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The Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD) strives for a world free of anti-personmeines and from the threat of other
landmines and explosive remnants of war, and whezesuffering and concerns of populations livingaifiected areas are addressed. The Centre is
active in research, provides operational assistandesupports the implementation of the Anti - Bengl Mine Ban Convention.

Evaluation of EC-Funded Mine Action Programmes frick, GICHD, Geneva, February 2008
This project has been managed by Ted Paterson, éfdachluation and Policy Research, GICHPaterson@gichd.org

This document has been produced with the finarssistance of the European Union. The contentsi®fibcument are the sole responsibility of the
GICHD and can under no circumstances be regardesflasting the position of the European Union.

© Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining

The views expressed in this publication are thdséhe authors and do not necessarily represenvithes of the Geneva International Centre for
Humanitarian Demining. The designation employed #wedpresentation of the material in this publimatdo not imply the expression of any opinion
whatsoever on the part of the GICHD concerninglégal status of any country, territory or armedugrs, or concerning the delimitation of its frongier
or boundaries.

In November 2008, after this report was writter, HC published a set of guidelines on how to
more effectively link mine action with developméat future programming of EC mine actign
over the 2008-2013 peribd

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT

! This Commission Staff working document, “GuidelimesEuropean Community Mine Action 2008-2013" can b
downloaded from the website http://ec.europa.eafezri_relations/anti_landmines/docs/index_en.htm
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AIDCO
AIDS
ANC
APL
APM
APMBC
APSA
AU

BAC
CASEVAC
CCw
CED
CIDA
CNIDAH

CPA
CRMAO
CsP

DA

DCA

DDG

DDR

DFID

DG DEV
DG RELEX

DRC
EC
ECHO
EDF
EOD
ERW
EU
FAA
FAPLA
FNLA
FPDO
FSD
GAC
GDP
GICHD
GOA
GoNU
GoS
GoSS
GRN
GTz

HAC
H
HPP
ICMA
IDP
IGAD
IMAS
IMATC
IMSMA
INAD
INAROEE

IND
INEA

JASMAR

EuropeAid Cooperation Office

Auto Immune-Deficiency Syndrome

African National Congress

Anti-Personnel Landmines

Anti-Personnel Landmines

Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convetion

African Peace and Security Architecture
African Union

Battle Area Clearance

Casualty Evacuation

Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons af W
Executive Commission for Demining
Canadian International Development Agency

National Intersectoral Commission on Demigiand
Humanitarian Assistance

Comprehensive Peace Agreement

Central Region Mine Action Office

Country Strategy Paper

Dangerous Areas

DanChurch Aid

Danish Demining Group

Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration
Department for International Development

JIDU
JMC
JNA
LIS
LMA
LRA
LRRD
M&E
MA
MAG
MAO
MDD
MDTF
MEDDS

MgM
MINARS
MONUA
MOU
MPLA
MRE
RR&R
MSF

European Commission Directorate GeneraDievelopmentMVMMDS

European Commission Directorate GenenaEfdernal
Relations

Democratic Republic of Congo

European Commission

European Community Humanitarian Aid Office
European Development Fund

Explosive Ordnance Disposal

Explosive Remnants of War

European Union

Angolan Armed Forces

Angolan People's Armed Liberation Forces
Angolan National Liberation Front

Friends of Peace and Development Organisation
Fondation Suisse de Deminage (same as SFD)
Child Support Group

Gross Domestic Product

Geneva International Centre for Humanitaizmining
Government of Angola

Government of National Unity

Government of Sudan

Government of South Sudan

National Reconstruction Office

Gesellschaft fir Technische Zusammenarbeit und
Entwicklung

Humanitarian Aid Commission

Handicap International

Humanitarian Plus Programme

Inter-ministerial Committee on Mine Action (8wliland)
Internally Displaced Person

Intergovernmental Authority on Development
International Mine Action Standards
International Mine Action Training Centre
Information Management System for Mine Action
National Demining Institute (in Angola)

National Institute for the Removal of Exgiee Obstacles
and Devices

National Demining Institute (in Mozambique)
Instituto Nacional de Estradas de Angola

Sudanese Association for Combating Landmines

NGO

NMAA
NMAO
NPA
NSAL
NSMAD
OCHA
oLs
osIL
PAM
PDA
PKO
PMAC
PPE
QA
Qc
RAP
RDP
RENAMO
ROLS
RRM
RRP

SAC
SAF
SALW
SCBL
SCPP
SFD
SHA
SID
SIMAS
SLIRI
SLR

SMA
SNRC

Soba

Joint Intaged Demining Unit
Joint Nally Commission
Joint Needs Asseent
Landmine Impactv@y
Landmine Action
LordResistance Army
inking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development
Monitoring and Evaluation
Mine Action
Mines Advisory Group
Mine Action Office
Mine Detiag Dog
Multi Donor Trust Fund
Mechem Explosives and Drugs Detection System

People Agllimes, Germany
Mistiry for Assistance and Social Reintegration
United Nationssidis of Observers in Angola

Memorandum of Understanding
People’s Movement for the Liberation of Angola

Mine Risk Education
Ministry of Resettlement, Rehabilitation andd@nstruction

odidrs without Borders
Mechem Vehicle Mounted Mine Detection Syste
Non-Governmental Organisation

National MiAetion Authority
National Mine Actiorficd
Norwegian Peoples Aid
New Sudan Aitthon Landmines
New Sudanéviwetion Directorate
Office for theo®dination of Humanitarian Assistance
Operation Lifeline Sudan
Operation Save Inmbdgves
World Food Programme
Persohbégital Assistant
Peace Keeping Operation
Puntland Mine Action Centre
Personal Protective Equipment
Quality Assurance
Quality Control
Rapid Assistance Pangne
Reconstructamd Development Programme
Mozambican NatiGtesistance
Rule of LawSsulirity
Rapid Resg®mMechanism
Relief and Rehabilitation Programme

Survey Actioer@er
Sudan Armed Forces
Small Arms lagtit Weapons
Sudan Campaign to ban Landmines
Somali Ciwdtection Programme
Swiss Federation for Demining (same as FSD)
SugpelcHazardous Area
Swedish International Development Cooperation aye
Sudan Integrated Mine Action Services
Sudan Landmine Information and Response Services
Sudan Landmine Response

Somaliland Mine Action Centre

Somali National Reconciliation Conference (adogted
Transitional Federal Charter of the Somali Repgblic
Traditional chief in Angola
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SOP
SPLA
SPLM
Spot UXO

SRCS
SRRC
SRSG
SSDC
SSRMAO
STABEX
SWAPO
TA

TFG
UNAVEM
UNCCAS
UNDG
UNDP

Standard Operating Procedure

Sudan People’s Liberation Army UNHCR
Sudan People’s Liberation Movement UNITA
Isolated UXO which does not impact a comityueven UNJLC
though it poses a possible threat

Somali Red Crescent Society UNMAO
Sudan Relief and Reconciliation Council UNMAS
Special Representative of the Secretary Gedx UNMIS
Southern Sudan Demining Commission UNOPS
Southern Sudan Regional Mine Action Office sy
Systeme de Stabilisation des Recettes d'Eaxtion UTA

South West African People’s Organisation UXo
Technical Advisor VA
Transitional Federal Government VTF
United Nations Angola Verification Mission WAF

UN Common Country Assessment WFP
United Nations Development Group Xeer
United Nations Development Programme YEMAC
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UNDP/BOPRDP Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery

Unitedtidns High Commissioner for Refugees
NatibUnion for the Total Independence of Angola
United Nations Joint Logistic Command

United Netidine Action Office
United Nations Mine Action Service
United Nations Mission in Sudan

dNegions Office for Project Services

United States Dollar
Technical and Administrative Unit
Unexploded Ordnance
Victim Assistance

Voluntaryst Fund (of the UN)
Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation

World Feamjramme

Somatitomary law

‘¢enExecutive Mine Action Center



The Evaluation of EC support for mine action inigdris the first of six regional mine action
evaluations that the Geneva International Centréltonanitarian Demining (GICHD) will
conduct or commission for the European Commisdi®){ These regional evaluations follow-
on from a Global Assessment of EC support for naicteon completed in 2005Given the broad
scope of a regional evaluation, no attempt was n@adssess the performance of individual
projects; rather, the focus was on EC mine actiategy and programming issues at the country
and regional levels.

In addition to a document review, the evaluatiantesent questionnaires to the EC Delegations
in those sub-Saharan African countries in whichBRehas provided funding for mine action
since 2002, and conducted country missions to Amdebrth and South Sudan, and Somalia
(Somaliland and Puntland)indings from these missions are reported in arse@ volume.

THE QUANTITY AND FOCUS OF EC SUPPORT FOR MINE ACTIO N IN AFRICA
Although it has proved impossible to compile a ctatgpand accurate list of EC-financed mine
action projects,from the data compiled by the evaluation tears déar that the EC has
provided over €90 million to mine action in Afrisance 2002, with about two-thirds of this
committed from 2005-07 — the period covered bySkeond EC Mine Action Strategy. The €90
million in funding exceeds the combined targetsrséihe two Mine Action Strategies.

Figure 1 — Financial targets & estimated commitment s for 2002-04 and 2005-07
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Just over half of all ECfunding for mine action in Africa has gone to Atdout significant
support has also gone to Sudan, Ethiopia, DRC,d&nend Somalia. Total funding peaked in
2004 (largely because of new projects in Angola) laais been tapering-off since.

2 The Africa Evaluation was conducted by the GICHDAfrica, the EC is

3 Gasser, R. and R. Keeley, Global Assessment d¥IE€ Policy and Actions: 2002-2004.

“In addition, the Evaluation Team Leader attentleddint EU-AU Security Dialogue Workshop, 18-20rh@007 in
Addis Ababa.

® This was a finding from the Global Assessment ak.w

6 African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) countrieseige assistance from the European Development (EDE),
which itself is funded by contributions from membef the European Union (EU). In relation to EDRding, EC
refers to the European Community rather than Ewogigommission. African countries also have receimeatk action
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Figure 2 — Funding by year and by country
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The bulk of the funding has been for demining, hyoshannelled through European NGOs.
However, the UNDP has been the single biggestiextipf EC funding for mine action in
Africa, receiving at least €27.4 million since 200fen to support capacity development in the
national mine action authorities and centres.

RELEVANCE OF EC MINE ACTION SUPPORT IN AFRICA

Clearly, EC support for mine action in Africa haseh relevant to the objectives and priorities
set-out in the mine action Regulations and Stragedtinancing has been provided to all pillars
of mine action, with the bulk going toward demini{@ag is appropriate).

Assistance to mine action is also relevant to lo¢hEU Strategy for Africaand to the needs of
many African countrie$ On some measures, Africa is considered the caritimest affected by
landmines, and the EC has allocated a significeopigotion of its total mine action support to it,
with funds provided to 12 African countries. Sirg@02, landmine contamination has been a
major humanitarian concern in certain countriefiica; particularly in Angola and Sudan
following the peace agreements in those countwben landmines threatened the return of
millions of refugees and IDPs and constrained #livery of humanitarian assistance. In this
context, it is appropriate that more than halflbE&€ assistance to mine action was spent in
Angola and Sudan in the initial post-conflict years

In addition, mine action has contributed signifittamo peace building and the enhancement of
security at various places and times in Africa, HrelEC has supported such initiatives. For
example, mine action was the first concrete prognarof cooperation between the Government
of Sudan and the Sudanese People’s Liberation Meme(BPLM), serving as confidence
building measure leading to the cease fire andteeé@omprehensive Peace Agreement.

The pattern of assistance provided to mine actioifiica is also appropriate in terms of the EC
policy on Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Devploent (LRRD). Since 2005, the Delegation
in Angola has been encouraging demining NGOs torparate developmental objectives in their
proposals, and has provided funding for deminirgpstt to infrastructure reconstruction

assistance from the assessed aid budget Europeami€sion. To avoid confusing the reader, we witidge this
subtle distinction.

" Particularly for the (i) Peace and Security, a@ifjdrade and regional integration components & sfrategy.

8 Mine action is also relevant to a number of EQ@ies in place for major sub-regions in Africastof which
have some provision for peace and security. Howeaemine action projects have been funded byeg®nal
instruments in the period covered by this evalumtio
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projects’ Recent EC-financed projects in Sudan have incatpdrmine action support into
community development projects implemented by cdresof international and local NGOs.

Note that, although mine action appears relevatitad=U Strategy for Africa and at least some
of the (sub-) Regional Strategies and IndicativegPammes, there is no regional or sub-regional
EC mine action programme at the current time. Adiggpamming is done on a country-basis, even
though some contamination problems clearly invohetiple countries or have sub-regional
security implications’

EFFECTIVENESS

This evaluation did not assess the performancedividual projects and we cannot, therefore,
comment in the operational effectiveness of thenti@ action portfolios in terms of results on

the ground. At a higher level, the programming siecis made by EC Delegations appear to have
been effective in terms of aligning mine actionhathhe needs of the country (which, in failed
states and post-conflict situations, evolve rapidly Sudan, the EC supported early mine action
initiatives that contributed to the broader peauaiding process. In Angola and Sudan, the
amount of funding for mine action rose dramaticallyhe immediate post-conflict period, when
landmine contamination can lead to a humanitaniesisc In recent years, the Delegation in
Angola has sought to steer its implementing pasti@focus increasingly on support to
reconstruction and development. In Angola as vi#&ll,assistance has supported the development
of capacities in the provinces, where many Vice &oagrs appear to be committed to the mine
action programme even if some officials in Luandarzot.

At the same time, the case of Somalia relativetheroAfrican countries suggests that donor
programming mechanisms for mine action — includhm@se of the EC — are not effective in
allocating aid across countrigsaccordance to need.

Figure 3 — International funding per landmine victi ~ m*?
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9 At the same time, a number of these NGOs appéabave fully adjusted their approaches to fomuis
development outcomes.

191n 2002, €20 million was approved in Brusselsgost-conflict recovery in Eritrea and Ethiopia (&hilion for
each country). As events turned out, only one ptdjas been approved (€8 million for mine actioiihiopia), and
this involved only Ethiopia.

1 The authors of the Global Assessment made a sintigervation and recommended the EC employ muité+iz
analysis to determine its allocations across c@sin a transparent fashion. This approach conly loe useful for
allocating the APL thematic budget, which no longgists.

12 Annual averages for the two most recent yearsti&egeport on the Somalia mission for details atadources.
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EC assistance has been less effective in suppdhindevelopment of national capacities,
fostering national ownership, and coordinating weither agencies supporting mine action. This,
however, is not because the EC has ignored thesessrather, it reflects a more systemic
problem in the mine action field, at least withifriéa. The evaluation team has not come across
any fully adequate medium-term plans for capao#tyelbpment or strategic plans for a national
mine action programme.In the absence of such plans, a single donor haslequate

framework for its programming decisions, and cooation among donors is greatly hindered.
THE IMPACT OF DECONCENTRATION 14

There is no clear indication that deconcentratias yet had an effect on either the quantity or
quality of EC assistance to mine action in AfriGaer time, however, we would expect both
benefits and adverse effects. On the positive fideEC Delegations are in a better position to
devise a programme appropriate to the evolvingipaliand economic realities of a country, and
to adapt the future programme in light of the sgses and failures of the current portfolio of
mine action projects.

However, there invariably are challenges commaalltefforts at deconcentrating aid
programmes, including:

country offices are generally too small to havecggists available for each sector or
field

officials responsible for mine action are typicatlyvering one or more other sectors as
well

staff rotation policies mean that it is extremeifficuilt for country-level offices to
maintain institutional memory and, therefore, pesgming continuity

personnel in country-level offices have limitedegsto global policy debates and to
lessons learned and innovations emerging from athentries.

THE IMPACT OF THE END OF DEDICATED FUNDING AND THE REDUCTION IN THE STAFF COMPLEMENT AT
HEADQUARTERS WORKING ON MINE ACTION

Support from a headquarters-level unit or focahpoould help overcome some of the challenges
inherent in the deconcentration effort by, for epéemproviding policy and technical advice,
backstopping Delegations when there is a rotatfidhenofficer responsible for mine action, and
identifying appropriately qualified experts to a$he EC Delegations with their mine action
projects. Unfortunately the parallel effort to slifipEC aid delivery mechanisms has also led to
the elimination of the APL thematic budget line andeduction in the number of staff in Brussels
working on mine actiofr

13 Such plans to institute a ‘programme-based apptaimuld be formulated by the recipient governnient
consultation with donors and other mine actionetalders. In failed states or the immediate posfimt period, the
lead UN agency for mine action in a country maydnieeprepare the strategic plan for the progranonsupport the
government’s capacity to prepare such a plan.

14 Within the EC, ‘deconcentration’ is the specificrh used by the EC to refer to the delegation afenamithority to
its Delegations, and ‘decentralisation’ signifibe tlelegation of responsibilities to authoritieshie beneficiary
countries. In the aid effectiveness literature etid@lisation is the general term used in referéaedforts at having
key decisions made within the recipient countrybeaning both EC the concepts — ‘deconcentratiod’ an
‘decentralisation’.

15 There was a sector within the RELEX A4 unit resgible for the APL budget line and, more generahg, EC Mine
Action Strategy. There remains a small staff commgliet, but its mandate covers conventional disarmanagher than
simply mine action. There was also one positiothenEuropean Aid Cooperation Office responsiblenfiore action
projects. This position now covers the Stabilitgthmment.
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The loss of dedicated funding for mine actionkeglly to have an impact on future EC funding. In
broad terms, the EC Mine Action Regulations andsseghent Strategies sought to advance
humanitarian, developmental, and Treaty objectt¥&ghile the responsibilities for EC
Delegations extend beyond humanitarian and devedopassistance, the development
programme typically dominates relations with pooumtries, including much of Africa. As well,
the bulk of the financial resources available fargpamming to EC Delegations in Africa comes
from the European Development Fund (EDF). Accorlginitpe Delegations are likely to view
mine action through a development lens. They aligain to be enthusiastic about supporting
mine action in countries where landmines are negheaumanitarian nor a development priority.

How then will the EC be able to support countrhestt
have some explosives contamination which is..
not a development priority identified by the govefmt, when the country...
is addressing its mine contamination responsihly,.b
is too poor to meet its Treaty obligatiohs?

The reduction in the mine action staff complememtemdquarters will also diminish the EC’s
ability to play a significant role in internationaline action forums, and in terms of coordination
at the level of donor capitals, particularly wittetEU member staté8.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation 1 — Re-establish a strong focal jwirmine action in Brussels to:

represent the EC in international forums

coordinate with EU member states on mine actiameiss

advise Delegations concerning mine action expehts @ould assist Delegations (see
recommendation 4)

assume responsibility for programming of mine actleematic funding (i.e., either a
budget line or, more likely, a ‘window’ within astablished financing instrument),
should this be re-established (see recommendalion 2

assist in establishing mine action programmes tiedrby regional programmes (see
recommendation 3)

implement recommendations from the Global Assessmen

provide policy and programming advice to the Deleyes

assist delegates who are new to mine action.

