joint narrative report to international partners January to 

June 2011 2012 

African Union 

Joint narrative report to international partners July to 

December 2011 n.d 

African Union 

Memorandum of understanding on cooperation in the 

area of Peace and Security between the African Union, 

the Regional Economic Communities and the 

coordinating mechanisms of the regional standby 

brigades of Eastern Africa and Northern Africa 2008 

African Union PSD Partners Joint Narrative Report January-June 2010 2010 

African Union 

PSD Partners Joint Narrative Report July-deccember 

2010 2011 

African Union 

Report of the meeting of the committee on  the review of 

the scale of assessment 2010 

African Union  Report of the sub-committee on contributions 2011 2011 
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budget of the African Union  

African Union - SADC  

Draft: Semi-annual implementation progress report 

period covered by the report:  1st october 2012 to 1st 

march 2013 - African Peace and Security Architecture 

(ASPA) support programme 2013 

African Union - SADC  

SADC APSA Support Programme Annual Work Plan 

2013 and major milestones schedule 2013 

African Union Commission 

African Union Commission joint program  arrangement 

(jpa)-institution and capacity  building program  Narrative 

report  january – june 2012  2012 

African Union Commission 

Second Draft  Strategic Plan  2014-2017 - Executive 

Council document  2013 

Capacity Building programmes (Phases I and II) 

European Commission Annex 1: Capacity Building  Phase I - Description 2005 

European Commission 

Annex 1: Final draft description of op_PHASE II - 

Description of the operation phase II – € 20 m Capacity 

Building Programme n.d 

European Commission 

European Community contribution agreement with an 

international organisation (AUC) - €6m (signed) 2005 

European Commission 

Factsheet - € 20 m AUC/REC Capacity Building- Last 

Update: 14/09/2010 2010 

European Commission 

Factsheet - € 7.5m support to Capacity Building in 

conflict prevention - Last update 14/09/2010 2010 

European Commission 

Factsheet - Support to AUC Capacity Building - Last 

Update: 14/01/2010 2010 

Support to AUC personnel 

African Union 

Memorandum of Understanding on a Joint Financing 

Arrangement Between The African Union Commission 

And International Partners on Support to the Employment 

of AUC Personnel Working in the Peace and Security 

Programme 2010 

PWC, for the African Union 

Commission  

Review of the Joint Salary Fund Mechanism Programme 

for the period 1 January 2012 to 30 June 2012 2012 

PWC, for the African Union 

Commission  

Review of the Joint Salary Fund Mechanism Programme 

for the period I January 2011 to 31 December 2011  2012 

European Commission 

Action Fiche "Support to the Employment of AUC 

Personnel working in the Peace and Security 

Programme"- ANNEX 1 – description of the action  2010 

AU PSD CB Liaison Office 

African Union 

AU Liaison Offices - Income & Expenditure Statement - 

As at 30 June, 2012 and Joint Financing Arrangement 

(JFA) on Support to Sustaining and Strengthening 2012 
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African Union's Liaison Offices 2012- Financial narrative 

