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1 Executive Summary

The MDRP is by far the largest D&R program in the world in terms of number of states involved,
individuals demobilized and levels of funding. It succeeded in mobilizing USD 450 million and
structuring a complex partnership around the common objective of stabilizing the greater Great Lakes
Region through demobilizing and reintegrating over 300,000 ex-combatants in seven countries. Key
lessons from this seven year program that ran from April 2002 through June 2009 include:

(i) National ownership, a central pillar of the MDRP, is the key to successful DDR, but inclusive
stakeholder commitment to and engagement with the program is essential.

(i) Sustainability of reintegration efforts need to be a concern from day one.

(iii) Particular beneficiary groups such as child soldiers and female ex-combatants, require identifiable
targeting, funding and action plans, and management held accountable for results. While child soldiers
was addressed through MDRP Special Projects, targeted attention to gender came only much later in
the program.

(iv) Capacity development and quality assurance will always be lacking in fragile and post-conflict
settings and need to be addressed with dedicated resources and own action plans.

(v) In order for the partnership to function, roles and responsibilities should be clear with specified
objectives, indicators, target values spelled out and accountability instruments agreed to.

(vi) Given the complexity, risks and challenges associated with working in fragile and conflict-affected
environments, and D&R in particular, the World Bank should review its policies, procedures,
instruments and staffing in terms of adequacy for operating and administering such ambitious
interventions as an MDRP, and in particular has to commit senior management time to such programs.

The Multi -country Demobilizat ion and Reintegration Program (MDRP) was set up to
demobilize and reintegrate into civilian life over 360,000 ex-combatants (EXCs)in the greater
Great Lakes region (GLR), to contribute to peace,stability and socio-economic development
and cooperation in one of the most conflict-affected regions in the world .

The MDRP was an ambitious program in terms of its objectives ¢ addressing security,
political and development issuest and in its design: it was an unprecedented partnership of
national governments, donor countries, UN agencies, the World Bank and local
implementers that had a regional approach yet based on national ownership.

The MDRP was set up in 2002 and closed in June 2009. About a dozen donors and the World
Bank provided over USD 450 million that financed the successful demobilization of 300,000
EXCs in seven countries; helped set up national programs and national implementing bodies
that took ownership and leadership of their respective D&R programs; supported cross -
border learning and networks; generated new knowledge, insights and experience of great
value to future D&R operations; and provided a series of lessons regarding funding,
secretariat organization, national ownership, regional collaboration, capacity building and
technical assistance, beneficiary targeting, quality assurance and performance tracking, and
linkages to other activities.

1.1 Financing and Governance
Donors and the World Bank guaranteed substantial resources to the high-risk MDRP even

before any programs were in place. This provided a strong political signal to the parties on
the ground, which was helpful for mobilizing support for DDR action.
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Pooling of donor resources and making them available under a common set of
administrative procedures was a major advantage. But the risk of donor volatility was made
apparent during the MDRP, and needs to be discussed with the donor community.

The Advisory Committee ( AC) and Technical Coordination Group ( TCG) were constructive
meeting places for debating policy issues, new ideas and learning. More policy discussions
should over time have been moved to the field, giving more voice to local partners , and more
thought and resources given to how to follow up . Joint Supervision Missions were a good
mutual learning and oversight mechanism that built shared understandings and thus
strengthened the partnership. It was demanding to organize, interest and participation from
donor capitals decreased over time, while local partner participation coul d have been
stronger.

The MDRP as an important regional program should have been more visible inside the
World Bank organizational structure. The Secretariat itself faced two challenges: Bank staff
often reported to Sector Managers making MDRP leadership at times complicated, and many
MDRP staff were hired from the outside. The use of external technical expertise strengthens
the ability to address multifaceted problems , but these staff had limited knowledge of Bank
operating practices. More time and resources should have been invested up front to ensure
that such staff are properly trained, integrated and function well in the program context.

Over time, location of the Secretariat should have been reviewed. A Secretariat based in the

region empowered to engage at policy level with national counterparts and a smaller office
EEEOwWPOwW6EUI BOT UOOwWPOUOEWET whbOwoODOl whDUT wUT T w! EC
country context where issues may move fast and the ability to take quick decisions may
dependoQwl EYDOT wOOI zUwOOUIT wEOOUIT wikdlifigld dreseinde ayO E OwE w
be helpful.

Given the complexity, risks and challenges associated with working in fragile and conflict -

affected environments, and D&R in particular, the World Bank should review its policies,

procedures, instruments and staffing in terms of adequacy for operating and administering

such ambitious interventions as an MDRP, and in particular has to commit senior

management time to such programs.