Recommendation 2 — Assess whether a thematic fgrindow’ within existing budget
instruments can be created at headquarters legepioort Treaty implementation and global
issues.

Recommendation 3 — Review the options for modestraction programmes at the regional or
(sub-)regional level in Afric&® designed to:

18 The anti-personnel landmine regulations were atbjst 2001 as a direct response to the Conventidhe
Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production amdnsfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and their Dedinrg Regulation
(EC) No 1724/2001, par. 6).

17 Zambia is an example from Africa.

18 The Delegations in Geneva and New York attendribetings on anti-personnel landmines and conveaition
disarmament. But these officials are not as weltetl to address issues relating to EC and other dopport to, for
example, mine-affected countries.

191n at least some regions, it probably would beerappropriate to have a focal unit and fund cogesiecurity
system reform issues, including landmines/ERW.
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provide an expert focal point to provide strateagiwice to EC Delegations, regional
institutions, and national authorities on mine @tlissues

fund modest initiatives to address contaminatia ith clearly of a multi-country or
regional nature (e.g. landmines laid by Rhodesm@hQouth African forces in the former
front line states; border minefields between Etldgnd Somalia; cross-border
contamination in the Great Lakes States)

provide modest funding to countries in which the BE€egation has completed its exit
strategy for mine action (see recommendation 6)

Recommendation 4 — Identify and perhaps pre-qualifye action experts who could advise
Delegations on mine action issues.

Recommendation 5 — Delegations should request pebraegic plans from national mine action
authorities and/or the lead UN agency for mineoacin each country.

A common problem with the national mine action pemgmes in Africa is the lack of an
adequate strategic plan that would provide a fraomkevior EC programming decisions
and would facilitate donor coordination (both amadimgmselves and with the
government). The lack of such plans also greatiggates the programming and
coordination tasks of the EC Delegations.

Recommendation 6 — EC Delegations should form@sitestrategies for their support to mine
action.

Exit strategies are particularly important for maxion as demining involves the use of
expensive, often specialised equipment, and degniofrerators often have large
numbers of local personnel who should be givenrfaiice well prior to the termination
or downsizing of the programme. In addition, maogal staff are former military
personnel or otherwise trained in the use of expdss and could represent a real threat
if unfairly or summarily dismisset.

Recommendation 7 — For countries where the ECargs Imine action portfolios, commission
country-level reviews of EC-funded mine action.

Our impression is that reviews of country mine@tiprogrammes will be more valuable
to EC Delegations than a regional evaluation. SDelegations have commissioned
evaluations of individual projects, which can assgserational and technical issues and
the performance of implementing partners, but wipigdvide less guidance to the
Delegations on their essential task — that of @ogning EC assistance for mine action
in a particular country over a specific time.

20 such problems have already occurred in Mozambil2@05 (the sudden collapse of the UNDP Accelerate
Demining Program) and Somaliland in the early 198@<ing the emergency evacuation of the inteoreti
personnel of the firm Rimfire).
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BACKGROUND

In 2001 the Council of Ministers and the Europearii@nent adopted two Regulations on the
reinforcement of the EU response against Anti-RerebLandmines (APL3! These (referred to
collectively as “the Regulation”) laid the foundatiof the European integrated and focused

policy.

Article 13, paragraph 1 of the EC Regulation stétes. The Commission shall regularly assess
operations financed by the Community in order taldsh whether the objectives of the
operations have been achieved and to provide guaiglefor improving the effectiveness of future
operationsThe APL Regulation goes on to staisrery three years after entry into force of this
Regulation, the Commission shall submit to the peam Parliament an overall assessment of
all Community mine actions (Article 14)

The EC Mine Action Strategy and Multi-annual Indiea Programme, 2005-20¢ further
specifies thamore specific, geographic, evaluations of EC-funehétge actions, analysing the
results and their impaatill be undertaken to complement the overall aasest.

To implement these provisions, the EC:
- Commissioned a global assessment of EC mine palidyactions over the period 2002-
2004,
Entered into an agreement with The Geneva IntemnatiCentre for Humanitarian
Demining (GICHD) tojnter alia, manage the programme of regional evaluations to
identify lessons learned within EC-funded mine@tfprojects in the following

regions®
Africa Caucasus-Central Asia Latin America
Asia-Pacific Europe Middle East

The Report from the Global Assessment was issusthiith 20057 while the agreement with
the GICHD was concluded in December that year.

The objective of the Global Assessment was to deter to what extent the objectives and
means set in the APL Regulation had been compliddamd used in terms of strategy,
programming, commitments and implementation. Tigeoreal evaluations will complement the
Global Assessment by focusing on (i) relevant agsiohs and recommendations from the

21 Regulation (EC) 1724/2001 of the European Parli@raad of the Council of 23 July 2001 concernintjomcagainst
anti-personnel landmines in developing countried (@34, 1.9.2001, p.1) and Regulation (EC) 1725126f the
European Parliament and of the Council of 23 JOy12concerning action against anti-personnel landmin third
countries other than developing countries (OJ L, 238.2001, p.6). The provisions are similar andjwete from
Regulation (EC) 1724/2001.

22 This is the second strategy and multi-year indiegtrogramme since the adoption of the EC Reguiathe first
covered the period 2002-04.

2 Additional objectives of the EC-GICHD Agreemeng &o:

provide a repository service for reports from eadilbns and similar studies;

train people from mine affected countries in evabra

support the participation of key players from maféected countries in official meetings relatinglte Mine Ban
Convention (APMBC).

24 Gasser, Russell and Robert Keeley, Global AssedsofieeC Mine Policy and Actions: 2002-2004.



Global Assessment and (ii) EC mine action strategy programming issues at the country and
regional levels. Thus, the evaluation will not assine efficiency, effectiveness, and impact of
individual projects, except to illustrate changesas the Global Assessment or critical
programming issues.

OVERALL OBJECTIVE OF THE EVALUATION:
To provide systematic and objective assessmerESdiinded mine actions in Africa to generate
credible and useful lessons for decision-makelswailg them to improve the planning and
management of existing and future mine action ptsjg@rogrammes, and policies.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
1. To assess the relevance of EC-funded mine actwiga-vis:
- the geographic and thematic priorities definechimm $trategies for 2002-2004 and 2005-
2007,
national and regional needs, strategies, and peisri
EC Country Strategy Papers and National Indicairegrammes for mine-affected
countries in Africa;
EC strategy documents for Africa or major sub-ragim Africa;
2. To analyse the allocation of funds among mine-éé@states in Africa, and across the
various components of mine action (survey, cleaaMRE, etc.);
3. To assess the effectiveness of EC-funded minerastipport in:
- addressing the landmine & UXO problems in mine-@#d partner countries
fostering national ownership and the developmembadl capacities;
supporting the overall development and rehabititapriorities/ programmes of the
beneficiary countries;
4. To assess the coordination among the EC and ogeaicees supporting mine action in a
country (national; UN; donors; international NG@&;.);
5. To assess the impact of deconcentration on thenpigrand delivery of EC support to mine
action in Africa;
6. To assess the potential impact of the end of teeip budget line for anti-personnel
landmines on future mine action support from thet&@&frica;
7. To make recommendations to improve the identificgtthe definition, the implementation
and the impact of EC-funded mine projects;
8. To generate recommendations to enhance the oppgrsuior cross-fertilisation among mine
action programmes in Africa and globally.

TERMS OF REFERENCE
The full Terms of Reference (TORSs) are attachedirasex 1.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

The evaluation entailed: (i) preliminary planningladata collection; (ii) selection of ‘focus
countries’ to which missions would be undertakéi);desk research, including the review of
recent evaluations of mine action programmes incafr(iv) missions to the focus countries
(Angola, Somalia, and Sudan); and (v) analysisrapdrting. During the initial phase, two
rounds of questionnaires were submitted to the E@4Is mine action team and to EU
delegations in African countries that had recei&ifunding for mine action. The responses
allowed the identification of the key evaluatiosiie$® and the selection of focus countries.

% The Africa evaluation is the first of the six regal evaluations, so extended consultations toa&eplo prepare the
Terms of Reference, which will serve as the modettie other regions.



Country mission reports were drafted for each effdtus countries and distributed widely for
comments before the overall report was written.

The Evaluation Team comprised Ted Paterson, GICldBd-bf Evaluation (Team Leader); Vera
Bohle, GICHD Evaluation Officer; Léonie Barnes, GID National Mine Action Standards
Officer; Mohamed Ahmed, GICHD Regional Coordindtmr MENA and East Africa; and
Pamela Rebelo, a consultant based in Mozambiquehat@onducted a number of mine action
evaluations. The country missions were organisddlbsvs:

Country Timing Team Members

Angola 28 March-4 April Vera Bohle & Pamela Rebelo

Somali 24 Marclt-6 April Ted Paterson & Mohamed Ahnr

Sudan 21-27 March Vera Bohle (to Khartoum)
1C-20 April Léonie Barnes (to Juba & Y

In addition, Ted Paterson attended the joint EU-3¢¢urity Dialogue Workshop, 18-20 April
2007 in Addis Ababa, where a range of concernsidioly landmines, explosive remnants of war
(ERW), small arms and light weapons (SALW), anddisament, demobilisation and
reintegration (DDR) were discussed.

Reporting was done in two stages. Separate repertsfirst prepared for the three focus
countries, with drafts submitted to EC headquadersthe EC Delegations and, subsequently, to
other stakeholders (national mine action centrésagencies, demining NGOs, etc.) for their
review and comments. The individual country repamese then finalised and the main report for
the regional evaluation prepared.



It has proven to be extraordinarily difficult torapile a complete and accurate listing of EC
funded mine action project8 Our best estimate is that the EC has committéehat €91.8
million for mine action in 12 countries of Africinse 2002’ Of this, approximately €51 million
was committed in 2005-07 — the period covered lysécond EC Mine Action Strategy.

Figure 4 — EC Funding commitments for Mine Action
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Funds came from the EDEECHO, the dedicated APL budget line, and at leastother special
budget line (Rapid Response Mechanism — BfRMs well, in Sudan the Community Based
Relief and Rehabilitation Programme (RRP), with &fillion in STABEX funding® at its
disposal, has granted €10.7 million to two NGO ootia for projects that incorporate mine
action® Clearly, some of the officers responsible for mation in the EC Delegations have
shown great initiative in obtaining funds from soes outside the thematic budget line and the
current EDF.

The €50.9 million committed in 2005-07 is almost@sely in line with the financial target set in

% This difficulty was also highlighted in the repori the Global Assessment of EC support to minemcbifficulties
include confusion between planned and committeatrég, the inclusion of demining sub-componentsevietbpment
projects, the transfer of project files from Brusge the relevant EC Delegations, the fact thatfucame through a
variety of EC funding mechanisms, and the fact tliff¢rent officers compiled different lists ovéret years.

2T |n order of the amount of funds committed: Ang@&agdan, Ethiopia, DRC, Senegal, Mozambique, Somalia
Burundi, Eritrea, Uganda, Guinea Bissau, Tunesia.

28 |Including, for Sudan, the EDF Humanitarian Plusgpammes (HPP 1 & 2).

2 The Rapid Reaction Mechanism was created by EQi¢lloBegulation No 381/2001 “to allow the Community to
respond in a rapid, efficient and flexible mannersituations of urgency or crisis or to the emapgeof crisis.” This
was administered via a separate budget line, marag8russels (similar to the APL budget line).

30 STABEX (Systéme de Stabilisation des Recettes d'Expor}atias an EC compensatory financing scheme to
smooth export earnings from agricultural commodifier ACP countries. It was part of the Lomé Cortiem and
abolished by the Cotonou Agreement in 2002.

31 MAG is providing mine action services for one caonisim, which DanChurchAid (DCA) covers the secofie
Evaluation Team has been unable to determine hoehmtithis funding has been reserved for mine acgo this is
not included in our figures.

EVALUATION OF EC-FUNDED MINE ACTION PROGRAMMES IN A FRICA
29.02.200¢ 4



the second EC Mine Action Strategy (€51 milliorgliding €13 million from the AP line). The
financial targets for mine action funding to Afrifca the entire period since 2002 have been
exceeded.

Figure 5 — Financial targets & estimated commitment s for 2002-04 and 2005-07

O Target
B Est. commitments

2002-04

2005-07

A significant proportion of total EC funding for ne action goes to Africa. While it is difficult to
reconcile funding data from different sources, beords we have compiled for Africa amount to
over one-third of all EC funding for mine actiorpoeted by Landmine Monitor for the period
2002-06. As well, the proportion going to Africapagars to have increased.

Total EC funding to EC funding to mine % to

mine action action in Africa Africa
2002-04 €145.2 million €40.9 million 28.1%
2005-06 €107.8 million €50.9 million 47.2%
Total €253.0 million €91.8 million 36.3%
Sources: Total EC funding — Landmine Monitor; Funding for Africa — our figures

The data we have compiled indicate that just oedfrdf all EC funding for mine action in Africa
has gone to Angola. Sudan has been the next bigggptent country in Africa (14% of total EC
funding for mine action since 2002), followed byiepia (10%), DRC (5%), Senegal (5%), and
Somalia (4%). Funding to most countries was redsgrseieady or increased in the second

period, but funding to both Eritrea and Mozambifglesignificantly in 2005-07 compared to the

previous period.

Table 1 — Estimated commitments by country (€ milli ons)
2002-04 2005-07 Total %

Angola 104 37.3 47.7 52%
Burundi 0.0 2.4 2.4 30
DR Congo 2.4 1.9 4.3 5%
Eritrea 1.6 0.0 1.6 204
Eritrea / Ethiopia 1.0 0.0 1.0 1%
Ethiopia 1.0 8.0 9.0 10%
Guinea Bissau 0.6 0.0 0.6 1%

EVALUATION OF EC-FUNDED MINE ACTION PROGRAMMES IN A FRICA
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2002-04 2005-07 Total %
Mozambique 2.9 0.5 34 4%
Senegal 0.0 4.2 4.2 5%
Somalia 15 1.8 3.3 4%
Sudan 7.2 5.4 12.6 14%
Tunisia 0.0 0.5 0.5 1%
Uganda 0.1 1.0 1.1 1%
Total 28.7 63.1 91.8 100%

Financing targets for individual countries for 2@05-07 period were, for the most part, met or
exceeded. The exceptions were:

Target Our estimate Apparent Reason

Eritrea €2.0 €0.0 The Eritrean government expelled
demining NGOs and repeatedly disrupted

the work of the UNMEE mission

Mozambique €2.0 €0.5 Poor performance by UNDP and IND on an

earlier grant

Senegal €10.0 €4.2 The €10 million in planned EDF funding
could not have been fully used given large

grants from France?

Somalia €3.5 €1.8 The EC Delegation for Somalia do not view
mine action as a priority and did not
provide the EDF funding shown in the

indicated plan.

In each case, the reason for not providing thestatjamount of funding appears reasonable.

The bulk of EC funding for mine action in Africasibeen channelled via NGOs, with most of
the rest going to UN agencies (particularly the UND

The UNDP has been the single biggest recipient@fuading for mine action in Africa,
receiving at least €27.4 million since 2002. Amdimg international NGOs, Mines Advisory
Group (MAG) has received over €9.7 million in EQugis since 2002, while HALO Trust (€5.3
million), MgM (€4.5 million), Landmine Action (LMA- €4.3 million), Norwegian Peoples Aid
(NPA — €3.7 million), Intersos (€3.0 million), Sww Action Center (SAC — €2.5 million),
Handicap International (HI — €2.1 million), and DeEnChurch Aid (DCA — €1.9 million) have
also received significant sums for their mine actimrk.

EVALUATION OF EC-FUNDED MINE ACTION PROGRAMMES IN A FRICA
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Figure 6 — Funding to NGOs & UN agencies
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It proved impossible to obtain complete and aceudatta on the breakdown of financial
commitments by mine action component, in part begawany projects are for ‘integrated mine
action’ (i.e. covering more than one mine actiofidp — demining; MRE; stockpile destruction;
victim assistance; and advocacy).

Incomplete figures show that at least €5.7 millias allocated specifically to capacity buildihg
since 2002, with smaller sums going for Landmingdnt Surveys (at least €2.8 million),
stockpile destruction (at least €1.5 million), inctassistance (at least €1.4 million), and MRE (at
least €0.8 million). In total, these allocationsyttn-demining components amounted to 13.3% of
all funding for mine action, although a numbertw bther projects would have incorporated
some capacity building, MRE, and victim assistaactvities. Clearly however, the bulk of
funding went for demining, as is appropriéte.

The EC has been a major contributor to mine adtidkfrica, and perhaps the largest single
donor agency. While data problems mean the figare®nly indicative, the following graph
suggests that EC contributions ranged from 39%taf tnternational funding for the period

2002-06 for Ethiopia, to 5% in Mozambique.

%2 Projects focusing on capacity building, victimiasmce, and MRE typically would have included sapjor
activities that some in the mine action commundtfer to as ‘advocacy.’ In addition, since 2006 B has provided
financial contributions to the Sponsorship Progranwhich finances the attendance of delegates froon mine-
affected states (including many from Africa) at hmegs of States Parties. As such, EC mine actippan to Africa
has embraced all ‘pillars’ of mine action.

%3 Demining = survey, marking, and clearance.
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Figure 7 — EC mine action funding relative to total from international sources 2002-06
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The basic programming framework for EC support teenaction in any country is made-up
most directly by (i) the EC Country Strategy Pagiérthe national mine action strategy and
programme, and until recently, (iii) the EC Minetibn Strategy. However, Country Strategy
Papers and national mine action strategies argmitfluenced by a number of other policies
and strategies issued by European, African, aridmadtauthorities.

On the European side, the EC aid delivery systeqmiie complex, with DG External Relations
(RELEX) and DG Development (DEV) responsible fat policy (the latter agency also manages
programming for ACP countries) plus a separatedborate (EuropeAid Cooperation Office or
AIDCO) for the implementation of the EC assessedigeti for aid and for the European
Development Fund (EDF) covering the ACP countliegddition, humanitarian aid is managed
by the European Community Humanitarian Aid Departh{ECHO).

6 -

Until 2006, there were hundreds of specific EU tatjons empowering EC assistance for
specific aid purposes, including the two Regulaifor Mine Action. These established both
policy guidance and the APL thematic budget linELRX then formulated the two EC
Strategies for Mine Action, covering 2002-04 an@2:07 respectively. These documents
outlined how the Commission would implement the flde action policy and provided an
overall strategic focus for EC mine action progranmgn

Textbox 1 — The objectives of the Mine Action Regul  ation and Strategy

The twin Regulations adopted in 2001 were adopted as a direct response to the Convention

on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and
on Their Destruction (Ottawa Convention). Thus, the Regulations were explicitly aimed at Treaty
implementation as well as humanitarian and development objectives.