report for the period 1 January to 30 June 2012 

African Union 

Joint Financing Arrangement between The African Union 

Commission and International Partners Support to 

Sustaining and Strengthening African Union's Liaison 

Offices 2011 and 2012 2011 

APSA Support Programme 

African Union 

Annex III to AU/REC/RMs APSA Support Programme - 

Total Contribution Agreement Budget - 44 months from 1 

may 2011 to 31 December 2014 2011 

African Union 

Interim Progress Report APSA Support Programme - 

Peirod covered  May, 2011 -30 April, 2012 2012 

African Union 

Interim Progress Report APSA Support Programme - 

Peirod covered  May, 2011 -30 September, 2012 2012 

African Union 

Report on the Implementation of the APSA Support 

Programme, October 2011 2012 

African Union - Moving Africa 

Forward 

African Peace And Security Architecture (APSA) 2010 

Assessment Study 2010 

African Union-European 

Union 

Draft minutes of the fourth steering committee meeting - 

long term capacity building program for peace amp 

security in africa, Addis Ababa, 3 - 4 march 2010 2010 

African Union-European 

Union 

Draft minutes of the sixth steering committee meeting, 

APSA support programme for peace and security in 

Africa, Addis Ababa, 17 october 2011 2011 

African Union-European 

Union 

Draft minutes of the third steering committee meeting - 

long term capacity building program for peace and 

security in Africa, Addis Ababa, 1- 2 june, 2009 2009 

African Union-European 

Union 

Minutes of the seventh steering committee meeting,  

apsa support programme for peace and security in Africa,  

Maputo, Mozambique, 25 – 26 may 2012 2012 

EuropeAid Cooperation Office 

- Ernst&Young 

Assessment of the African Union Commission (AUC) - 

Follow-up on Recommendation Tracker 2010 

EuropeAid Cooperation Office 

- Ernst&Young 

Assessment of the African Union Commission (AUC) 

Second follow up visit progress report - Date Follow up 

visit conducted:  March 22- 25, 2011 2011 

EuropeAid Cooperation Office 

- Ernst&Young 

EuropeAid Cooperation Office (AIDCO) C5 Status report 

of third follow up visit 23 May 2012 

Assessment of the African Union Commission (AUC) 2012 

European Commission APSA  Annex I: Description of the Action n.d 

European Commission APSA Support Programme Annual Work Plan 2011 2011 

European Commission APSA Support Programme Annual Work Plan 2012 2012 

European Commission Factsheet - APSA Support Programme - € 40 m - Last 2012 
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Update: 20/09/2012 

European Commission Support to APF: Activity and budget n.d 

European Union Institute for 

Security Studies 

Occasional Paper: EU support to African security 

architecture: funding and training components (n°76) 2009 

European Union Institute for 

Security Studies 

Policy Brief: EU engagement in the Sahel: lessons from 

Somalia and AfPak (n°09) 2012 

Institute for Security Studies 

Article: Although Africa's peace and security regime is 

promising, serious challenges remain 

03 May 2013 2013 

Institute for Security Studies 

The state of human security in Africa, An assessment of 

institutional preparedness - ISS Monograph Number 185 2011 

ECCAS 

African Development Fund 

Project Appraisal report: ECCAS Institutional Capacity 

Building Support (PARCI-ECCAS) 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring March 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring April 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring May 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring June 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring July 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring August 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring September 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring October 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring November 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring December 2012 2012 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring January 2013 2013 

ECCAS APSA ECCAS Bugdet Monitoring February 2013 2013 

ECCAS ECCAS Audit Working Sheet 2012 2012 

ECCAS  Note Verbale N°268/CEEAC/SG/13 - Secrétariat Général 2013 

ECCAS – EU 

Annexe du rapport d'exécution PAPS II: Tableau 

recapitulatif du suivi des consommations budgétaires du 

DP1 AU 31 juillet 2012 en F CFA 2012 

ECCAS – EU 

Rapport d’exécution  du devis-programme n°1  - Août 

2011 – Juillet 2012 - PAPS II – CEEAC  

Programme d’appui à la CEEAC en matière de paix et de 

sécurité II (PAPS II), Financement 10ème FED  Projet 

FED/2005/017-789 (RCE/002/10)  2012 

ECCAS – EU 

Compte-rendu de la réunion Union Européenne-CEEAC-

MICOPAX  9-10 novembre 2009  Libreville, Gabon  2009 

European Commission 

Note à l'attention de Mme Francesca M OSCA Directeur  

DEVCO/C Objet: Compte rendu de mission i Libreville. 2011 
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European Commission – 