Similarly, the EC Mine Action strategies specify commitment to the Mine Ban Treaty as a criterion
for assistance, along with humanitarian and development needs, strategic important to the EU,

EVALUATION OF EC-FUNDED MINE ACTION PROGRAMMES IN A FRICA
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effectiveness of the national mine action programme, and coherence with the wider assistance
programme.

It is clear therefore, that both the Regulations and the Strategies specified disarmament (i.e.
Treaty implementation), humanitarian, and developmental objectives.

The 2005 Global Assessment of the EC Policy andbAstfor mine action found th&C staff
have consistently sought to achieve high standandthe EC manages its mine action
programme at least as well as other similar intdroiaal donors(p. v), and provided a number

of recommendations for further enhancing the paddiog its implementation. However, broader
reforms to EU aid policies and institutions meduat tecommendations for mine action could not,
for the most part, be implemented. Most fundaménttdie broader reforms led to the
replacement of the hundreds of aid policy regufetie including those specific to mine action —
with a handful of broader regulations establisharignited number of geographic and thematic
instruments. As a result, the thematic budgetflimenti-personnel landmines disappeared and
the headquarters staff complement dedicated to attien was reduced in number.

A complimentary element of EU aid system reform wasogramme of deconcentration, in
which the Delegations in developing countries wgven greater responsibility and authority for
the formulation and implementation of EC aid prognaes. As correctly noted in the Global
Assessment, there are both advantages and disadeardssociated with deconcentration vis-a-
vis EC support for mine action. The fundamentalaadage is that the EU Delegations are better
positioned to monitor the political and economigelepments in each recipient country, and to
align EC development assistance with the recipienntry’s development prioriti€ However,
the EC Delegations do not have personnel with sfistknowledge on mine action, with the
expertise to fully assess the quality of mine acpoogrammes and projects, including the
technical aspects, or to properly monitor the penémce of the EC’s partners responsible for
implementing the projects (typically, internatiolE0s and UN agencied).

Thus, programming decisions for EC support for n@icgon are the result of a wide range of
influences, many of which are depicted on the foilg page. From the EC itself, there is the
overarching strategy — the European Consensus vel@snent — which identifies nine primary
areas of activity:

trade and regional integration;

the environment and the sustainable managemeratofah resources;
infrastructure, communications and transport;

water and energy;

rural development, territorial planning, agricutitand food security;
governance, democracy, human rights and suppoecfamomic and institutional
reforms;

conflict prevention and fragile states;

human development; and

social cohesion and employment. (p. 3)

34 This is in line with the international efforts émhance aid effectiveness, encapsulated in the Padlaration on Aid
Effectiveness, espousing the principles of (recipiewnership, harmonisation, alignment, resultsl autual
accountability.

35 Even when there were small units in Brussels fingusn mine action, the Global Assessment fount“fPeoposal
and project assessment has not included a rigéechsical component, and this has led to someiaieficy.” (p. vi)
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The overall strategy provides the framework forividlal country strategies and influences
ECHO programming and the actions supported by apestruments such as the APL budget
line and (more recently) the Stability Instrumesed Textbox) which, together, make-up the EC
aid programmes in specific countries. In line véttl effectiveness principles, the EC country
strategies are also influenced by the recipienhtrtgls own development priorities, normally
outlined in a national development plan/PRSP wiridiirn should be based on sector strategies
and the availability of financial resources. For &i{pport to mine action, programming decisions
should also be in-line with the national mine actstrategy (where this exists).

Textbox 2 — The Stability Instrument and Supportfo  r Mine Action

The Stability Instrument* empowers Community short-term (up to 18 months) technical and
financial assistance in response to a situation of crisis or emerging crisis, including assistance for
mine action, specified as follows: support for measures to address, within the framework of
Community cooperation policies and their objectives, the socio-economic impact on the civilian
population of antipersonnel landmines, unexploded ordnance or explosive remnants of war;
activities financed under this Regulation shall cover risk education, victim assistance, mine
detection and clearance and, in conjunction therewith, stockpile destruction; (Article 3, par. h)

In addition, the Instrument makes provision for assistance to support for the rehabilitation and
reintegration of the victims of armed conflict, including measures to address the specific needs of
women and children; (Article 3, par. k). This would include landmine survivors.

In comparison, the former Mine Action Regulations and Strategies had a broader range of
objectives — disarmament (Treaty implementation), humanitarian, and development. However,
the Stability Instrument can provide only relatively short-term support for mine action in crisis
situations to strengthen linkages between relief, rehabilitation and development and restore the
conditions necessary for long-term development assistance. Thus, there is now no specialised
instrument to support mine action with either long-term development or disarmament in mind.**

* REGULATION (EC) No 1717/2006 establishing the Instrument for Stability, 15 Nov. 2006. This also makes
for provision for assistance to various aspects of Security System Reform, including demobilisation and
reintegration of armed forces, and elements of small arms, light weapons (SALW) programming.

** Article 4(1) of the Stability Instrument does provide for longer-term assistance for ...strengthening the
capacity of law enforcement and judicial and civil authorities involved in the fight against terrorism and
organised crime, including illicit trafficking of... firearms and explosive materials.

In the case of African countries, EC programmingisiens will also be influenced by the EU
Strategy for Africa (adopted in late 2005), andig continuing EU-AU dialogue aimed at
forging a Strategic Partnership. This will focusfouor ‘clusters’ of issues, including Peace and
Security. Even before the adoption of the EU Sgater Africa, in 2004 the EU established the
African Peace Facility to support African peaceprpoperations and capacity building in the
areas of peace and securityhis instrument was started with €250 million, hre funds have
since been added.

The evolving EU-AU partnership — and particulatlyPeace and Security elements — could have
a growing influence on the scope and nature of Egpart for mine action. For example, in some

38 A central goal of the capacity building is to saffthe African Peace and Security Architecture $AP, with the
African Union (AU) and its Peace and Security Caluatthe centre.
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countries mine action support may be viewed thrautgecurity lens’. In other cases, landmine
contamination affects key regional transport agg&Yiwhich constrains trade and regional
integration. As well, the EU-AU partnership envisa@ growing role for the AU and the key
African Regional Organisations, which conceivatield play a role in mine actiof.

In addition to Country Strategies and the new Etat8gy for Africa, the EC issued regional
strategies/indicative programmes for 2002-2007 doge

Eastern and Southern Africa, with an indicativegpamnme of €223 million, 5-10% of
which could be for “Conflict prevention, resolutiand management;”

Central Africa, with an indicative programme of &b8lion, of which 5-10% could be
for conflict prevention and political dialogue;

West Africa, with an indicative programme of €23Blion, with €35 million reserved
for conflict prevention and good governance;

Southern African Development Community, with aniéative programme of €101
million, of which 20% is reserved for other (i.@mfocal) programmes.

In addition, the EU has adopted a specific strafegyhe Horn of Africe’’ covering the
Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGADgmbers — Djibouti, Ethiopia, Eritrea,
Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, and Uganda. This focusesgional security concerns including the
Ethiopia/Eritrea conflict, Somalia, and Sudan.

Mine action is not addressed explicitly in anyludde regional strategies. However, all the
strategies envisage support for conflict prevenéind other peace and security issues, which
could include programmes to deal with the legacfesar, including landmines and ERW. As
well, the Regional Strategy for Southern Africa iie@ms possibility of additional support to the
SADC Landmine Programnié.

Landmine contamination and mine action are mentiegnesome, but not all of the CSPs for
African countries that have received EC fundingrfane action from 2002-07. In some cases,
landmine contamination is mentioned as a problamthere is no mention of EC support to
address the problem.

%7 For example, Angolan railways used to be importantransporting minerals from Zambia and the Déh@o to
international markets, and these railways are paly being reconstructed.

38 Recently, Africa’s landmine and other ERW probldmse now been mentioned in the Africa-EU Strategic
Partnership, and the Action Plan for 2008-2010 inastactivities tanhance capacity building, networking,
cooperation and exchange of information Small Aamd Light Weapons (SALW), Explosive Remnants of( RRW)
and Anti-Personnel Landmines (APM), as well astfagainst illicit trafficking.(p. 6)

%9 Strategy for Africa: An EU regional political pagrship for peace, security and

development in the Horn of Africa, 20 Oct. 2006.

4% This SADC programme received significant fundig§ (illion?) prior to the adoption of the Stratdgy 2002-
2007. Apparently, the bulk of the funding was nesgent.
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Table 2 — Mine Action in EC Country Strategy Papers

Country Contamination mentioned EC support for mine action mentioned

Angola Yes Yes — as part of rural development/food security

DRC No No

Ethiopia Yes Only past support for mine risk education

Eritrea Yes Yes — as part of the post-conflict rehabilitation
programme

Guinea Bissau Yes Yes — support from the APL thematic budget line

Mozambique Yes No

Senegal Yes No

Somalia Yes Yes — support from the APL thematic budget line

Sudan Yes Yes — as part of sustainable livelihoods and DDR

Uganda No No
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Angola is a huge, sparsely populated country —dsi¢jgan France, Spain and Portugal combined,
but with an estimated population of only 16 millidgfrollowing a long struggle, it achieved
independence from Portugal in 1975, but then sediférom continuing, often intense conflict for
most of the period until the 2002 death of Joseghirbi, the leader of the main rebel faction
(UNITA).

The conflicts led to extensive contamination. Urgitently, some reports stated that vast areas —
up to 400,000 kin(35% of the country!) — was suspected of contatiinabut the Landmine
Impact Survey (LIS) has now reduced this estimgtever 99% to between 1,239 kiand 207

km? (upper and lower bounds, respectively). Still, @tr2,000 communities, home to an
estimated 2.4 million people (15% of the populatisemain impacted to some degree.
Thousands of Angolans have been killed or injunethhdmines and other ERW, but the number
of victims appears to be falling quicklyydue both to mine action and the fact that mosigedés

and IDPs have returned or re-settled permanently.

Rich in oil, diamonds, and other natural resouréegjola has experienced rapid economic
growth since the conflict ended, and the governrhastnow shifted from emergency post-
conflict measures to large reconstruction and agreknt investments. However, most Angolans
remain extremely poor and still lack access todojpsblic services. Average life expectancy at
birth is only 41 years (lower than the overall aggr for Sub-Saharan Africa); under-five child
mortality is 260 per 1,000 live births (the secdnghest rate in the world); almost half of
Angola’s children suffer from malnutrition; and $ethan 20% of the population has access to
electricity. Income distribution — already among thost unequal in the world — appears to be
increasing’® While these problems are legacies of conflictime degree, corruption also
hampers progress — Angola is viewed as one of thet norrupt countries in the world, ranking
147 out of 179 countries in the Transparency I@tiéonal index for 2007.

Rapidly increasing government revenues, coupleld laige loans from China and the fact that
oil is of such geopolitical importance, mean thagala is not dependant on foreign donors and
international financial institutions. Donors do yide significant funding, motivated in part at
least by the continued poverty, but they appeaate limited policy leverage over the
Government.

Since the end of the war, the Government has dgo®d job on most macro-economic
measures, and is correctly embarking on a hugadtnfrcture reconstruction programme that will
reconnect Angola’s vast interior to urban and méional markets, another problem looms on
the horizon that promises to be even more chaltgntgi the country’s economic managers, and
which could prove devastating to the rural popalati

“1 Victims recorded by the LIS fell from 195 in 2084133 in 2005

“2 During the 1990s, Angola’s Gini coefficient roserh 0.54 to 0.62 (a higher number means greatquirity) —
significantly higher even than other African oibpiucers with acknowledged inequality problems: Nag€).51) and
Cameroon (0.44).
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Textbox 3 — Roads, Rural Development, and the ‘Dutc  h disease’ in Angola

The World Bank’s recent Country Economic Memorandum highlights the dangers to agriculture
and rural livelihoods in a major oil-producing country such as Angola. While improved
transportation links often benefit farmers by reducing their input costs and enhancing their access
to urban markets, in Angola’s case these benefits will be more-than-offset by the competition
from cheap imports. Oil revenues have boosted Angola’s exchange rate, making imports cheaper
in local-currency terms and making many Angolan products uncompetitive in export markets (this
is termed the ‘Dutch disease’).

The typical overvaluation of the currency in real terms observed in oil-rich countries can be a
major disaster for the agricultural sector. In Angola, for example, every farmer wishing to produce
maize for the coastal urban market has been effectively taxed by the real appreciation of the
Kwanza, especially over the past 2 years. Casual evidence indicates that they may not be
competitive with imports at current exchange rates, but that they enjoy some de facto protection
in the interior due to the extremely poor roads. It is thus clear that once the logistical
infrastructure is rehabilitated, the rural farm production will have to compete with cheap imported
goods and tradable commodities, such as cereals. In this case, a possible way to prevent
widespread depression in the agricultural sector is by rapidly increasing its competitiveness...The
key question, however, is whether productivity gains can be large enough to offset the
disadvantages posed by the strong currency... (p. 97)

The Bank points out that there is significant potential for increasing agricultural productivity as
Angola has large areas of fertile land with adequate rainfall.* But significant investment is needed
now before farming households are driven into destitution and retreat into subsistence
agriculture. Unfortunately, the GOA has budgeted little for agriculture** and, even worse, the
Ministry of Finance has not released all the budgeted amounts to the Ministry of Agriculture, so
salaries consume almost all the funds that are made available.

* At independence, Angola was self-sufficient in food production, the largest staple food exporter in sub-
Saharan Africa and one of the world’s biggest coffee exporters. (AfDB/OECD, 2007, p. 5)
** |n 2004, just 0.64% of the national budget and less than 2% of the Public Investment Programme. (p. 98)

6

Angola has one of the largest mine action prograsiméfrica, which started during the quasi-
peace following the 1994 Lusaka Peace AccordsnAsadst other mine-affected countries, the
bulk of funding has gone to demining, mostly cortdddy international NGO¥.In 1995, the
Government, assisted by the UNDP, made an initieh#pt to establish an integrated Mine
Action Centre and operator (the Instituto AngolaledRemocéo de Obstaculos e Engenhos
Explosivos — INAROEE), but this was never effectifecordingly, the Government created the
Inter-sectoral Commission on Demining and HumaigtaAssistance (CNIDAH) in 2001 to
serve as the National Mine Action Authority and Eliction Centre. CNIDAH has developed
some capacities (including the establishment ofipmal sub-offices), it remains weak in the
important QA/QC function.

Currently, there are two almost distinct deminimggsgammes in Angola. The INGOs work

mainly in rural areas on route opening and cleaaf@reas that pose dangers to lives and
livelihoods. Increasingly, the INGOs coordinateeefively with provincial governments and
CNIDAH sub-offices. Meanwhile, the Government hasuised its mine action funding on its

43 HALO Trust, NPA, MAG, MgM, and DCA are operatingreently, while Santa Barbara Foundation and
INTERSOS had demining operations in the past. titexh, the firm Mechem conducted large route-veafion
operations in support of UN peacekeeping and huiaaain operations following the Lusaka Peace Accord
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huge infrastructure reconstruction programme — demgisupport to that programme is provided
by local commercial firms plus three national openrsi* working under the coordination of the
Comissao Executiva de Desminagem (CED).

Funding for mine action from both international doand the Government has been increasing
since the end of the wat However, coordination both among donors and betvdesors and

the Government remains weak. In 2005, 6.9 &fland was cleared of mines and 16.9 kvas
released via area reduction. At this rate, clearafi&known minefields would take 30-50 years,
but the Government believes that its planned imvests in national capactfwill allow

clearance of all high- and medium-priority site$i8 years.

The EC has been the principal donor to mine adtigkngola;'’ contributing over EUR 47

million from 2002-072 for (in order of size) demining by INGOs; deminiimgsupport of
infrastructure rehabilitation; capacity developmsmpport to CNIDAH (via UNDP); the LIS;
stockpile destruction; and victim assistance. BiydelC support to mine action has followed the
EU policy on Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Dewpment (LRRD — see textbox). This seems
the appropriate strategy and a transition has beste from funding emergency operations to
support for rehabilitation. The EC and the INGOisas been funding are still struggling with
how best to link mine action and development. Th@gpand monitoring and evaluation (M & E)
frameworks for demining projects still do not ingorate clear development objectives and
indicators to ensure the projects can be assesdethis of developmental outcomes.

Textbox 4 — The EU Policy on Linking Relief, Rehabi litation and Development (LRRD)

The concept of LRRD originates from the 1980s in response to concerns about the “grey zone”
between humanitarian assistance, rehabilitation, and development. The instruments and working
methods used in these different types of assistance programmes differ in time frames,
implementing partners, the role of national authorities, and the content of interventions.

In 1996, the EC developed a basic rationale for LRRD.* It was acknowledged that short-term
relief mechanisms do not and, in some cases, cannot systematically take into account long-term
development issues. At the same time, development policy should better assist countries to deal
with natural disasters, conflicts and other crises. These deficiencies could be reduced if relief and
development were appropriately linked, which is not simply a matter of ensuring a smooth
transition from emergency to development assistance; rather, it includes disaster preparedness
and preventing/resolving conflicts.

There is no unique model for LRRD. Broad recommendations include: improved donor
coordination; adjustment of the EU’s own instruments, working methods and internal
mechanisms; avoiding parallel structures for relief and development in a country; and clarifying
who is responsible for what.

Demining is mentioned in various contexts in the LRRD documents,** which stress the need to

44 The Instituto Nacional de Desminagem (INAD), efghied in 2003 from the remains of INAROEE; the Afam
Army (FAA) and the Gabinete de Reconstrucéo Nadi@@RN).

5 Donors contributed $21 million in 2003, $28 mitlitn 2004, and over $35 million in 2005.

6 The Government has announced plans to train anip é8 demining brigades (about 3,000 personnehAA,
GRN, and INAD and to develop a significant mechahatearance capacity.

47 Other major donors are Japan, U.S.A., Norway, ttié Netherlands, Finland, and Germany.

“8 The EC Delegation stated total contributions aflatEUR 60 million since 2003.
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integrate mine action into post-conflict planning and the wider development context.

In theory, LRRD can be promoted within EC Country Strategy Papers (CSP), which analyse all
aid-relevant aspects in a country and outline a five year plan (indicative programme). The plan
includes aid provided through all EU mechanisms including the EDF, thematic budget lines,
ECHO, and the Rapid Response Mechanism (RRM).

* Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on Linking Relief,
Rehabilitation and Development (LRRD), COM (1996) 153 final of 30.04.1996. See also, Communication
from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and
Development — An assessment, COM (2001) 153 final of 23.04.2001

** |n the 1996 document under a separate paragraph “The particular case of anti-personnel mines” (p. 8),
and as instrument reacting in post-conflict situations (p. 19). The 2001 document also mentions demining
under post-conflict situation needs (p. 7), and a separate paragraph on demining stresses the importance of
integrating demining within the CSPs (p. 19).

In line with the LRRD approach, the EC has providephificant funding to demining in support
of infrastructure, while coordination among the I8§ provincial governments, and CNIDAH
sub-offices to determine local priorities has bigeproving. However, coordination with the
national ministries in Luanda remains inadequateraime action organisations appear not to be
aware of the impending ‘Dutch disease’ crisis fgni@ultural and rural development. As such, no
one in mine action is working through the impliocat of, and appropriate programming
responses to the potential devastation of rureliieods.

8 -
It appears that the EC should base any stratedgytiare support to mine action on two broad
principles:

the need to address Angola’s humanitarian and dpsednt requirements (which in
many areas will require mine action), as well &sNMBT objectives,

the fact that it is — first-and-foremost — the Guoweent’s responsibility to meet the needs
of its citizens and to address the country’s lamdngroblem. The new Strategic Plan for
Mine Action is an improvement on earlier plans, ibig for the GOA to take the lead on
implementing this strategy and meeting the targetb, donors playing a supporting

role.

While continued support for mine action is warrahtte EC Delegation should now formulate
more thorough plans for its future support to mangon in Angola — a task which is complicated
by the absence of adequate strategic mine actam(flom the government) or capacity
development strategy (from the government or th®BN

There remain serious questions concerning the @owant’'s commitment to capacity
development so it can assume responsibility foroAaig landmine problem. In particular, there
appears to be a reluctance to acknowledge perfaergiortcomings and to discuss realistic
ways of overcoming these. However, many observelisue that CNIDAH’s performance has
improved in some areas and that some of its stafbath capable and committed. It may be
feasible to work with these individuals and focusrettightly on the most essential capacities
(e.g. information management and QA/QC), while gatsing that strengthening CNIDAH
overall will require greater senior-level commitrhéman currently exists.

While there remain concerns whether there is adequemmitment in Luanda to build the
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appropriate capacity for the national mine actiomgpamme, there might also be a credible
option at the province level where Vice Governgigear to be engaged, reasonably well-
informed, and not overly confident about their cafp@s. As a result, coordination is better at the
provincial level, with a move toward provincial miaction plans generated in cooperation with
the international mine action organisations. Oiraef the provincial governments might voice
demands for increased government attention toekieldpment priorities of the interior,
including mine action and, more generally, ruralelepment.

The two points mentioned above suggest the poisgibflusing possible entry points for
effective mine action more aggressively.

UNDERSTANDING AND MONITORING DEVELOPMENTAL OUTCOMES
Now that Angola has emerged from its emergendg,iihportant that mine action is more tightly
aligned with development priorities at the natigpabvincial, and local levels. This is
happening, but it remains impossible to assessrhogh mine action is contributing to
development because the INGOs and other mine aatitmns have not yet devised systems of
reporting progress and achievements based on ngfahineasures afutcomege.g. changes in
the well-being of people in mine-affected commuasfiplus growing national capacities) rather
than simplyoutputs

MORE COMPLEX STRATEGY AND PROGRAMMING ISSUES
The danger of rural impoverishment has importamlications for Angola’s mine action
programme. The Government is focussing its min@acontributions on demining support by
Angolan operators (both public and private) toittffeastructure programme. Meanwhile, donors
continue to finance international demining NGOsvtwk in rural areas, both to open secondary
roads and to clear contaminated areas that pogegedto rural lives and livelihoods. This
demining work is facilitating the economic integoat of the interior, which opens new potential
markets but also exposes agricultural producecstapetition from imports. With the exchange
rate bolstered by massive natural resource revenuas producers will not be able to compete
with imports without significant increases in agttaral productivity. But the government has
not been investing in agriculture. On the curresiettory, therefore, demining is hastening the
influx of imports that could destroy the livelihaodf the rural people the demining agencies are
trying to assist.

GENERAL

In the Cold War geopolitical environment of the @8,/Somalia’s President, Siad Barre, built
sub-Saharan Africa’s largest army and invaded [pthis Ogaden region, initiating one of the
continent’s major post-colonial wars. Somalia ha$esed from internal conflict for most of the
subsequent period. Prolonged civil war led to therthrow of Barre regime in 1991. Since then,
Somalia has lacked a central governrifeamd, for long periods, anarchy has reigned intSout
Central Somalia. At the same time, Somaliland lchgesed de facto independence and a
significant degree of stability, while Puntland kasablished an autonomous administration that
is able to discharge at least some state functions.

“® The international community recognises the Tréositl Federal Government (TFG), formed following tidoption
of a constitutional framework for a five-year traimn based on federal principles — the Transitidrederal Charter of
the Somali Republic — by the Somali National Reda@tmn Conference in January 2004.
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Within the past year, Ethiopia’s army (backing Tmansitional Federal Government — TFG)
overthrew the Islamic Courts Union in heavy figltimtermittent conflict has raged in
Mogadishu (mainly between Ethiopian forces andllolzmn militias), and there have been
repeated conflicts between Somaliland and Punth&ed the disputed regions of Sool, Sanaag,
and the south-western Togdheer.

The Ogaden War and the extended period of inteavdlicts led to extensive landmine and
other ERW contamination. While minefields in Soraalre less extensive than those in some
other post-conflict African countries such Angdihiopia, and Mozambique, border minefields
appear to have a significant impact in some ama$all parts of the country suffer from
widespread ERW contamination. Continuing confligtsluding, in all probability, the laying of
new minefields) plus population movements meantti@tontamination problem has a serious
impact. On a per capita basis, Somalia appears thebmost seriously impacted country in
Africa.

Figure 9 — Estimated annual victims per million (hi gh and low estimates)
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Mine action began in Somaliland during 1991-93 witrarance by the company Rimfire. After a
five-year hiatus, the current mine action prograntmegan in 1998 (again in Somaliland), with
the beginning of a UNDP mine action programmepfgd by the arrival of three international
mine action NGOs — the Danish Demining Group (DD3¢,HALO Trust, and St. Barbara
Foundation — all operating in Somaliland. St. Bealddoundation has since departed while DDG
has shifted its focus from demining to broader veegpcontamination programmes (EOD and,
more recently, small arms light weapons — SALWAylag HALO Trust as the only demining
operator. In addition, Handicap International hasked with other mine action organisations in
Somaliland to provide Mine Risk Education (MRE)dansmattering of international
organisations and their local partners provide sagséstance to disabled people, including
landmine survivors.

The UNDP mine action programme has been a compahéné Rule of Law and Security
(ROLS) Programme (see textbox). UNDP has focusidipally on the establishment of mine
action centres in both Somaliland and Puntland thedlevelopment of explosive ordnance
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disposal capacities within the police forces inpalits of Somali&? However, UNDP mine action
plans have, for many years, advocated the develojpofidocal demining capacities within
Somali militaries. It is questionable whether tisisin appropriate approach for a country in
conflict. Further, these UNDP plans appear to [se2tan a serious misconception that the
‘military model’ for humanitarian demining has besrccessful in many other countriés.

Textbox 5 — The UNDP Rule of Law and Security (ROLS ) Programme

ROLS is an ambitious programme with the following components:
- Judiciary,
Law Enforcement (basically, strengthening police services),
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR), coupled with Small Arms
Control,
Mine Action, and
Gender and Human Rights.

ROLS evolved from the Somali Civil Protection Programme (SCPP) which started in 1997 with
funding mainly from Italy. SCPP was managed by UNOPS but, due to “serious management
and efficiency problems”, UNDP redesigned it as ROLS for direct execution, which started in
2002 (DfID, 2005). Mine Action is the only component still managed by UNOPS. Funding has
come from Canada, DFID, the EC, Germany, Norway, Sweden, UNDP/BCPR, and USAID.

ROLS covers all regions of Somalia, but in practice most activities and expenditures have been
in Somaliland and, to a lesser extent, Puntland.

Assessments of ROLS were conducted by DfID (in December 2004) and the EC (January
2006). Both missions were broadly positive and recommended continued donor support.
Unfortunately, neither assessment mission examined the mine action component because
the relevant DfID and EC funds did not cover mine action. In turn, this seems due to UNDP
mobilising resources for mine action separately from the other ROLS components, perhaps
because mine action is executed by UNOPS rather than by UNDP directly.

Further, the evaluation team had the distinct impression that this bifurcated approach to
resource mobilisation is a serious problem for the mine action component. Recent documents
on ROLS issued by UNDP Somalia have often failed to include any budget allocation for the
mine action component.* As well, the Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP)
documents** make scant mention of the need for mine action, with the RDF Report for
Somaliland lacking anything at all on mine action. Finally, the draft UNDP Country Strategy
Paper dropped any mention of mine action (although some key donors asked for it to be
included during consultation meetings the week of 17 April 2007).

This suggests that UNDP and ROLS management view mine action as something apart from
the directly executed components of ROLS, which may be why comparatively little has been
done to capitalise on the clear synergies between mine action and other security system
components (law enforcement; DDR; SALW).***

* For example, UNDP Somalia (2006), Rule of Law and Security Programme (ROLS): Programme Strategy
Phase Il 2006-2008, June 2006

50 Security conditions have prevented the EOD teaBointh Central from resuming operations.

51 For example, there are repeated references téaimen model as a successful example of using tligryias the
national demining capacity. In fact, Yemen'’s miéi@n agency (YEMAC) is a civilian agency using d#itised
military personnel who have been retrained to derntirinternational mine action standards. TheieiwiVEMAC has
been extremely successful, while the military maslas a failure. YEMAC has been supported for magsry by
UNDP, so these facts should be common knowledgangritee UNDP mine action personnel.
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** The RDP incorporates four main volumes (the overall RDP plus one volume each for Somaliland,
Puntland, and South Central) based on the Joint Needs Assessment (JNA) reports for six priority clusters
and three cross-cutting issues. All are available from:
http://www.somali-jna.org/index.cfm?Module=ActiveWeb&Page=WebPage&s=home

*** This may also reflect a tendency on the part of previous CTAs for Mine Action to see their role as a
traditional technical advisor rather than as a project manager.

Following the adoption of the Transitional Fedethlarter in January 2004, a donor conference
in Stockholm (October 2004) agreed a draft Dedlamadf Principles to guide assistance from the
donor community. This called for a short-term Rafgsistance Programme (RAP) to address
immediate needs plus the preparation of a longer Reconstruction and Development
Programme (RDP). The following year, the UN and M/&ank initiated the Joint Needs
Assessment (JNA) to provide the basis for the Riaie (extbox).

Textbox 6 — Preparing the Reconstruction and Develo  pment Programme (RDP)

In late 2005-2006, the UN Development Group (UNDG) and World Bank mobilised a technical
needs assessment team to conduct a post-conflict Joint Needs Assessment (JNA) of South
Central Somalia, Puntland, and Somaliland. Working under the guidance of the Coordination
Support Group,* the team produced six ‘cluster reports’ covering:

Governance, Security and the Rule of Law (including extensive material on mine action)
Macro-economic policy and data development

Infrastructure

Social services and protection of vulnerable groups

Productive sectors and the environment

Livelihoods and solutions for the displaced

From this, the UN and World Bank teams for Somalia produced a Reconstruction and
Development Programme (RDP, in four volumes covering Somalia as a whole, South Central,
Puntland, and Somaliland), structured along three ‘pillars’:

1. Deepening peace, improving security and establishing good governance
2. Strengthening essential basic services and social protection
3. Creating an enabling environment for private sector-led growth

The RDP now serves as the principal framework for international assistance to Somalia. For
example, the draft UNDP Country Assistance Strategy is derived from the RDP, and the World
Bank has just adopted an Interim Support Strategy based on the RDP. As well, the EC Somalia
Strategy for EDF 10 follows the three RDP pillars.

* Comprising the key supporting donors (EC as chair, Italy, Norway, Sweden and the UK); the Transitional
Federal Government (TFG), the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), the International
Finance Corporation, the NGO Consortium, and the UN and WB.

The RDP is a five-year, $2.25 billion programmesefjuenced activities agreed with Somali
authorities (TFG, plus Puntland and Somalilafidyhich is intended to provide a framework for
donors to design their own assistance programmes. durable peace is far from certain, it
remains unclear whether the increases in assiseangsaged by the RDP will be feasible, so key

52 As in the past, there is provision for ‘asymmesitgagement’ in recognition that security and githa capacities
vary widely across Somali regions.
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agencies are also revising their short- and medarm-plans. For example, the UN country team
has determined its short-term focus will includeérsgthening the national police
force...disarmament, demobilization and reintegrdt{éteport of the Secretary GeneraQ

April 2007, p. 10) — core elements of the UNDP RQit&gramme but, apparently, not including
mine action. The UN country team has also prepareédansition Plan for 2008-2009, with one

of the core areas being “contributing to betterljgigecurity and access to justice to replace
impunity and mistrust in institutions.” (ibid, p1)LAgain, it is unclear whether this embraces
mine action.

It appears that total mine action funding for Saenbhs been reasonably steady at about $4+
million since 2001. The bulk of this funding hasbelelivered via international NGOs, with all
the remainder channelled via the UNDP. Perhaps @0&tore of total funding has been
expended in Somaliland.

Since 2002, the bulk of EC funding for mine acti@s been provided via the dedicated budget
line for mine action, managed in Brussels. Thigikthtwo project agreements totalling
approximately € 3.3 million (about $3.95 milliot)This represents about 16% of total donor
funding for Somalia over that period. Both grantsevawarded to UNDP for support to (i) the
LIS (Phases 2 and 3 respectively) and (ii) capa®@tyelopment (of the regional MACs, Police
EOD teams, plus mine action policy development).

While the current strategy and programming docurders not preclude funds for mine action, it
is clear that the EC Delegation for Somalia dogshebieve it should be providing such support.
It does not see landmines and ERW as priority requénts for the country and, in line with the
principles of the Paris Declarat®rand with guidelines for working with fragile stat¢he
Delegation is trying to focus the EC programme ngtrategically on a limited number of
sectors, as follows:

governance (including the links to security)
education (consistent with the EU Consensus an&teategy for Africa), and
livelihoods.

8 -

The explosives contamination problem in Somaliseappto have been misdiagnosed and
undersold by the initial UNDP mine action team.sTiieans that donors, including the EC
Delegation, are forced to make decisions with ad@guate frame with which to assess needs
and potential benefits.

The initial UNDP team formulated an inappropriatgon for capacity development. The
underlying concept is for the militaries to provideal demining capacity. This was based on a
lack of understanding about how successful demipiegrammes in countries such as Yemen
are organised, and is extremely inapt in a counhgre the local militaries are still engaged in

%3 The first (€ 1.5 million) was from funds availal#e2002 (but not awarded until 2003), while thecsed (€ 1.8
million) was from funds available in 2004, but retarded until 2006.

54 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness: Ownershigrmonisation, Alignment, Results, and Mutual Asotability,
2005.
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conflicts. As well, the MACs in both Somaliland aRdntland are viewed as UN units by local
officials.

UNDP plans for the ROLS programme give little cdesation of potential synergies among
mine action and SALW, DDR, reform of police sengcetc. More broadly, the potential
contributions of mine action to other pillars ofémational support to Somalia remain
unrecognised. By clearing pastureland and traditionigration routes, mine clearance enhances
livelihoods and reduces vulnerability for pastest@i All aspects of mine action can also be
viewed as simply public services, the effectivevdel of which restores public confidence in the
state and its organs.

Sudan is Africa’s largest country (twice the sizédngola). With an estimated population of 37
million, large areas are sparsely populated, inolythe South which has suffered from conflict
for all but 10 years since independence in 195fltieg in serious neglect, lack of infrastructure
development, and extensive destruction. Duringetitesflicts, more than 2 million people died,
and over 4 million were internally displaced or @@ refugees.

Major conflicts include the two prolonged civil veaf1955-72, then 1983-2005) between the
North and the South. However, other conflicts exighcipally in Darfur (which at times has
spread into Chad),>® while rebel groups from other countries have haseb in Sudan for long
periods (e.g. the Lord’s Resistance Army).

While language, religious, and ethnic differencedarlie the various internal conflicts, the
discovery of oil has become a complicating facésrsome of the principal reserves lie in
disputed areas. As well, oil has brought higheregopment revenues and heavy foreign
investment (particularly from China), which meahs international community has less leverage
on the Government and UN Security Council memberdess likely to agree on decisive actions
in response to intransigence on the Governmenttsmpaegotiating or adhering to peace
agreements with opposition groups.

The second North-South civil war ended with the @orhensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in
early 2005, which established a power-sharing gowent’ in Khartoum to rule the country for
six years. It also granted autonomy for South Swohdih 2011, at which time an independence
referendum will be held. The CPA included spedifigulations for the oil-rich “Three
Transitional Areas®® where the final North-South boundary has not getrbagreed.

Following the signing of the CPA, the internationammunity established the United Nations
Mission in Sudan (UNMIS), with the adoption of SeguCouncil Resolution 1590. UNMIS has
a seven year mandate to see through the impleriwentdtthe result of the national unity
referendum. UNMIS operations follow three pillais,

%5 Chad declared war on Sudan in December 2005 becdBudanese support for the Rally for Democraxy a
Liberty rebel movement.

56 Another insurgency ended in the east when the Bavent and the Eastern Front movement signed arpsiveging
agreement in October 2006.

5" The Government of National Union (GoNU).

%8 The Southern Kordofan (Nuba Mountains) and Blue Kiiates, plus the Abyei area
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1. Make peace sustainable;
2. Guarantee human rights of all the people of Sudan;
3. Reduce poverty and the high levels of economicuaéty.

Mission tasks include support for the implementatibthe Ceasefire Agreement and the
investigation of violations; donor liaison; assista to DDR programmes and police services
reform; rule of law and human rights; facilitatitige return of refugees and IDPs; and
humanitarian assistance (in part, by helping tal#sth the necessary security conditions).
Within the mandate, UNMIS should alassist the parties to the CPA in cooperation witieo
international partners in the mine action sectoy,gyoviding humanitarian demining assistance,
technical advice, and coordinatich.

A Special Representative of the Secretary Gen8REG) is mandated to coordinate all UN
activities in Sudan. The Mission has a force prtatecmandate to protect UN personnel and
ensure their freedom of movement. The Military comgnt of the Mission is headed by the
Force Commander, who is responsible for monitotiregceasefire and force protection.

Contamination stems from multiple conflicts from kdowar Il onwards, but the major

problems are the result of the Second North-Sowthvear (1983-2005). This was a guerrilla
conflict in which the Government used anti-persdéfaredmines to protect its garrison towns and
to interdict the SPLA? while the SPLA used landmines to block governnfiertes in the towns
and to interdict their supply lines by plantingiarghicle mines on roads.As a result, 21 of the
26 states in Sudan are believed to have an explsiontamination problem, with contamination
heaviest in the South and the “Three Areas” , wihergaminated areas include agricultural land,
grazing land, access routes and connection roddeée major towns and villages, plus bridges,
and major transport routes to Uganda, the DemacRapublic of Congo (DRC), and Kenya. In
addition, the contamination affected the deliveirjood aid and other humanitarian assistance
and has delayed the return of displaced personscéingees.