EEAS 

The African Peace Facility (APF) - EEAS/DEVCO 

Division of work 2013 

ECOWAS 

ECOWAS APSA-SP 2013  Work Plan 2013 

ECOWAS 

ECOWAS APSA Support Programme Annual Work Plan 

2012 2012 

ECOWAS 

Summary table on the two projects under African Peace 

Facility 2: i) African Peace and Security Architecture  - 

APSA Support Programme;  ii) the Support to Training 

Institutions/Training centers of excellence (TI-TCE)  n.d 

ECOWAS Peace Fund - 

ECOWAS Commission 

Information on ECOWAS Peace fund english brief on 

EPF october 2012 2012 

EASFCOM 

GIZ 

Project Description: Strengthening the police component 

of the Eastern Africa Standby Force (EASF) 2013 

IPSTC 

Course Prospectus " Enhancing Capacity for Regional 

Peace and Security through Peace Operations 

Training",Nairobi, Kenya 2012 

IPSTC Note on EU Financial Support to IPSTC 2012-2014 2012 

IPSTC PCSS and HPSS course Programme 2013  2013 

Training for Peace Capacity building of EASFCOM 2013 

UNDP – PWC 

Micro assessment of UN Implementing Partners The 

Eastern Africa Standby Brigade Coordination Mechanism 

(EASBRICOM) November 2009 2009 

NARC 

 

NARC APSA Support Programme Annual Work Plan 

2012 2012 

Peace Support Operations 

AMISOM 

African Union 

Memorandum of understanding - between the African 

Union and the government of the Republic of Uganda - 

contributing resources to the African Union mission in 

Somalia (AMISOM) 2011 

African Union 

Memorandum of understanding - between the African 

Union and the government of the Republic of Sierra 

Leone - contributing resources to the african union 

mission in somalia (AMISOM) 2012 

African Union 

Annex E "Principles of verification and performance 

standards for major equipment provided under the 

wet/dry lease arrangements" - Memorandum of 

understanding - between the African Union and the 

Government of the Republic of Sierra Leone - 2013 
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contributing resources to the African Union mission in 

somalia (AMISOM) 

African Union 

Annex K "Pcare, accountability and use of AU equipment 

and facilities" - Memorandum of understanding - between 

the African Union and the government of the Republic of 

Sierra Leone - contributing resources to the African 

Union mission in Somalia (AMISOM) 2013 

African Union 

African Peace Facility support to AMISOM  - Overview 

table - Last updated 26/11/12 2012 

African Union 

AMISOM VII Financial  report - 1 February to 31 July 

2012 2012 

African Union  

Protocole d'accord entre l'Union Africaine et le 

Gouvernement de la République du Burundi - Pays 

contributeur en ressources pour la mission de l'Union 

Africiane en Somalie (AMISOM) 2011 

African Union  

Memorandum of understanding - between the African 

Union and the government of the Republic of Kenya- 

contributing resources to the african Union Mission in 

Somalia (AMISOM) 2012 

African Union 

AMISOM III  Final financial  and narrative report on EC 

third contribution,  1st August 2009 to June 2010 2010 

African Union 

African Peace Facility support to AMISOM  - Overview 

table - Last updated Last updated 30/10/12 2012 

African Union 

AMISOM IV Financial  narrative report on EC 4th 

contribution, 1st July 2010 tp January 2011 2012 

African Union 

AMISOM V Financial  and narrative report on EC 5th 

contribution,  1st February to 31 August 2011 2012 

African Union 

AMISOM VI Final financial  and narrative report on EC 

6th contribution, 1st September 2011 to 31 Januray 2012 2012 

African Union 

AMISOM VIII Financial  report - August to December  

2012 - 1 August to December 2012 2012 

African Union 

AMISOM I Final financial  and narrative report - March 

2007 to 30 th November 2008 2009 

African Union 

AMISOM II Narrative report 1st December 2009 to 31 

July 2009 2010 

AMISOM Team 

Presentation powerpoint: EU Evaluation of APF- African 

Peace Facility to AMISOM Nairobi-Kenya 2013 

Council of the European 

Union 

Council conclusions on Somalia 3124th  Foreign Affairs 

Council meeting Brussels, 14 November 2011 2011 

Council of the European 

Union 

Council conclusions on the Horn of Africa 3124th  

Foreign Affairs Council meeting Brussels, 14 November 

2011 2011 
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Council of the European 