While surveying has not been completed, at the tifriee country mission the UN Mine Action
Office (UNMAO) had registered dangerous areas (DAseven regions (18 states, as some
regions such as Darfur and Kordofan have more onanstate). A total of 1,905 Dangerous
Areas (DAs) have been recorded of which over 732 Imeen cleared or verified as safe. About
4,000 mine victims have been recorded, but the murmbnew casualties has been under 100 per
year since 2004.

Broadly speaking, landmines and other ERW creamblem in Sudan —mainly in the South and
the Three Areas — by hindering refugee returndtiivery of emergency aid, and development
efforts. Often it is not a large number of explesivbut the suspected contamination — mainly on
roads — has been the principal problem. Still peceived threat remains a problem as it inhibits
use of infrastructure and other socio-economictasse

6
Mine action has played an important role in thd@aament of a cease fire and, ultimately, the

%9 Sudan Unified Mission Plan, page 7, www.sudangy.or

% The armed wing of the Sudan People’s Liberatiorvéfioent (SPLM).

51| andmines were also used to terrorize local pdjmia to diminish support for the opposition. FerthHuman
Rights Watch also reported that the GOS has uselrimes in its efforts to control the oil fieldssouthern Sudan.
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peace agreement. The 2002 Nuba Mountains CeasAdiieement between GOS and SPLM/A
established the international Joint Military Comsios (JMC) to monitor the ceasefire and
created an opportunity for safe mine action in Beurt Kordofan. In the same year, a
Memorandum of Understanding was signed betweeG®8, SPLM, and UNMAS. The ensuing
concept plan for Emergency Mine Action in Sudamagéthed national and regional coordination
mechanisms in Khartoum, the Nuba Mountains and Rkmb

The first mine clearance projects were also lauticisepeace-building initiativéé Deminers
were trained from both north and south to workhi@ $ame organisation. Both GOS and
SPLM/A showed further commitment to a mine actioogpamme by accepting the obligations
of the APMBC. SPLM signed the Geneva Call Deed ain@itment in October 2001. GOS
ratified the Convention in October 2003 and it ezdento force on 1 April 2004.

Chapter VI of the CPA states that UNMIS will assist Parties’ demining efforts by providing
technical advice and coordination. (This is aldteoted in UN Security Council Regulation
1590, which established UNMIS.) According to the IS Unified Mission Plan, UNMAS is
the coordinator of a common UN mine action progranfocussing on three components:

1. Development of a mine action programme, surveyingptentially contaminated area,
clearance of priority areas, victim rehabilitat@md mine risk education.

2. Clearance of priority roads to facilitate the dgphent of the military and civilian police
components of the Mission. This includes Juba airgred UNMIS and other UN
deployment sites.

3. National capacity building through support to tla¢ional mine action authorities and
national NGOs in both the North and the South. Trigkides the development of
national technical standards.

The Mission Plan further proposes the developmeatapuntry-wide mine action strategy for
the United Nations and its partners to:

1. Support the GoNU and the GoSS in their developraknational capacity to carry out
their mine action programme;

2. Oversee the work of UNMAS and UNDP, as well as ot mine actor$?

3. Assist in creating a safe and secure environmeridmanitarian and development
activities, and the deployment of UNMIS. (Sudanfidwai Mission Plan, p. 32)

UNMAS, in collaboration with UNOPS, has establistaedN Mine Action Office (UNMAO) in
Khartoum, with regional offices in Juba (contrafjisub-offices in Wau, Rumbek, Malakal and
Yei), Kadugli (controllling sub-offices in Damazamd Kassala), and Darfur (controlling the sub-
office in Al Fashir). This decentralised structisexpensive and requires many international
personnel, but it serves the needs of a large ppwiith little infrastructure.

52 The NGOs Danish Church Aid (DCA) and Landmine Aotl.K. (LA) started operations in the Nuba moumsai
LA had taken over from Oxfam, was EC-funded andkedrwith SLIRI. DCA had the national NGO partners
JASMAR from the north and OSIL from the south. Tdhea behind this was capacity building, but subsatjy the
arrangements created command and control diffesulti

5 The UN Interagency Policy and Strategy specifiéssrfor a number of UN agencies such as UNDP (igpa
building), UNICEF (MRE), WFP (mine action in suppof emergency assistance/food delivery), UNHCRh@mi
action in support of repatriation of refugees).
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The CPA specifies the establishment of two natidleahining authorities (Northern and
Southern). These should coordinate their activitiedose cooperation with UNMAO. In the
North, the National Mine Action Authority (NMAA) v&aestablished 24 December 2005 through
Presidential Decree No. 299 and officially launcbed7 March 2006. It is based in the same
building as the UNMAO, and reports to the governtisedumanitarian Aid Commission

(HAC), which in turn reports to an inter-ministdrc@mmission under the lead of the Ministry of
Humanitarian Affairs.

In the South, the New Sudan Mine Action Directo&t8MAD) was formally established in
Jub&*in 2005. It is also collocated with the UNMAO Regal Office. NSMAD was established
in name only with little capacity to conduct coardliion activities, liaison, or mine action
planning. In August 2005, the Deputy Director ¢ tHiSMAD was removed from his duties by
the SPLM/A without explanation. In 2006, NSMAD wasnamed to South Sudan Demining
Commission (SSDC), headed by the same Director,wdrds to establish sub-offices
throughout the regions for direct operational condver the Joint Integrated Demining Units
(JIDU) of the national army. As well, in 2006, theansport and Demining Steering Committee
was established in Southern Sudan to agree mirenamiorities. It is chaired by the Office of
the Humanitarian Coordinator and is said to worK.we

UNMAO oversees the work of commercial contractband coordinates with the demining
assets of the Troop Contributing Countries andritegnational NGOs that receive direct funding
from donors. In addition, the WFP issues contrmtsurvey and road clearan®eCoordination
between WFP and UNMAO has generally been soundpaadities for road work are relatively
clear as the criteria are (i) opening access tondgand Kenya and (ii) supporting IDP and
refugee return through major regional areas amd tinemaller communities.

A National Mine Action Policy and a Strategic Framoek have been developed. They list a
variety of measures required to both (i) addressthrent needs in Sudan and (ii) support the
development of national capacities to assume greateership over time and, eventually, to deal
with the residual contamination. However, theseneaorks do not provide a clear picture of:

the likely capabilities that will be required todadss the residual contamination after the
UNMIS mandate, and
the ways, means, and timings for transferring resjtdlities progressively from
UNMAO to national organs.
Without these, a proper implementation plan foracély development support cannot be
formulated.

Since the signing of the CPA, the EC has contragpgutoximately EUR 700 million for Sudan.
The EC response strategy focussed on two issuesd-$Fecurity and Education. Additionally,
support was provided for the resettlement of IDi$far capacity building to improve
governance. Mine clearance is specifically mentioinghe context of DDR.

%4 Having been relocated from Nairobi where it hadrbsince its formation in 2002.

% Firms and NGOs, which are formally contracted hyQPS.

% |n the build-up to the CPA, WFP began road repeionstruction to reduce costs — since 2002/3 W4gRréduced
the percentage of airlifted food from 80% to ldsant 7%.
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Although it is difficult to compile a comprehensigecounting of EC-funding for Mine Action in
Sudan, it appears that, since 2001, the EC hagfuh@ projects totalling approximately EUR
12.5 million. Over half of this came via the dedethbudget line for mine action (APL budget
line). The EDF Humanitarian Plus Programmes (HRP2) funded 4 projects, and others were
funded by ECHO (3 projects) and the Rapid Respbfesthanism (1 project). As well, the
Community Based Relief and Rehabilitation PrograniRieP), with EUR 50 million in
STABEX funding at its disposal, has granted EUR/ Tillion to two NGO consortia for
projects that incorporate mine action.

The bulk of EC-funding for mine action has beeredied to the Three Areas (primarily Southern
Kordovan — Nuba Mountains), with support going dtsthe South and Eastern regions once
programming became possible in these areas in 2002006 respectively. Much of the EC
assistance has been provided to three internatd@8als (in sequence, Oxfam, LMA, HALO
Trust) which sought to work with SLIRI and its asisded local NGOs. At present, the EC is
funding projects implemented by MAG.

8-
There are two different systems in one country. #imeoncern is the unstable political situation

making any future planning difficult. This referstrjust to the North-South conflict, but also to
Darfur and the East.

There is sufficient funding for mine action throutije UN Missiorf’ At the same time, the
resources available to Sudan’s governments areiiggaapidly and they should be able to
provide significant funding for mine action. Inghiontext, the EC is a small donor for mine
action. Also, within the EC country programme, maotion is a secondary issue. This leaves
little influence and policy options for EC mineiactin Sudan. Consequently, there is no EC
strategy for mine action in Sudan, and funding depen the engagement of the responsible
officer. There has been no monitoring and evaluatigime.

Overall, clearance is going ahead well in Sudad,MRE and victim assistance programmes are
also being established. The weak point remaingmaitinstitutional and operational capacity.
Therefore, a multi-year strategy and plan for céapatevelopment is required, including steps
for progressive handover of functions (includingawrce mobilisation and alignment of mine
action with development plans at the national,aeagl, and state levels).

Mine action support needs to be provided to deveta agencies working in contaminated
areas that are beyond the current focus of the USMPhe consortium approach appeared to be
a suitable solution.

Most fundamentally, the EC Delegation should agmre&hether to focus on either or both of the
following broad goals:
capacity development for the national programme;
the delivery of mine action services in support@imunity and area development
programmes in rural areas.

57 This means however that the bulk of funding isdusesupport the needs of the UN mission.
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Conventional wars between sub-Saharan Africansstetee been relatively rare, but many of
Africa’s wars of independence and internal cordlicave had a regional dimension. For a few of
many examples:

Following its Unilateral Declaration of Independenthe lan Smith government in Southern
Rhodesia fostered the RENAMO movement in Mozambitpeeling to a protracted civil war
and — after the creation of Zimbabwe — the involeatrof the apartheid regime in South
Africa. Rhodesian forces also made frequent inoassinto neighbouring ‘front-line states’
to attack or interdict forces fighting for independe;

The apartheid regime in South Africa also madeuesd) incursions into the frontline states
to attack forces of the African National Congresd a during the Cold War period —
undertook a full-scale invasion of Angola, where government at that time was being
supported by Cuban forces.

In the aftermath of the Rwandan genocide, the DeaticdRepublic of the Congo (DRC)
was invaded by forces from a number of neighboucmgntries, causing continued
instability in the Great Lakes region;

The instability in Somalia is becoming a broadgjioeal conflict, with Ethiopia intervening
on behalf of the Transitional Government and Eaisapporting the forces of the Islamic
Courts Union.

As well, many of the on-going conflicts in Africa.g. the Horn; the Great Lakes) have a
distinctly regional dimension.

Past conflicts have resulted in contamination ftandmines and other ERW in a large number
of countries, particularly Mozambique, Angola, d&ttliopia/Eritrea but including a number of
countries that have not been at war themselvesdqenge of the former frontline states such as
Malawi and Zambia). Conceivably, some of theseamiriation problems would be best dealt
with via regional or, at least, multi-country mentsms.

Given this context, the EU has incorporated confirevention elements into all of its Regional
Strategies and Indicative Programmes, and has fatetunewer strategies (for the Horn and
Africa-wide) with very strong peace and securitynpmnents. It also created the African Peace
Facility as the Community’s major instrument fosiatance to African Peace Support Operations
and the capacity of the African Peace and SecArithitecture (APSA), centred of the with the
Peace and Security Council of the AU.

However, while Peace and Security in broad termi@t®ming a more pronounced element of
the EC aid programming framework in Africa, this et resulted in much support to regional
or multi-country mine action activities. The evaloa team has only uncovered two EC mine
action initiatives in Africa involving more than emountry®?® The first — support to the SADC
Landmine Programme — was initiated before theahliline Action Strategy and is outside the

% |n reference to EC mine action initiatives, we tregional” to refer to agreements with formal Afan Regional
institutions (e.g. SADC; ECOWAS).
59 There was also a Regional Consultation held ini®\édbaba in 2006, but this
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scope of this evaluatiofi.The second was the decision in May 2002 to aléo€a0 million in
unspent funds from an earlier EDF tranche to aksistea and Ethiopia recover from their
border war'* The funds were to be split equally between thedountries.

For Ethiopia, the government and the EC agreedé®aff the €10 million would go to support
mine action in the two regions most affected byldbeder conflict (Tigray and Afar). The grant
agreement for the mine action project was finatiyed in late 2006. The timing of this grant
was very propitious, as the bulk of the financiagrhine action in Ethiopia to that point had
been coming from the World Bank loan for the EmanyeRehabilitation Prograrfi,which was
scheduled to wrap-up at the end of 2006. It appeaishe EC grant will be the principal source
of funding to Ethiopia’s mine action programme 00Z and 2008.

8-
The most obvious issue is that, with but two exoeyst, the EC has not supported regional or
multi-country mine action initiatives in Africa it in spite of the fact that:

the bulk of the landmine/ERW contamination in sw#tv&an Africa stems from conflicts
that had clear regional dimensions;

many of the ongoing conflicts that are most likiglyesult in significant landmine/ERW
contamination are largely regional in nature.

The second issue is that neither of these twatiigs appears to have been successful from a
regional/multi-country perspective. The SADC landenprogramme has not played a significant
role in either of the two major mine action prograes in Southern Africa (Angola and
Mozambique), and does not appear to be a goingecoras a regional programme. The grant to
Ethiopia is critical for that country’s mine actiprogramme, but was originally conceived as
part of a broader cross-border peace-building effdre other components of this cross-border
initiative have never gone forward, and the EC fagdor mine action will probably be used
mainly to finance demining activities away from tiharder with Eritrea, as the bulk of demining
in Tigray and Afar is completed.

0 Although we have not been able to obtain the ptajecuments, we understand this was a signifigeanit (€5
million?) to the SADC Secretariat, and that muclhef grant was unspent.

" Martina Fors, Mission Report, Addis Ababa, 25 F2003.

"2 The mine action component of this loan was iritiakt at $40 million, but was subsequently reduoe$il5 million
and then (following an extension of the Programjréased again to approximately $18.5 million.
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Clearly, EC support for mine action in Africa haseh relevant to the objectives and priorities
set-out in the mine action Regulations and Stratedtinancing has been provided to all pillars
of mine action, with the bulk going toward demini{@as is appropriate).

Assistance to mine action is certainly relevartiath the EU Strategy for Afri¢hand to the
needs of many African countries. On some meas@fésa is considered the continent most
affected by landmines, and the EC has allocatéghéfisant proportion of its total mine action
support to it, with financial support provided tenm action programmes in 12 African countries.
Since 2002, landmine contamination has been a rhajoanitarian concern in certain countries
in Africa; particularly in Angola and Sudan followg the peace agreements in those countries,
when landmines threatened the return of millionse@iigees and IDPs and constrained the
delivery of humanitarian assistanGen this context, it is appropriate that more thaif of all

EC assistance to mine action was spent in AngalgSamian in the initial post-conflict years.

Note however that, in the period covered by tha@ation, no real EC support for mine action
has been provided as an explicitly regional iriit@t Thus, there has been no effort to capitalise
on the potential contributions from the organshef AU and the main regional associations.
Further, to the degree that some landmine and E&WAmination in Africa represents a regional
problem, it can be argued that a relevant respaosid include explicitly regional components.

There was one effort to finance a multi-countryiative (post-conflict recovery in Ethiopia and
Eritrea) that incorporated an explicit mine actg@mponent (€8 million for mine action in
Ethiopia).

"HE%&

Clearly, support for mine action has been relet@#ngola’s requirements, particularly since
the end of the protracted civil war in 2002, legdio the return of millions of refugees and IDPs.
As such, mine action is mentioned in the EC Cou8trategy Paper for 2002-07, which
envisaged funding from the EDF as well as the thienbadget line. Further, mine action has
been a priority not simply from a humanitarian pexdive, but also for the post-conflict

3 Relevance = The extent to which the objectivesrointervention are appropriate to the requiremehtse
beneficiaries, the country’s needs, global priesitiand the policies of the donor and its overpaaser. DAC, 2002,
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and ResulteBadanagemen©ECD, Paris.

"4 particularly for the (i) Peace and Security, &gijdrade and regional integration components & #trategy.

S L andmine contamination was also a humanitariasiscin Mozambique following its peace agreemeritda2, but
by the time covered by this evaluation, the nundféandmine casualties in Mozambique was quite rmbdendmine
and ERW contamination is also a constraint in tRCDNorthern Uganda, Senegal, etc., but the scalalansity of
the contamination in those countries appears fabewer.
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reconstruction programme — particularly for roandd bridges. Thus, the Delegation’s adoption
of the LRRD approach meant that mine action hasmesd relevant as Angola’s priorities have
evolved. A further change in focus from relief tadsreconstruction and development will be
needed in the coming years.

The Government has decided that demining continaaispport of the major reconstruction
programme will be reserved for Angolan organisatjéncluding companies that may be owned
by senior mine action officials. This means th&inational support for mine action will soon
have to be justified in terms of agricultural/rudagvelopment. Unfortunately, the rural economy
may soon be undermined by systematic under-investooeipled with (i) the rise in the value of
Angola’s currency due to oil revenues and (ii) theonstruction programme itself, which will
soon expose rural producers to competition fronaphmports.

$R%(&
In our opinion, support for mine action has bedevant, because, when compared to other
African countries, the impact of landmine/ERW conitaation seems severe. At the same time,
the Delegation’s view is correct that the EC aidgpamme should become more focussed in this
failed state environment. Given that tough choioest be made, it is hard to fault the
Delegation’s decision not to support mine acpen se particularly when the UNDP strategy for
supporting the development of national capaciiEsears flawed, and mine action is not tightly
linked with the broader programme to re-establestusity and the rule of law in the parts of
Somalia where this is a feasible goal (Somalilamdi Runtland).

)&

Support for mine action has been extremely relevarn though the numbers of landmines
appears to be far fewer than was the case in cesluch as Mozambique, Angola, and
Ethiopia/Eritrea. Mine action was used strategjcali a confidence-building measure, which
advance the peace process. As a result of thig €art for mine action, the UN mine action
programme has been able to establish large opesdtica vast country within a reasonable
period, thus supporting the peacekeeping missidrcantributing to the alleviation of the
humanitarian crisis. Mine action assets are ingtacsupport the post-conflict reconstruction
effort, which is now expanding. International mamtion NGOs are establishing operations in
more remote areas in support of community developmegrammes.

6

The authors of the Global Assessment were perhags eritical about technical and contracting
matters that would reduce the efficiency of ECfardmine action. Our evaluation did not
attempt to assess efficiency, which would haveireduetailed analysis of individual projects.
Instead, we focussed on ‘effectiveness’ — a temhd¢hn mean many things.

Given this evaluation focuses on programming deusiperhaps the best measure of
effectiveness is whether EC mine action portfofipsontributed substantially to the
amelioration of the most pressing or serious impacthe transition from conflict to sustained
development and (ii) capitalised on opportunitedeliver additional benefits by promoting
broader objectives, such as peace-building, reametgin, and development. Broadly these are:
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Stage in transition Critical contamin ation problems Opportunities
While conflict - mine action is only feasible in - initiatives that foster cooperation
continues contaminated areas that are between warring parties, to build
secure or when the warring confidence and promote peace
parties agree - encouraging warring parties to
ban the use of landmines
Immediate post - - Clearance of roads so refugees/ | - hiring deminers from all
conflict period IDPs can return safely, and so factions, contributing to DDR and
humanitarian aid can be delivered | peace-building in general
- Where a peacekeeping mission | - support to security system
is deployed, support for the reforms in general, (e.g. building
mission (force mobility) police EOD capacities)
Reconstruction - Contamination along roads and | - Effective support to major
other infrastructure networks infrastructure projects
- Contamination that prevents the | - Effective support to community
resumption of essential public development/human security
services (e.g. schools, clinics) programmes.
Normal development - More varied and dispersed - Effective support for
problems, with fewer obvious development actors (sector, area,
priorities & community development)

Generally, the programming of EC assistance withaist mine-affected countries appears to
have been effective. In Sudan, the EC supportdy emne action initiatives that contributed
significantly to the broader peace process. In Asmgnd Sudan, the amount of funding for mine
action rose dramatically in the immediate post-tonperiod, when the landmine contamination
can lead to a humanitarian crisis. In recent yeaesPelegation in Angola has sought to steer its
mine action partners (mainly European NGOSs) to $anareasingly on support to reconstruction
and development. In Angola as well, EC assistaaseshipported the development of capacities
in the provinces, where many Vice Governors apfeebe committed to the mine action
programme even if some officials in Luanda are Retcently, the EC in Sudan has also added
projects in its mine action portfolio to supportmaunity development in more remote areas
which could provide greater scope for state govemmto get involved in the priority-setting
process.

EC assistance has been less effective in Somaierenit has channelled virtually all its mine
action funding via the UNDP. At the same time, the case of Somalia relativether African
countries suggests that donor programming mecharfiemmine action — including those of the
EC — are not effective in allocating aid acrossntiesin accordance to neéd.

"8 There are far fewer potential partners in Sonialen in Angola or Sudan.

" In part this is probably due to the same reasmsishumanitarian aid is not allocated in proportmmeed — donor
country foreign policy interests, the lack of newsdia attention on some emergencies, etc. (seexéonple, Smillie,
lan and Larry Minear, 2003he Quality of Money: Donor Behavior in Humanitariginancing,Feinstein
International Famine Center, Tufts University)ttie case of mine action, some African governmeat® Iplayed high
profile roles in the Ottawa Process (e.g. Mozamijgwhich probably led to increased donor funding.
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Figure 10 — Estimated funding per landmine victim

$0.4
S
G $0.3
>
@
o
o $0.2
S
E
8 :I
%)
- m
$0.0 - — , —  mm
& > O 2 @ @ @
v & S &
RS

This shortcoming is likely to be exacerbated bydbeoncentration policy and by the termination
of the AP landmines budget line. As yet, therereré&C mechanisms in place at the pan-African
or regional levels that would compensate for ttifécdity in achieving appropriate allocations of
resources acrossine-affected countries in Africa.

2 6

The EC has achieved less in terms of fosteringnatiownership of national mine action
programmes in Africa. The EC has provided no mictea support directly to an African
government or, since 2002, via an African regionsiitution/® This reflects the fact that most
African mine action programmes were initiated i@ or fragile states, where governments
may lack capacity, commitment to equitable develepimor both. Accordingly, the bulk of EC
mine action funding has been channelled througirmational NGOs and, secondly, through the
UNDP.

UNDP mine action projects typically focus on fosigrnational ownership, in large part by
supporting capacity development within the nationade action organs. However, such UNDP
support appears to have been ineffective in masantes in Africa. More than a decade of
support for capacity development in Angola hasledto an effective national programme. The
Angolan government seems content to leave ‘hunganita(i.e. neither military nor commercial)
mine action to international NGOs and their sugpgrtionors, while focussing its own efforts on
demining in support of major infrastructure prog€tUNDP has been assisting Somaliland for
nearly a decade, where the MAC and the Police E€albh$ remain almost completely dependent

8 Annual averages for the two most recent yearstt&egeport on the Somalia mission for details atadources.
1t did provide a grant to SADC for its regionahtimine programme, but that was prior to the pecimeered by this
evaluation.

8 The same basic conclusion was reached in 200%iRdview of Ten Years Assistance to Mine Action in
Mozambique- another country in which the EC channelled sigaift assistance via the UNDP for capacity
development. However, Ethiopia has developed saif capacity, in part with UNDP assistance: séeHB, 2007,
Evaluation of NPA’s Humanitarian Mine Action Prajend Review of Ethiopia’s Mine Action Programme
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on continued UNDP suppdttSuch assistance to Sudan has been in place fptloek years,
where some progress in building national capaditassbeen achieved, particularly over the past
year. But it remains too early to conclude thatWiNDP support for capacity development in
Sudan will lead to good outcomes.

A patrticular problem in Sudan is the sheer scath®imine action programme in support of
UNMIS, coupled with the large number of internatibpersonnel in decision-making rather than
advisory roles. The domination of mine action biginational organisations and managers
inhibits the growth of national ownership and cédii@s This has been a recurrent problem when
large UN Peacekeeping Missions have been fieldedh as in Mozambique in the mid-1990s.
This problem was highlighted in a major 1996 UNdgton developing mine action capacitiés,
which led to an overhaul of UN involvement in miaxion, with UNMAS designated as the lead
agency and UNDP focussing on capacity developniéwever, in most cases where a
Peacekeeping mission is present, UNMAS has a [a@gramme and direct operational
responsibilities for UN mission support, and UNRnains very much a junior partner. In Sudan
for example, the UNDP budget is perhaps only 2%mefoverall UN budget for mine action.

Of course capacity development of public sectones in Africa is often a difficult
proposition® particularly in failed or fragile states. But tb&IDP record to date in developing
the capacity of national organs and fostering mafiownership is far from encouraging.

Conceivably, national ownership concerning minéactould also be fostered within civil
society actors. Unfortunately, international NG@sédinot been very successful in developing
capable African mine action NG8s- particularly for demining®

As noted above, the officers responsible for mitea in some of the EC Delegations have
encouraged their mine action implementing partreaad particularly the European demining
NGOs — to make the transition from relief to re¢ongion. This LRRD process has gone
furthest in Angola, but it is starting in Sudanaasl. However, demining in support of
reconstruction is a relatively easy transition @ken typically, combatants mine roads and other
infrastructure networks and demining of road swe$as generally undertaken during the
humanitarian assistance phase of a mine actiomgmoge, so operators are aware of the
remaining hazards that need to be cleared oncaseoaction begins. Once the reconstruction
begins in earnest, there are comparatively few nmajgects, so coordination and priority-setting
problems are comparatively modest.

81 |ndeed, the SMAC is still regarded by many govezntiofficials as a UNDP unit — hardly a sign of\gitg
national ownership.

82 Eaton, Robert, C. Horwood, and N. Nilafithe Development of Indigenous Mine Action CapagibélA, 1997:
overall report and separate country reports forhafgstan, Angola, Cambodia, and Mozambique.

8 This was a major finding of the large World Bamkdy, Capacity Building in Africa: An OED Evaluatiof World
Bank Support, 2005.

84 Interestingly, in Ethiopia and some non-Africaruntries, NPA has focussed on supporting capacitgldement of
national organs (national authorities, MACs, opargtrather than local NGOs. However, a recentuatain of NPA
programmes in Angola has recommended that NPA explénationalisation strategy’ to, essentiallynweert its mine
action programme into a national NGO. Isaksen, $amset, and F. Pacheco, 200i6j-term Review of the Angola
Programme of Norweigian People’s Aidhr. Michelsen Institute.

8 As well, the effort by UNDP in Mozambique to tréomsn the Accelerated Demining Programme (ADP) iafocal
NGO was a failure, and ADP collapsed after a dechdléNDP support. Se€en Years Assistance to Mine Action in
Mozambique.
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The transition to mine action in support of devel@mt appears to be more difficult.
Development initiatives are more widespread, invmunany more actors, so coordination is a
greater challenge. Often, the major contaminatiablems have been cleared by the time
development picks-up pace, so demining operatoes ofeed to reorganise based on smaller,
multi-skilled mobile teams that can respond flexitd smaller, more widespread hazards in
support of many development actors, including leedhorities. Demining agencies face real
problems in defining their objectives in terms eldlopmental outcomes, in identifying the
correct priorities in a transparent manner, ancbiordinating with a far larger number of actors.

As well, successful development requires sounctigsliand strategies at the macro level if
meso-level programmes and micro-level activitiestarlead to sustained benefits. Mine action
practitioners are not used to considering macraaoinpolicies. Again, Angola is a good
example. The current strategies and prioritiehefinternational demining NGOs are appropriate
for opening the interior of the country and promgtiural development. However, the rise in
Angola’s exchange rate due to oil revenues meaiguinal producers in newly accessible areas
will soon face competition from cheap imports, whaould lead to rural impoverishment and
accelerated rural-urban migration unless compleangmheasures are taken to raise agricultural
productivity %

In all three countries visited by the evaluatioante coordination between donors and the
governments on mine action or on broader aid amdldpment issues appears far from ideal. In
Somalia of course, there simply is no internatilynacognised government with de facto control
over the country. Coordination in the relativelgtge region is constrained because (i)
Somaliland is not recognised as an independemt atet (i) senior donor officials are mostly
based in Nairobi.

In both Angola and Sudan, such coordination istiyré@mmpered because the broader
relationships between the governments and theniaienal community have been strained for
some time. In both cases, donor countries have amatigely little leverage over governments
that have access to substantial financial resodiroesother sources (oil revenues; loans from
China).

In such cases, UN and other multilateral agenciesg flacilitate coordination with the
government or among donors. In both Somalia ané&$tat example, the UN and World Bank
recently undertook joint Post-Conflict Needs Assemsts (the Joint Needs Assessment [JNA] in
Somalia and the Joint Assessment Mission [JAM]ude&®), which undoubtedly have helped
establish a broad strategic focus for dofibrs.

However, there does not appear to be a mechanisfadititating coordination among all mine
action stakeholders in any of the countries visitedhis evaluation. In Angola, the government
does not convene meetings with all mine action dgrand discourages meetings among the
donors themselves. For Somalia, coordination viighde facto governments is constrained as the

8 While one must be realistic in terms of what méeéion programmes can achieve in terms of rurakidgwnent in
the face of unpropitious macro-economic developmer@mbined community/area development and mirieract
projects (such as the Community Based RRP proje@sdan) might be appropriate in such situations.

87 Landmine contamination and the need for mine aaiie featured in both the JNA and JAM.
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EC and other donors are based in Nairobi, whild tN®P does not appear to have been active
in convening meetings of the main mine action stalders, including donors. In Sudan,
coordination of mine action focuses primarily o thNMAO programme. There appears to
have been little systematic dialogue between doamotsthe Sudanese governments concerning
the longer-term strategy and a transition to nafiownershig?

In the absence of a coordination mechanism estedaliby the government or a UN agency and,
ideally, a long-term government strategy for miogam, it will always be difficult for EC
Delegates to coordinate effectively with other ages supporting mine action.

+

As the EC Mine Action Strategy incorporated an ¢ative programme through 2007, the full
impact of deconcentration has not yet been feltth® most part, the planned projects for APL
budget line funding have gone forward. Still, tleéume of the impacts — both positive and
negative — are apparent.

The principal benefit of deconcentration is the em@rment of EC Delegations in terms of
programming. The Delegations are in a better posith monitor the political and economic
evolution of the country, the evolution of govermbpriorities, and the achievements of the
projects already being implemented. This is esakintiormation for making sound decisions on
the programme should evolve.

It appears that deconcentration of responsibility authority has led also to empowerment in a
wider sense. Where the delegates responsible fog agtion believe mine action should be a
priority in a country, they have worked hard to pigound programme in place, often showing
some entrepreneurial flair in securing resources fa number of different EC funds (e.g.
unspent STABEX balances; the Rapid Response Mexindni

Deconcentration should also allow for more coortiimeamong those donors with
representatives in the country. On the other hénedEC delivers large and often complex aid
programmes in African countries, and delegatesallyi must cover a number of sectors. Not all
officers assigned responsibility for mine actiol Wwé convinced that it should be a priority (at
all or for the EC) and/or comfortable in dealingiwihe specialised technical issues.

As well, there is the issue of institutional memawmpich is particularly difficult for agencies that
decentralise authority and maintain a policy olutagstaff rotation. Deconcentrated offices
typically are too small to justify teams of offisavorking on a sector, so when the officer
responsible for mine action moves to another ghste will be no one with significant

experience on the evolution of the country’s miogos programme and the EC assistance to that
programme. The EC Delegation in Angola has engadedal consultant to advise on mine
action, which has worked well. However, the EC nacgon portfolio in Angola is far larger

than in any other African country.

88 As well, neither UNMAO nor the governments haverfolated a medium-term plan for mine action, whiakuld
be an essential requirement for coordinating mieltjpakeholders who have to make decisions withieast a
medium-term time horizon.
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Deconcentration has been accompanied by the eth@ &PL thematic budget line and the
reduction in the staff complement dedicated to naici®on at headquarters, which have had, or
can be expected to have, a number of impacts, verekliscussed in the next section.

As yet, the end of the dedicated funding for micigoa has had little or no effect on the quantity
of assistance being provided to mine action ina&frindeed, most of the mine action funding in
Africa has come from the EDF, and we understantttigasums budgeted from the APL
thematic budget for 2007 were made available todtevant EC Delegations.

There is no clear indication that the end of thdickted funding for mine action has had an
effect on the quality of EC assistance. The Gldsaslessment correctly noted that EC
Delegations lack officers with the expertise toeassproject proposéfgparticularly in their
technical elements) and to monitor implementatfddowever, the small units in Brussels
charged with managing the thematic budget linendidcontain officers with technical expertise
in mine action, so they would not have been abiirerctly assist the EC Delegations in this
regard.

It may be that the end of the thematic budgetwiidead to some changes in the type of mine
action projects that are funded. From our recatigf the funding for Landmine Impact Surveys
or to projects that explicitly incorporated LIS gpoments came from the thematic budget line. It
is unclear whether this is because delegates ie affiected countries tend to put a lower priority
on the LIS™ or because the Survey Action Center (the NGOdhsigned and oversees the LIS
process) focused on Brussels when raising resofocesrveys.

While the end of the dedicated budget line and ratt®n units in Brussels may not yet have
had any significant effect on the quantity or quyadif EC assistance to mine action, their absence
will almost certainly have impacts in the futureel though the officers responsible for mine
action in Brussels lacked technical expertise, thidywvork full-time on mine action and would

be important points of contact and advice for eifficin the EC Delegations. The Brussels-based
staff were aware of the evolving policy debatemine action internationally, of innovations in
the field that might be useful in other countrieslessons of experience, and so on. They also
maintained wide-ranging contacts within the mingoacfield and could put EC Delegations in
touch with relevant experts in the field. They abalso help the Delegations in coping with the
loss of institutional memory following a transfdraoDelegate responsible for the mine action
portfolio in a country.

The reduction in the dedicated mine action sectiddrussels will also have an impact over time
because there is no convenient way to implemenesafrthe performance improvement
recommendations contained in the Global AssessrRenexample, the Global Assessment
recommended outside experts be contracted for imallassessments of mine action project

8 The authors of the Global Assessment also sthadGreater contractual rigour is needed to...[atjtai better
value for money.”

% For countries in which the quality assurance/adregime is weak, technical expertise may alseebeired for
project monitoring.

1 The LIS was an important innovation in mine actiont they have been controversial because of éxgiense and
because the results have rarely been used to dimot. @EMEX and Scanteam, 20@yaluation of the Global
Landmine Survey Process.
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proposals (pp. 15, 18). The EC Delegation in Angeith by far the largest mine action
portfolio, has taken this step, which appears telmeen an appropriate decision. But it may not
be cost-effective in financial or (perhaps moréazally) delegate work-load terms to engage
outside technical experts for each project or tamtries with smaller portfolios of mine action
projects. A stronger headquarters section mighe laaxanged for this technical expertise on
behalf of the EC Delegations in all countries witkatively small mine action portfolios. There
appears to be no EC unit covering Africa or thea&fin regions that could perform this task.
Thus, it is difficult to implement an otherwise seaable recommendation.

More fundamentally however, the absence of thecdeelil budget line seems likely to lead to a
decline in future EC support for mine action toiédr It is clear that the truly large sums of
international funding for mine action flow to cotias emerging from conflicts (e.g. Angola after
2002), when refugees and IDPs are returning aechating to rebuild their livelihoods, and
when large amounts of humanitarian aid must flowerBarger sums are allocated when
Peacekeepers — particularly UN Peacekeepers f atade (e.g. Sudan after 2005)n a few
countries with severe and extensive contaminationtinued funding for mine action is
warranted on developmental grounds to supportabenstruction of infrastructure and
community or area development efforts in the mostaminated regions.

So EC funds for mine action can be expected tamaeatwhen landmine contamination is a
humanitarian or developmental priority. But witle tlepeal of the mine action Regulations
(which were a ‘direct response’ to the Ottawa Caowiom), there is no instrument for furthering
the implementation of the Ottawa Conventper se Even with the dedicated funding in place,
mine-affected States Parties such as Malawi anciZanever received EC funding to assist
them in meeting their Treaty obligations. Perhé&s is reasonable on the grounds that mine
action projects which support humanitarian and bgreental priorities as well akreaty
implementation should be preferred over thosefjadtimainly in terms of Treaty obligations
alone. However, barring future conflicts, mine atis not a humanitarian or developmental
priority in Mozambique or Ethiopia today, and wilht be a priority for most of Angola or Sudan
a few years hence. It seems unlikely that EC Délegsin these countries would allocate
significant EDF funding to mine action when this\igt a development priority.

How soon support for mine action will end in a coyrwould depend, in practice, on how long
the list of development priorities is and on howassfully mine action managers link their
programmes tbone fidedevelopment priorities. The case of Somalia igircsive, where the

EC Delegation opposes funding to mine action bexél# intends to limit EC support to three
sectors? and (ii) mine action managers have not done a guwih demonstrating how mine
action supports other priorities and programmesuth a case is valid in Somalia (which we
have seen, on some measures may be the most ichiséettie in Africa), how long can one expect
donor funding for mine action to continue in Angdihiopia, and Sudan?

92 The EC is not assessed by the UN to support UNdkeaping missions, but EU member states are. ghrthe
African Peace Facility, the EC is a significant tidyutor to African Peacekeeping missions, buti imot used this
instrument to finance mine action explicitly to popt these missions.