Union / General Secretariat 

Information Note - to the Africa Working Group (AWG)  

and the Political and Security Committee (PSC)  on the 

planned additional support to the African Union (AU) 

Mission to Somalia (AMISOM) from the African Peace 

Facility (APF) 2012 

Council of the European 

Union 

Council conclusions on Somalia 3166th Foreign Affairs 

Council meeting Brussels, 14 May 2012 2012 

European Commission 

Aide memoire on measures to strengthen the AUC 

financial management and AU EU cooperation 2011 

European Commission 

Annex 1 Action Fiche "African Union Mission in Somalia" 

(AMISOM VIII)  2012 

European Commission 

Factsheet - African union mission in somalia (AMISOM) - 

Last Update: 30/10/2012 2012 

European Commission 

Final Revised budget  for AMISOM  25 july 2012 (Excel) - 

Periodical Summary of Budget Estimate  - For the Period 

1 August to 31 December  2012   AMISOM VII 2012 

European Commission 

Correspondance DEVCO E4 - Subject: "Your comments 

on Capacity Building notification letter" 2012 

European Commission 

Aide memoire on measures to strengthen AUC Financial 

Management 2009 

European Commission - 

Press release 

Press release: The EU provides additional support to 

security and peace in Somalia 2011 

European Commission - 

Press release 

Press release: The EU renewed its commitment to foster 

peace and security in Somalia 2012 

Moore Stephens, for the 

European Commission  

Financial audit of AMISOM IV - African Union Mission in 

Somalia (EU contribution) 2012 

Moore Stephens, for the 

European Commission 

Financial audit of AMISOM V - African Union Mission in 

Somalia (EU contribution) 2012 

Somalia NGO Consortium  

Walking the Talk in Somalia? Progress since the 2012 

London Conference, 2012 London Conference on 

Somalia Communiqué 2012 

Somalia NGO Consortium  NGO Call to Action - Somalia Conference, London 2013 2013 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolucion 1744 (2007), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 5633rd meeting, on 20 February 2007 2007 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolution 1766 (2007), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 5720th meeting, on 23 July 2007 2007 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolution 1772 (2007), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 5732nd meeting, on 20 August 2007 2007 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolution 1801 (2008), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 5842nd meeting, on 20 February 2008 2008 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolution 1811 (2008), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 5879th meeting, on 29 April 2008 2008 
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United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolucion 2010 (2011), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 6626th meeting, on 30 September 2011 2011 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolution 2067 (2012), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 6837th meeting, on 18 September 2012 2012 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolution 2073 (2012), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 6854th meeting, on 7 November 2012 2012 

United Nations - Security 

Council 

Resolution 2077 (2012), Adopted by the Security Council 

at its 6867th meeting, on 21 November 2012 2012 

United Nations - Security 

Council Resolutions for AMISOM, from 2007 to 2012 2012 

MICOPAX 

ECCAS 

Rapport final d’exécution de la Convention de 

Contribution n°10 -  ACP RPR 160/12 – MICOPAX 1B,  

Période  Janvier 2010 à Décembre 2010 2010 

ECCAS 

Rapport final d’exécution de la Convention de 

Contribution n°FED/2011/259-272 -(MICOPAX 1C)  