% This is in line with programming guidelines forrdws operating in failed states, where aid
fragmentation/proliferation will quickly overwhelgovernment capacities. The specification that dosbould assist
a maximum of three sectors appears to have cometfre Afghan Compact.
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Finally, there are fewer human resources basedusdBls to maintain a strong EC role in
international meetings on mine action, and in¢éimiamong donor headquarters concerning
support for mine actiot:

Textbox 7 — The international dimension to mine act ion

Because an international treaty exists for mine action, there is a regular programme of meetings
of States Parties on Treaty implementation (the ‘Ottawa Process’), including annual Meetings of
States Parties, with one Intersessional each year, plus five-year Review Meetings. These provide
an important forum for States Parties to the Treaty to discuss policy matters including, for one
critical example, the looming issue of how to deal with requests for extension of the ten-year limit
for States Parties to clear all known minefields in their territories.

Another important event in the mine action calendar is the Annual Meeting of National
Programme Directors, which brings together officials from national mine action authorities and
centres, the UN agencies involved in mine action, specialised mine action organisations (GICHD,
Survey Action Centre, etc.), and representatives from donors. Participation at this meeting allows
people to stay abreast of the principal innovations in the field and to track the emerging agenda
for both policy and operational issues.

There are also regular meetings of the Mine Action Support Group, which brings together
representatives of the principal donors, usually with the UN agencies and specialised mine action
organisations, to discuss issues from the donor perspective.

In addition, there are moves to adopt an international instrument concerning the use of cluster
munitions, either through a new protocol to the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons of
War (CCW) or as a separate treaty (an option being led by Norway through what is termed the
‘Oslo Process’). While this issue in important from the wider disarmament arena, it has important
implications for mine action, as it is mine action programmes and practitioners that deal with the
clearance of explosive remnants of war (ERW), including cluster munitions. The issue of ERW in
general is already dealt with in the 2003-adopted Protocol V of the CCW — an instrument that
foresees international assistance, as well as annual meetings of the State Parties. At present,
there is work in progress to establish a strong international implementation mechanism.

While the EC is represented in these forums by diplomats covering disarmament issues, they are
not focused purely on landmines and other ERW, and they do not work within the aid policy and
delivery directorates of the Commission — an important shortcoming as many of these
discussions have important implications for the EC aid programmes.

For the EC in particular, there is also the important issue of coordination with EU member states
concerning landmines and other ERW from both the disarmament and aid perspectives.

The task of EC Delegations in programming assigt&oicmine action would be greatly aided if
there were feasible strategic plans formulateddiional governments (with UNDP assistance

% Previously, these roles were admirably dischatpethe Conventional Disarmament & Human Securittiea in
RELEX. They now fall largely to the EC representatior disarmament in Geneva, as less supporiitaiNe from
Brussels-based officials.
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where necessary) and endorsed by the major dormriling mine action assistance in that
country. There are no such plans in any of the tmsawisited for this evaluation, and reports
from other evaluations indicate that adequate pdditisis type do not exist in Eritrea, Ethiopia,
or Mozambique. Therefore, this appears to be @&systproblem in mine action field.

Ideally, such plans would be developed throughoagss that includes all the main mine action
stakeholders in the country — government, donolksagencies, operators, and local civil society.
The process should be based on a common assesgmertds and lead to a common strategy
for all mine action actors, covering the entireioval programme. The strategy should be clear
on what results are expected, and should incompandicators for monitoring progress and
maintaining mutual accountability. (In short, agnramme-based approach should be adopted.)
Such a strategy would facilitate donor coordinatomong themselves and with the government,
and would allow donors and operators to formulatestrategies.

In immediate post-conflict periods or in other ations where the government lacks the
commitment or capability to formulate an adequéigtagy, it is normal for UN agencies to
assume some of the functions of a national mineraetuthority (typically, UNMAS) and to
support the government in developing its capadygi¢ally, UNDP) and in assuming ownership
of the national mine action programme. While somogypess has been achieved in a number of
countries?” the evaluation team has not come across a siagkein Africa where UNDP support
to the national mine action organs has resultethindequate strategy for the national mine
action programme. As seems clear from the caseddrs when UNMAS is active in a country,
its priority is implementing operations in suppofthe UN mission, and — to date at least — it
produces short-term operational plans rather thegium-term strategic plaris.

Peace and security issues loom large in the EUWegirdor Africa and within the evolving EU-
AU Partnership. The African Peace Facility is g@éand important instrument. Mine action is
not outside the EU’s African security agenda, bappears not adequately incorporated as yet.

As was the case with many other donors in theratithr of the Mine Ban Convention, the EC
approved dedicated mine action funding as the lgimcbf an expanded mine action portfolio.
This led to mine action evolving in many instanass relatively standalone sector. Ever since,
there have been efforts to link mine action to bevgprogrammes — principally humanitarian
assistance, post-conflict reconstruction, and agreknt. Such efforts are certainly appropriate
for countries making the relief reconstruction development transition. However there are
some mine-affected countries, including a numbeifiica, where insecurity is so great that it
blocks this transition. In such instances, min@acthould be linked to the broader peace and
security agenda.

There are cases where mine action has made aicigmi€ontribution to peace and security. In
Sudan, the EC supported early steps to get bothabernment and the SPLA to agree to a ban
on the use of landmines and, eventually, agreemss-border’ mine action initiatives that
served as a confidence-building measure in thelfuglto the Comprehensive Peace Agreement.

% For example, the Government of National Unity ird&n has adopted a Mine Action Policy Frameworkaiine
Action Strategy Framework, but together thesesfadirt of what is required for a strategic plan.

9% UNMAS is in the process of engaging a TransitiBtener for Sudan who would, presumably, develogedium-
term plan for transferring responsibility to na@bauthorities.
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In Somalia, the Danish Demining Group’s mine acpioogramme has served as a platform for
SALW activities. In a number of countries, minei@actprogrammes have made major
contributions to DDR by providing well-paid and hig respected work for former combatants.
In general, mine action has often served as thatjed entry’ for international engagement with
warring parties.

The incorporation of mine action into the broaddRofl Law and Security (ROLS) programme in
Somalia shows that the UNDP also recognises trenfiat synergies between mine action and
other security sector programmes (SALW, DDR, potaferm). However, the ROLS programme
also demonstrates that the appropriate linkagesgrin@se different aspects of security system
reform do not simply happen. Within ROLS, mine aectis managed as a standalone component,
sub-contracted to a different UN agency (UNOPSY, left largely to its own devices for

resource mobilisation.

<

As noted earlier, there have been no African reglieab-regional mine action programmes
supported by the EC during the period covered Isyataluation — there was a global
programme, and there are a number of continuingtcpprogrammes.

The absence of (sub)-regional programmes mearacéypes of problems created by
explosives contamination are difficult to addressthe EC. The approval of parallel post-
conflict projects incorporating mine action for tiea and Ethiopia demonstrates that it is
possible for the EC to provide, if not regionallestst multi-country project€.However, the
there is no clear solution to address the followingblems and opportunities:

‘forgotten’ problems of explosives contaminatiorhexe the limited scale of
contamination in a country means it is not a ptydiiom any broader perspective
(peace-building; security system reform; reconsioug¢ development)

problems that are inherently sub-regional (e.gtarmmation in the former frontline
states of Southern Africa)

opportunities to use mine action to promote peattehbg and functional cooperation on
a sub-regional basis.

The absence of either a global programme or (sgiignal programmes also means there is
nothing to back-up the EC Delegations in countnibere there are EC-funded mine action
programmes.

" This also illustrates the inherent risks in atténgpsuch programmes, at least for countries taatin belligerent.
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Recommendation 1 — Strengthen the focal point for mine action in Brussels

While deconcentration promises to deliver many Bentor mine action and for EC country aid
programmes in general, the officers responsiblerfioie action in the Delegations are not
specialists in the field and typically have to cogther sectors. As well, periodic staff rotation
will make it difficult for the Delegations to retathe institutional memory required to make well-
informed programming decisions. A bolstered foahpsection in Brussels would be an
important resource for the officers responsibleniime action in the Delegations, and would be
in a position to help delegates who are new to ragt®n get up to speed as quickly as possible.

In addition, with more resources the focal poirtie® would be able to:

represent the EC in international forums, includimgetings of the States Parties to the
Mine Ban Treaty

coordinate with EU member states on Treaty andr aitikee action issues

serve as a conduit of information to the Delegationmine-affected states concerning
the evolution of policy debates, new operationabivations, and the emerging mine
action agenda

advise Delegations concerning mine action expénis @ould assist Delegations in
designing programmes, assessing proposals, evaigastc. (see recommendation 4)
assume responsibility for programming of a deditaténe action fund, should this be
re-established (see recommendation 2)

assist in mine action programming financed by negigprogrammes (see
recommendation 3)

implement the recommendations from the Global Assest that were contingent on the
existence of a mine action unit in Brussels.

Note that other important mine action donors (AusA&IDA; Sida) have decentralised the bulk
of their mine action programming responsibilitiegtie country programme level, but have
retained a focal point officer or unit in headgeestto provide advice on policy and practice and,
in some cases, to administer a small dedicated adtien fund retained by headquarters.

Recommendation 2 — Assess whether a thematic fundin g ‘window’ within existing
budget instruments can be created at headquarters | evel to support Treaty
implementation and global issues.

The EC Mine Action Regulations were adopted in pagupport the implementation of the Mine
Ban Conventiori® This Convention has important implications fortbatd and disarmament. EC
Delegations are likely to continue to support magon in countries where landmines/ERW
represent a humanitarian emergency or an impartgediment to reconstruction and
development. EC aid funds are, however, not dedigmadvance disarmament issues; most
obviously, how to assist modestly mine-affectedrpmauntries which have ratified the
Convention and need to destroy stockpiles and elé&nown minefields as a Treaty

%8 This Regulation is a direct response to the Cotiwreron the Prohibition of the Use, StockpilingpBuction and
Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and their DesinrgtRegulation (EC) No 1724/2001, par. 6).
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obligation?® In such countries, explosives contamination isandévelopment priority and (in

line with aid effectiveness principles), senior govnent officials and the EC Delegation may
reasonably decide not to include mine action incihntry aid programme. To advance the
global disarmament agenda, the EC may still wigbréwide assistance to at least those countries
that are addressing their contamination in a resip@manner, but which lack the financial
resources to complete the jB8.

Recommendation 3 — Review the options for modest mi ne action programmes at
the regional or (sub-)regional level in Africa.

The EC has put in place a number of Regional Sfiegeand Indicative Programmes covering
major sub-regions in Africa, most of which have leotpprovision for support to conflict
prevention, security, etc. In at least two regitthe Horn of Africa; Eastern and Southern
Africa), it may be appropriate to establish smagjional mine action programmes designed to:

provide an expert focal point to provide strategiwice to EC Delegations, regional
institutions, and national authorities on mine @tissues

fund modest initiatives to address contaminatiat id clearly of a multi-country or
regional nature (e.g. landmines laid by Rhodesm@hQouth African forces in the former
front line states; border minefields between Etld@gnd Somalia; cross-border
contamination in the Great Lakes States)

provide modest funding to countries in which the BE€egation has completed its exit
strategy for mine action (see recommendation 6)

In Southern Africa, it may be appropriate to detidhis focal point and fund to mine action. In
the Horn of Africa (and perhaps West Africa and @€drAfrica), it probably would be more
appropriate to have a focal unit and fund covesiecurity system reform issues, including
landmines/ERW™

Similarly, the African Peace Facility has signifitdunds available for capacity development.
Modest amounts might be used to support the Peat8ecurity Council or a specialised
institute with a regional mandate in assisting Aemitver states with landmine/ERW
contamination issues.

The existence of regional focal points would alssgme way to overcoming the inherent
problems that accompany deconcentration (lack @bsspecific expertise; maintaining
institutional memory).

Recommendation 4 — Identify and perhaps pre-qualify mine action experts that
can advise Delegations on programming issues.

While the case of Angola shows that Delegationsorentract-in specialists to assist with mine
action projects, the Delegations in countries witfaller mine action portfolios may have more
difficulty in identifying and contracting expertstivthe appropriate skills. A mine action focal

% Malawi and Zambia are good examples from Africa.well, more contaminated countries such as Angoth
Sudan will reach a point where the remaining coimation does not constitute a humanitarian or dgwekent
priority, but clearance still represents a Tredilgation.

100 This would be relevant as well in connection witiicle V of the CCW (covering ERW), which also addses
international assistance.

191 These could be housed in the relevant sub-regimgalns or in specialised independent institutedimtg with
peace and security issues at the sub-regional Mietre feasible, the latter option might be mdfective as such
institutes could operate with an ‘effectivenesshea than a ‘political’ mandate.
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point in Brussels or, conceivably, at the (sub4ipegl level, could assist Delegations by
maintaining a list of persons with appropriate techl expertise and regional experience.
Ideally, focal points might also manage periodiésdar proposal to pre-qualify a small list of
experts and simplify the contracting process fdiviual assignments.

Recommendation 5 — Delegations should request prope r strategic plans from
national mine action authorities and/or the lead UN agency for mine action in each
country.

A common problem with the national mine action pemgmes in Africa is the lack of an
adequate strategic plan that would provide a fraomkevior EC programming decisions and
would facilitate donor coordination (both amongrtiselves and with the government). The lack
of such plans also greatly complicates the progremgm@and coordination tasks of the EC
Delegations.

In failed states and the immediate post-conflictquk the lead UN agency for mine action in that
country may have to formulate such a plan (whiasusththen cover support for capacity
development and fostering national ownership). H@rethe goal would be to evolve to a
country-led® programme-based approach.

Recommendation 6 — EC Delegations should formulate exit strategies for their
support to mine action.

In the absence of new conflicts, landmine/ERW peotd are finite and all support to mine action
should be based on the understanding that the dupiticend within a reasonable period. Exit
strategies are particularly important for mine@etas demining involves the use of expensive,
often specialised equipment, and demining operatibes have large numbers of local personnel
who should be given fair notice well prior to tleerination or downsizing of the programme.

Ideally, an exit would not be a sudden collapssupiport, but rather a staged reduction as the
national mine action programme reaches a serigsadiuation points (end of full-time technical
advisers; end of dedicated funding for standaloimeraction; etc.).

Recommendation 7 — For countries where the EC has|  arge mine action portfolios,
commission country-level reviews of EC-funded mine action.

The scope of a regional evaluation is, by natueey road. As well, because the EC does not
have regional programmes for mine action, the stbjef the exercise were a number of distinct
but concrete country programmes, coupled with eensonceptual issue — the gap existing in the
absence of a regional programme.

Time did not allow an adequate evaluation of theniife action portfolios in any of the three
countries visited. However, the evaluation teanpared fairly extended reports following each
of the country missions, in part because we netalbdve a solid grasp of the country context
and the evolution of the overall national mine@cgprogramme in order to assess the EC
portfolios. Feedback suggests these country migsjoorts have been well-received by the EC
Delegations in those countries and by other stdldeh®who have reviewed the drafts.

102 5ee for example, A sector approach to working wétreloping countries,
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/delivering-aitseapproach/index_en.htm
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Our impression is that these broad reviews of agunine action programmes will generally be
more valuable to EC Delegations than a regionduatian. Some of the EC Delegations have
commissioned evaluations of individual projectsjciilcan assess operational and technical
issues and the performance of implementing parthetsvhich provide less guidance to the
Delegations on their essential task — that of @ogning EC assistance for mine action in a
particular country over a specific time.

Accordingly, we recommend that, where the sizénefrhine action portfolio warrants, EC
Delegations should commission periodic evaluatmfrtsie overall country programme in the
context of the country’s changing political econoamg the evolution of the overall national
mine action programm@>

103 5ych evaluations could also be commissioned logal point in Brussels or at the regional leveltiWnodest
modification, country programme evaluations cowdundertaken as joint exercises with other doregs EU
member states active in mine action in a country).
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Regional evaluation of EC-funded mine actions in Afca
2002-2007
1. BACKGROUND
In 2001 the Council of Ministers and the Europeanli@ment adopted two Regulations on the
reinforcement of the EU response against Antiparebhandmines (APL}% These (referred to
collectively as “the Regulation”) laid the foundati of the European integrated and focused

policy.

Article 13, paragraph 1 of the EC Regulation st#tes. The Commission shall regularly assess
operations financed by the Community in order ttaldsh whether the objectives of the
operations have been achieved and to provide gaelefor improving the effectiveness of future
operations.

The APL Regulation goes on to staerery three years after entry into force of thig&ation,
the Commission shall submit to the European Pariahan overall assessment of all Community
mine actions..(Article 14)

The EC Mine Action Strategy and Multi-annual Indica Programme, 2005-2087 further
specifies thatmore specific, geographic, evaluations of EC-futhdeine actions, analysing the
results and their impactWill be undertaken to complement the overall assest.

To implement these provisions, the EC:

1. Commissioned a global assessment of EC mine pality actions over the period 2002-
2004,

2. Entered into an agreement with The Geneva IntemaliCentre for Humanitarian Demining
(GICHD) to, inter alia, manage the programme of regional evaluations ¢atify lessons
learned within EC-funded mine action projects ia tbllowing regions®

Africa - Caucasus-Central Asia - Latin America

Asia-Pacific - Europe - Middle East

The Report from the Global Assessment was issuddairth 2005,

the GICHD was concluded in December that year.

while the agreement with

104 Regulation (EC) 1724/2001 of the European Parligraad of the Council of 23 July 2001 concernintjcac
against anti-personnel landmines in developing te@s(OJ L 234, 1.9.2001, p.1) and Regulation (EZ)5/2001 of
the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 2001 concerning action against anti-personrnedaines in
third countries other than developing countries (@384, 1.9.2001, p.6). The provisions are singdlad we quote from
Regulation (EC) 1724/2001.
195 This is the second strategy and multi-year indiegprogramme since the adoption of the EC Reguiathe first
covered the period 2002-04.
108 Additional objectives of the EC-GICHD Agreemeng 4o:
provide a repository and dissemination serviceéports from mine action evaluations and similadgts;
train people from mine affected countries in evabra
support the participation of key players from maféected countries in official meetings relatingtie Mine
Ban Treaty (MBT).
197 Gasser, Russell and Robert KeelBighal Assessment of EC Mine Policy and Action§222004.
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2. DESCRIPTION OF THE EVALUATION

The general objective of the Global Assessmenttwatetermine to what extent the objectives
and means set in the APL Regulation had been cethplith and used in terms of strategy,
programming, commitments and implementation. Tlyoreal evaluations will complement the

Global Assessment by focusing on (i) relevant agsiohs and recommendations from the
Global Assessment, and (ii) EC mine action strateggf programming issues at the country
level. Thus, the evaluation will not assess th&iefficy, effectiveness, and impact of individual
projects, except to illustrate changes since tleb&@|Assessment or critical programming issues.

Overall objective:

To provide systematic and objective assessmerE€diinded mine actions in Africa to generate
credible and useful lessons for decision-makeiswalg them to improve the planning and
management of existing and future mine action ptejgrogrammes, and policies.

Specific objectives:
- To assess the relevance of EC-funded mine actwigea-vis:
0 the geographic and thematic priorities defined he Gtrategies for 2002-2004 and
2005-2007;
0 national and regional needs, strategies, and pesyi
0 EC Country Strategy Papers and National Indicaiivegrammes for mine-affected
countries in Africa;
0 EC strategy documents for Africa or major sub-ragim Africa;
- To analyse the allocation of funds among mine-adfdcstates in Africa, and across the
various components of mine action (survey, cleaaNtiRE, etc.);
- To assess the effectiveness of EC-funded minerastipport in:
0 addressing the landmine & UXO problems in mine-@#d partner countries
o fostering national ownership and the developmetbedl capacities;
0 supporting the overall development and rehabititatpriorities/ programmes of the
beneficiary countries;
- To assess the coordination among the EC and otgercees supporting mine action in a
country (national; UN; donors; international NG@%;.);
- To assess the impact of deconcentration on thanjpigrand delivery of EC support to mine
action in Africa;
- To assess the potential impact of the end of theeiip budget line for anti-personnel
landmines on future mine action support from thet&&frica,;
- To make recommendations to improve the identificgtihe definition, the implementation
and the impact of EC-funded mine projects;
- To generate recommendations to enhance the opp@sufor cross-fertilisation among
mine action programmes in Africa and globally.

Expected results

The evaluation report shall give an overview of Bthe action support to Africa, and to

particular mine-affected countries in Africa, sin2802. It shall incorporate more detailed
assessments of EC mine action support in a lintitedber of ‘focus country’ cases to illustrate
and support its findings, conclusions, and recontagons. Recommendations will aim in

particular to guide EC personnel in designing andlémenting programmes of support to mine
action that complement the actions of other acioduding national authorities, other donors,
and UN agencies.
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3. METHODOLOGY
The evaluation shall entail the following main canpnts of work:

- Preliminary Planning & Data Collection (now undeyya
- Desk Research
- Country Missions
0 Angola
0 Somalia (& Nairobi)
0 Sudan
- Analysis and Reporting

Evaluation Team
The Evaluation Team will comprise:

Ted Paterson, GICHD Head of Evaluation (Team Léader

Vera Bohle, GICHD Evaluation Officer

Leonie Barnes, GICHD National Mine Action Standa@ficer

Mohamed Ahmed, GICHD Regional Coordinator for MEBAd East Africa
Pamela Rebelo, Consultant

CVs of each team member are attached in Annex 2.
Country Missions

The proposed timing of the country missions, arel élialuation team members travelling to
each, is as follows:

Country Timing Team Members
Angola 28 March-5 April* Vera Bohle & Pamela Rebelo
Somali 26 Marct-3 April* Ted Paterson & Mohamed Ahn
Sudan 20-27 March* Vera Bohle (to Khartoum)

10 April-??* Leonie Barnes (to Juba & Y

* To be confirmed

As the evaluation will not focus on the performamdeindividual projects, Evaluation Team
members will spend most or all of their time in itals and major centres to meet with and
collect documents and data from:

EC delegations

national authorities and officials from nationalnmiaction centres

UN agencies supporting mine action

representatives from other major donors to mini@adéh that country

representatives from mine action operators (logdliaternational)

other key government officials (e.g. representatiiom ministries of finance and
planning; regional governments; etc.)

representatives from key regional organisation (elpeesent).

In addition, Ted Paterson and (perhaps) Vera Balileattend the joint EC-AU Workshop,
currently planned for April in Addis Ababa, and Mittkke the opportunity to meet with officials
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from the EC Delegation in Addis, Ethiopian mine i@at officials, and the African Union
secretariat.

Additional data collection
Additional information will be obtained from:

4,

A

Review of project documents (project proposals @mracts; mid-term and final reports, as
well as final evaluations, monitoring reports, auwdports, etc., where available;

Interviews with relevant Commission officials (imBsels);

Questionnaire surveys and some follow-up telephoiméerviews with project
managers/implementers/recipients of EC funds andjegis (Officials in other EC
Delegations, managers of operator organisatiorts, inoorganisations’ headquarters and on
the field, and beneficiary countries’ officials¢ gt

EC Country Strategy Papers and National Indic&®ineggrammes.

National Development Plans, Poverty Reduction &aPapers, and National Mine Action
Strategies from the focus countries

Relevant reports from the UN (including inter-agemssessment mission reports for mine
action) and the World Bank

Recent mine action evaluations commissioned byr@bencies

Other sources, as appropriate.

OUTPUTS
detailed evaluation work plan will be preparedd adistributed following the preliminary

planning and data collection stage (estimated 4of&bruary 2007).

A debriefing of preliminary findings and conclustowill be provided to EC officials and other
stakeholders at the end of each country mission.

A draft report will be prepared and distributed émmments within one month of the end of the
joint EC-AU workshop in Addis (dates still to bendomed).

A final report will be submitted within two week$ the submission of comments from the EC
delegations, EC in Brussels, and other stakeholders

All reports will be in English.
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ANGOLA

Date |

Organisation

| Persons met

Tuesday 27 March and Wednesday 28 March Pamela Rebe

lo and Vera Bohle arrive in

Luanda
Thurs. 29 EC Delegation Dominigue Albert, Rural Development Adviser
March Angola Walter Viegas, Rural Development
Rogério Castro, Technical Demining Adviser to UTA
CED/INAD/FAA Eng Leonardo Severino Sapalo, Director General INAD
and member of CED
Dora Domingas Gristavao, Adminstrations Director INAD
Ernesto Chiquito, CED Operations
CNIDAH Edgar dos Santos Lourenco - Planning Studies and
Operations Assistant
Rita Jesus, Chief of Planning
Manuel Buta, Chief of Operations
UTA Faustino Lourenco, Chief of Programming
WFP Bradley Guerrant, Country Director
Friday 30 NPA Oddvar Bjorknes Resident Representative
March Rebecca Thomson Director, Demining Programme
Intersos Gianpaolo Tongiorigi, Programme Manager
HALO Trust Helen Gray, Project Officer
MgM Hendrik Ehlers, Director
Carlos Haller da Silva, National Director
MAG Mark Naftalin, Programme Officer
Monday Swiss Cooperation Roland Beutler, Administrator
2 May Embassy of USA Doreen P. Bailey, Political Secretary
Nina Maria, Fite Adviser, Political and Economic Affairs
Embassy of Japan Mitsuo Takahashi, Second Secretary
Embassy of Norway Paul Sverre Tharaldsen, Second Secretary
UNDP Alfredo Teixeira, Deputy Resident Representative
Marc Bonnet, Chief Technical Adviser
Tuesday EC delegation Angola | Dominigue Albert
3 May Walter Viegas
Jodo Gabriel Ferreira, Ambassador, Head of Delegation

Wednesday 4 May + Thursday 5 May departure Vera Boh

le and Pamela Rebelo
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SOMALIA

Date

Organisation

| Persons met

Weekend 24 -25 April — Evaluation team arrives Nairobi

Mon. 26 UNDP Somalia Greg Lindstom, CTA Mine Action
March
Tues. 27 UNDP Somalia UN Security Briefing (David Lavery, Field
March Security Coordination Officer
Greg Lindstom, CTA Mine Action
Eric Overvest, Deputy Resident Representative
Sidi Zahabi, Programme Manager, ROLS
Laurel Patterson, Programme Officer ROLS
Wed. 28 EC Delegation — Somalia Richard Hands, Counsellor
March Marcelino Benet, Field Officer, Garowe

Danish Demining Group

Nick Bateman, Representative

Thursday 29 April

— Evaluation tea m flies to

Hargeisa

Thurs. 29 UNDP Mine Action office, Mark Frankish, MA Operations Advisor
March Somaliland Ali Ugaas, National Mine Action Officer
ROLS, Somaliland Fatima Ibrahim, Area Coordinator, ROLS
Fri. 30 Somaliland Mine Action Dr. Ahmed Ali Mah, Programme Manager
March Centre (SMAC) Hamoud Ali, Admin & Finance Officer
Tour of SMAC facilities
Survey Action Centre (SAC) Nidaa Zein, Survey Manager
Handicap International Dahib Mohamed Odwaa, MRE Project Manager
DDG Craig McDiarmid, Operations Manager
Sat. 31 Ministry of Defence Aden Mohamed Mire, Minister
March National Demining Agency Ismail Hashi Madar, Chairman
HALO Trust Neil Ferrao, Somaliland Desk Officer
Christopher Pym, Operations Manager
Hassan Kossar, Operations Officer
Lulay Goitom, Office/GIS Officer
European Commission Andre ?, Regional Coordinator
Sun. 1 April | Police Mohamed Segadi Herla, Commissioner
Omer Abdallah, EOD Commander
SMAC Debriefing
UNDP Mine Action office Debriefing

Monday, 2 April — Evaluation team flies to Garowe

Mon. 2 April | Puntland Mine Action Centre | Abdirizak Isse Husein, Programme Manager
(PMAC) Abdiaziz Yousuf Ahmed, IMSMA/Ops Officer
EC Area Office Marcelino Benet, Field Officer, Garowe
Tues. 3 April | Ministry of Planning Ali Ahmed Gamuti, Vice Minister
Ali Yusuf Hosh, Director General
Ministry of Interior Mohamud Sofe Hassan, Director General
ROLS Area Office Abdirahim Abikar, Area Coordinator
Wed. 4 April | Police Department Col. Sayid Jama Abdulli, Vice Commissioner

Major Abshir Osman Ali, EOD Commander

??, EOD Team Leader

Daraweesh

Yasin Salad Galeyr, Chief, Operations

Thursday, 5 A

ril

— Ted Paterson flies to Nairobi, Ahmed Mohamed remain

s in Garowe

Fri. 6 April

UNDP Somalia

| Greg Lindstom, CTA Mine Action
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NORTH SUDAN

Date

| Organisation

| Persons met

21 March Evaluation officer Departs Berlin, arrives i

n Khartoum

Thursday 22 | EC Delegation Achim Ladwig, First Secretary
March Mustafa Yassin, Programme Assistant
Friday 23, EC Delegation Achim Ladwig
Saturday 24
March
Sun. 25 MAG Frederic Maio, Project Managaer North Sudan
March EC Delegation Maria Horno Comet, Operations Coordinator
UK Department for Alicia Herbert, Social Development Advisor
International Development
(Sudan)
WEP Marian Yun, Donor Relations Officer
Mon. 26 JASMAR Dr. Hussein Elobeid, General Manager
March UNDP Qadeem Khan Tarig, Senior Technical Advisor
NMAC Baballa Biraima Baballa, Deputy Director
Yousif M. Osman
UNMAO Jim Pansegrouw, Programme Manager
Jacobus Nieuwoudt, Operations Officer
Akiko Kobayakawa, Programme Officer
Mohammed Kabir, Chief of Information
Christina Greene, External Relations
Ben Wilkinson, National QA Coordinator
Tuesday 27 | EC Delegation Paul Symonds, Food Security Coordinator
March Eulogio Montijano, Rural Development

Coordinator

Worldbank

Joseph Hoenen, Senior Operations Officer

FSD

David Tooke, Deputy Programme Manager

Embassy of Japan

Yoichiro Toda, Attaché

EC Delegation

Achim Ladwig, Mustafa Yassin

Wednesday, 28th March — Evaluation officer flies to Angola

SOUTH SUDAN

Date

| Organisation

| Persons met

11-13" April Evaluation officer Departs Geneva, arrives J

uba 13™ April

Friday. 13 UNMAOQO Regional South Simon Porter, Deputy Programme Manager
April EU Regional Office Brigitta Brosskinsky
Sat.14 April Juba Simon Porter, UNMAO
UlrichTietze, Technical Adviser, UNDP
Bodil Jacobsen, Programme Manager, DDG
Tommy Thompson, WFP, Roads Manager
NPA — Rune Kristian Andersson, Programme
Manager
Sun. 15 April | Juba MAG, Phillip Halsfield, Technical Operations
Manager
Mon. 16 UNMAO Juba Simon Porter, Deputy Programme Manager,
April Paul Eldred, Regional Operations Officer
Danish Demining Group Bodil Jacobsen, Programme Manager, DDG
ECHO Regional Office James Duku, Programme Officer
Tues.17 New Sudan Mine Action Mr Jukuch Barach Barach
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April

Directorate

Ms Margaret XXXX

FSD Alex van Roy, Programme Manager
Wed. 18 Ministry of Roads and Dr Desmond Wanni, Secretary
April transport

Ministry of Finance Cancelled

Ministry of Agriculture Cancelled

UNDP

UlrichTietze, Technical Adviser, UNDP

Thursday, 19th April — Evaluation officer flies

to Nairobi

Fri. 20 April | WFP Tommy Thompson, WFP
MAG Abigail Hartley, Programme Manager, MAG
Sat.21 April | Nairobi Research

22 — 23" April — Evaluation officer returns to Geneva (flight delaye d by 10 hours)
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International Declarations and Agreements

Africa-EU Strategic Partnership, and the ActionnFiar 2008-2010
(http://www.eu2007.pt/NR/rdonlyres/D449546C-BF42-8B566-
407591845C43/0/071206jsapenlogos_formatadp.pdf

Cotonou Agreement, 2000
(http://ec.europa.eu/development/geographical/catfmebonoudoc_en.cfin

Lomé Convention, 1975%ttp://ec.europa.eu/development/geographical/lomegge.cfn)

Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, 2005
(http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/11/41/34428357).pdf

Strategy for Africa: An EU regional political paership for peace, security and development in
the Horn of Africa, 20 Oct. 200kitp://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/r13004)htm

Transitional Federal Charter of the Somali RepyldEmuary 2004
(http://www.somalia.cc/article_read.asp?iten=6

Literature and Evaluations

African Security Review (2000),he Southern African Development Community and the
Landmine Ban TreafyRichard Sherman & Noel Stott, Published in VON®5/6
(http://www.iss.co.za/ASR/9No5And6/Sherman.html

World Bank (2005)Capacity Building in Africa: An OED Evaluation ofod Bank Support,
World Bank, Washington D.Ghttp://www.worldbank.org/oed/africa_capacity buildl)

DAC (2002)Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and ResulteBaganagemen©ECD, Paris
(http://lwww.oecd.org/dataoecd/29/21/2754804.pdf)

Da Camara, S. Lehtinen, T. and A. Sherrif (200i¢ EU’s Response to Conflict Affected
Countries, Operational Guidance for the Implementabf the Cotonou Agreemeimiscussion
Paper 31, Maastricht, ECDPM

(http://www.ecdpm.org/Web ECDPM/Web/Content/File8tnsf/index.htm?ReadForm&D09C8
2C0173EE550C1256C8B0035F457

Disch, A. and A. Karlsen (2004tvaluation of the Global Landmine Survey Proc&santeam-
Demex, Oslo.

Eaton, Robert, C. Horwood, and N. Niland (199#g Development of Indigenous Mine Action
CapacitiesDHA.

Gasser, R. and R. Keeley (20@pbal Assessment of EC Mine Policy and Action§22P004
ATOS Origin, fttp://www.pedz.uni-mannheim.de/daten/edz-
h/az/05/global_assessment_final)pdf

GICHD (2005)Review of Ten Years Assistance to Mine ActiondrmavhbiqueGICHD, Geneva.

GICHD (2007)Evaluation of NPA’s Humanitarian Mine Action Projesd Review of
Ethiopia’s Mine Action Programmé&ICHD, Geneva.

Isaksen, J., . Samset, and F. Pacheco (2d@éjerm Review of the Angola Programme of
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Norwegian People’s Aidzhr. Michelsen Institute
(http://www.cmi.no/publications/file/?2126=mid-temaview-of-the-angola-programmejof

Martina Fors (2003)Mission ReportAddis Ababa, 25 Feb. 2003

Smillie, lan and Larry Minear, 2003he Quality of Money: Donor Behavior in Humanitaria
Financing,Feinstein International Famine Center, Tufts Ursitgr
(http://ocha.unog.ch/fts/exception-docs/FTSDocuniéhts Quality of Money-
Donor_Behavior_in_Humanitarian_Financing pdf

Sudan Unified Mission Planww.sudanig.org

World Bank (2005) Engaging Civil Society Organipats in Conflict- Affected and Fragile
States: Three African Country Case Studies, WoddkB Washington D.C.
(http://Inweb18.worldbank.org/ESSD/sdvext.nsf/67BgName/EngaqgingCivilSocietyOrganizati
onsinConflict-
AffectedandFragileStatesThreeAfricanCountryCasea8sidFILE/Engaging+CSOs+in+Conflict-
Affected+and+Fragile+States+Final.pdf

World Bank (2003)Transitional Support Strategy for the Republic afiéla, World Bank,
Washington D.C.Http://www-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentSek@SP/IB/2003/03/22/000094946_0303
1304013163/Rendered/PDF/multiOpage) pdf

World Bank, 2005Interim Strategy Note for the Republic of Angd&grid Bank, Washington
D.C. (http://www-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentSek#@SP/IB/2005/02/18/000012009_2005
0218142854/Rendered/PDF/31128)pdf

World Bank, 2006, Angola - Oil, broad-based grovaiingd equity - country economic
memorandum, World Bank, Washington D.Gttf://www-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentSek@SP/IB/2006/10/24/000090341_2006
1024104820/Rendered/PDF/35362)pdf

World Bank/UNDP, 20025omalia Socio Economic Survey 20@0&rld Bank/UNDP, Nairobi
(http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTSOMALIA/Resoces/swb _complete report.pdf

World Bank, 2006MDTF- National/ MDTF-South, Project Proposal docurhéor a proposed
grant in the amount of US$33.0Million to the Goweamt of National Unity for the Fifth
Population Census of Sudaworld Bank, Washington D.C.

Policy Documents European Community

All available country Strategy Papers and Natidndicative Programmes for the period 2002-
2007 fttp://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/sp/2002.htm

All available Regional Strategy Papers for 2002600
(http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/sp/2002.htm

EC Council Regulation (EC) 1724/2001 of the Euraparliament and of the Council of 23 July
2001 concerning action against anti-personnel lanesrin developing countries
(http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/mine/dogs/t&24.pdyf

EC Regulation (EC) 1725/2001 of the European Radia and of the Council of 23 July 2001
concerning action against anti-personnel landmimésird countries other than developing
countries ittp://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/mine/dogs/A&25.pdf
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EC Council Regulation No 381/2004tip://www.legaltext.ee/text/en/T60007.Htm

European Communityhe European Roadmap towards a Zero Victim Tafjst, EC Mine
Action Strategy & Multi-annual Indicative Programmgi2005-2007,
(http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/mine/doegéy 0507_en.pjif

Policy Coherence for Development: Accelerating peseg towards attaining the Millennium
Development Goals, Communication from the Commissiothe Council, The EU Parliament
and the European Economic and Social Committed| 2pr2005,
(http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/r12534)htm
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