Période  1 Janvier 2011 à 31 Décembre 2011 (DRAFT) 2011 

ECCAS 

Rapport final d’exécution de la Convention de 

Financement n° 9 ACP RPR 160/5 – MICOPAX 1, 

Période du 12 juillet 2008 au 31 décembre 2008 2008 

ECCAS 

Rapport final d’exécution de la Convention de 

Financement n° 9 ACP RPR 160/12 – MICOPAX 1A,  

Période du 12 Janvier 2009 au 11 janvier 2010 2010 

ECCAS 

Rapport narratif du  01 Janvier au 13 Novembre 2012  - 

MICOPAX 1D (DRAFT) 2012 

ECCAS  

Conseil de Paix et de sécurité de l'Afrique Centrale 

(COPAX) - Réunion extraordinaire de la Commission de 

Défense et de Sécurité (CDS) , Communiqué final 2013 

ECCAS – EU 

Mission de Consolidation de Paix en République 

Centrafricaine « MICOPAX » : Directive administrative, 

financiere et comptable de MICOPAX 2011 

European Commission 

Annex 1 Action Fiche "Intra-ACP – Facilité de paix pour 

l’Afrique Appui à la Mission de consolidation de la paix de 

la Force  ultinationale de la Communauté économique 

des États de l'Afrique centrale (CEEAC) en République 

centrafricaine (MICOPAX 1D) n.d 

European Commission 

Factsheet - MICOPAX  (Central African Republic) - Last 

Update: 10/09/2012 2012 

European Commission 

Note à l'attention de F. MOSCA et G. SAMZUN Directeur 

DEVCO et Chef de Délégation en République 

Centrafricaine - Objet: Application de s procédures 

flexibles en République Centrafricaine 2011 
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European Commission - 

African Union 

Rapport de la mission conjointe UE-AUd’evaluation de la 

MICOPAX (RCA, Gabon, 13-19 juillet 2011) 2011 

European Commission - 

African Union 

Rapport de la mission conjointe UE-AUd’evaluation de la 

MICOPAX (RCA, Gabon, 19-24 septembre 2012) 2012 

European Commission – 

EEAS 

COAFR/COPS - Document de séance - Décembre 2012 

- Note d'information - À l'attention des membres du 

Groupe Afrique (COAFR)  et du Comité politique et de 

sécurité (COPS)  Allocation d'une contribution de la 

Facilité de soutien à la Paix pour l'Afrique (APF) à la 

Mission de Consolidation de la Paix en République 

Centrafricaine (MICOPAX 1E) pour l'année 2013 2012 

FOMAC Presentation of MICOPAX 1 - FOMAC 2011 

International Crisis Group 

Article: Central African Republic: Avoiding Another Battle 

of Bangui - Brussels/Nairobi  |   2 Jan 2013 2013 

International Crisis Group 

Policy Briefing - Africa Briefing N°69 - Nairobi/Brussels, 

12 January 2010 - Central African Republic: Keeping the 

Dialogue Alive 2010 

International Crisis Group 

Rapport Afrique n°203: République centrafricaine: les 

urgences de la transition - Rapport  2013 

The Independent  

Article: New Regime Continuing Concerns in the Central 

African Republic 2013 

The New York Times - Lydia 

Polgreen and Josh Kron 

Article: Rebels Are Advancing Toward Capital of Central 

African Republic 2012 

AMIS, AMISEC, MAES 

African Union AMISEC Narrative and Financial report  2007 

African Union 

Analysis of the financial report- Key points -  Closure 

ofEC contribution to the AU electoral and security 

assistance mission in the comoros (MAES) 2010 

African Union 

Consolidated Narrative Report on AMlS 01 September 

2005-31 December 2007 2008 

European Commission Annex I   Description of the Action - 9ACP RPR AMISEC n.d 

European Commission 

Annex I Description of the Action AMIS_8th CA -  9 ACP 

RPR n.d 

European Commission 

Closure letter GD to WM: Closure of EC contribution to 

the AU electoral and security assistance mission in the 

Comoros (MAES). 2010 

European Commission 

Factsheet African Union Electoral and Security 

Assistance Mission in the Comoros Islands (MAES) Last 

Update: 21/05/2010 2010 

European Commission Factsheet AMIS  (Sudan/Darfur) Last update: 14/01/2010 2010 

European Commission 

Factsheet AMISEC  (Comoros) - Last Update: 

14/01/2010 2010 
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European Commission 

Final report  -  Financial Audit of MAES Contribution 

Agreement 2011 

European Commission MAES Annex I  Description of the Action n.d 

European Commission 

Summary of main presentations: Role and 

complementarity of regional organisations and the field of 

peace and security - Brussels, 11 February 2009 2009 

Institute for Security Studies 

Article: New 'super' combat brigade: Creation of an 

African elite? 14 June 2013 2013 

Moore Stephens, for the 

European Commission 

Final report - 30 november 201 0 - African Union mission 

in Sudan 2010 

Early Response Mechanism 

ERM General 

African Union 

EU Contribution to Early Response  Mechanism - 

Statement of Income and Expenditures and the Interim 

EU-ERM Financial and narrative Report -  For the Period 

from January 2010 to March 2012 2011 

African Union 

EU Contribution to Early Response  Mechanism - 

Statement of Income and Expenditures and the Interim 

EU-ERM Financial Report -  For the Period from January 

2010 to October 2011 2011 

African Union EU- ERM Financial Report as at 31/12/2010 2010 

African Union 

EU- ERM Interim Financial Report as at 30 September 

2011 2011 

African Union 

EU-ERM Financial Report for the period 1 January 2012 

to 30 June 2012 2010 

African Union 

First Financial and Narrataive progress report on conflict 

situations (Côte d'Ivoire, Guinea, Lybia, LRA, Somalia, 

Sudan and South Sudan) 2012 

African Union 

Narrative report on the implementation of the actions 

funded through the early response mechanism of the 

Africa Peace Facility 2011 

African Union  

Early Response Mechanism (ERM) - Financial Report as 

at 30th June 2010 2010 

African Union  

Meeting of the African Peace Facility Joint Coordination 

Committee: APF Early Response Mechanism (ERM) 

(AUC lead) n.d 

African Union 

Narrative report on the implementation of the actions 

funded through the early response mechanism of the 

Africa Peace Facility 2010 

European Commission Annex I Description of the Action  EDF10-ERM 2012 

European Commission 

Factsheet Early Response Mechanism (ERM) Last 

Update: 07/08/2012 2012 
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European Commission 

Factsheet Early Response Mechanism (ERM) Last 

Update: Last Update: 23/11/2012 2012 

European Commission 

Factsheet Early Response Mechanism (ERM) Last 

Update: Last Update: 22/01/2013 2013 

European Commission 

Letter post report:  Early Response Mechanism (ERM) - 

African Peace Facility First financial and narrative 

progress reports 2010 

European Commission Update ERM Activities November 2012 2012 

ERM AU HIP 

African Union - Peace and 

Security Council 

Interim report of the African Union high‐level  

mplementation panel on the matters detailed in the 24 

april 2012 communiqué of the peace and 

security council  2012 

African Union - Peace and 

Security Council 

Report of the African Union High-level Implementation  

Panel for Sudan and South Sudan  2012 

African Union - Peace and 

Security Council 

Report of the Chairperson of the Commission on the 

Status of the negociations between the Republic of 

Sudan and the Republic of South Sudan on the 

outstanding issues in their post-secession arrangements 2012 

Enough Project 

Article:  The United Nations Security Council’s Role in 

Supporting Peace in the Two Sudans Jennifer Christian, 

Omer Ismail, and John Prendergast November 7, 2012 2012 

European Coalition on Oil in 

Sudan (ECOS) 

Mbeki AU Panel’s Programme of Action for Sudan -  

African Union  High level implementation panel for Sudan 

(AUHIP)   phase 1 programme of action (PoA) 2012 

Human Rights Watch 

The Mbeki Panel Report One Year On Continued 

Inaction on Justice for Darfur Crimes 2010 

Radio  Tamazuj Sudanese 

news crossing borders AU HIP mediation report - ADDIS ABABA (28 Jan.)  2013 

Sudan Tribune Plural News 

and Views on Sudan 

Communiqué of the 353rd Peace and Security  council 

meeting at the level of Heads of State  and Government 

/Sudan-South Sudan 2013 

United Nations Security 

Council 

Statement by the President of the Security Council 

(S/PRST/2012/19) 2012 
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ERM Madagascar 

African Union  

ERM Establishment of the AU/SADC Liaison Office in 

Madagascar - Report Madagascar - Period 15/03/2012 – 

15/12/2012 2013 

African Union  

ERM – Establishment of the AU/SADC Liaison Office in 

Madagascar - Period March to August 2012  2012 
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ANNEX 6: ADDIS ABABA SEMINAR REPORT 
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