1.2 Portfolio Results

The GLR provided a daunting environment for the logistically complex D&R operations, yet
the national programs largely met the demobilization and reinsertion targets.

The delays in program implementation experienced in some countries were mainly caused
by political stalemates or weak management, though in some cases joint donor action such
as in the DRC, overcame such obstacles

Reintegration is more complex and long-term than simple reinsertion, and while a DDR
program normally cannot do full -term reint egration, monitoring systems and support should
have been in place to ensure that national authorities could continue to track progress.

Livelihoods support must be realistic and market-friendly so as to reduce disappoints and
possible abandonment of the DDR process by EXCs, thoughlivelihoods viability is primarily
dependent on dynamics in the larger economy.
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Technologies and other support services provided for DDR efforts (ID cards, monitoring

systems, databases), should as far as possible be compatiblevith and contribute to larger

national systems, both to provide value-added to the EXCs, but also to contribute to
improving larger systems and thus ensure sustainability of DDR -initiated ones.

In order to reach special groups, earmarked resources must beset aside and targeted skills
and programs employed to ensure that group -sensitive approaches are employed. This was
successful in the case of child soldiers butless sowhen it came to female EXCs, despite being
an early identified group , as significant assistance only came later in the program

Quality assurance is expensive and management intensive. As with special groups, M&E
requires dedicated resources and attention. In order to track performance, databases need to
be set up with clarity on which v ariables the program wishes to track (a fairly minimalist
approach is the most realistic), preferably with consistency across countries if program
similarity makes this logical and possible.

The management of such a large M&E program, and the capacity building necessary for the
individual programs to be able to manage and implement it, is a task that is possible to
contract out, at least partially, where different models or contracts can be used.

1.3 Partnership

The MDRP Partnership was broad-based, innovative and ambitious since it was addressing
security, political and development issues at the same time. With hindsight it is clear that not
enough thought had gone into its design, both with regards to roles and responsibilities
between the different partners, but also concerning the size and skills of the Secretariat.The
responsibility for ensuring that the administration of the Partnership worked lay with the
Administrator , yet senior management in the Bank at times did not pay close enough
attention to this.

Donor commitments varied by donor, across MDRP countries, and over time as political
priorities shifted. The most important role was on the ground, yet that was often the weakest
link in donor staffing with high rotation, few staff, most fundin g and commitments made at
HQ level and not always fully communicated to the field.

Host governments generally welcomed the DDR resources but were sensitive to the policy
dimensions attached. Stable/strong governments were better able to enter into such
partnerships while transitional regimes are more vulnerable: they are asked to address what
is often a pillar of their own power base at a time when the state is particularly weak. The
ambitions of the partnership must therefore be scaled to the ability local authorities have for
addressing this core area of state security: for regimes that feel exposed, SSR and cross
border issues may be secondorder to plain political survival.

For a complex and multi-party collaborative partnership like the MDRP, roles and
expectations need to be made explicit and operational in order to work. A dedicated
framework like the Roles Matrix prepared by the MDRP is an excellent tool that should be
designed early in the program, with objectives, indicators, target values, responsibilities
spelled out and accountability instruments agreed to. This should be discussed and
approved by the governing body, and be part of the overall program Results Framework/s,
ECEWOOOPUOUI EWEOEWUI xOUUI EwOOWEUwWxEUU WOl woOYI UEOC
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1.4 Regional Approach

The regional approach of the MDRP ensured coherence of DDR in the region as well as
broad-based understanding of the DDR issues, including the need for large-scale and flexibly
programmable funding. Generating agreement on this regional approach to the GLR DDR
was a major achievement.

Despite the regional vision, it was easier to produce the country-specific outputs than the
regional ones. The crossborder results require continued effort and focus, and unless the
benefits are perceived to be significant on both sides of the border, it is difficult to sustain the
interest. There is also a hierarchy of concerns where the national ones come first, and where
parties therefore are at different stages in addressing their challenges (Rwanda had largely
managed its internal DDR, DRC was still in the middle of a big DDR process).

The MDRP was an efficient and effective mechanism for mobilizing and coordinating
financial resources for DDR, ensuring transparent funding allocations, co nsistent financial
management and harmonized reporting. The joint learning events provided for efficient
sharing of own experiences (peer learning), dissemination of new knowledge, but also was
the most useful arena for building trust and cross -border relations.

For implementing countries, there may be some economies of scale on the learning and

knowledge events is limited: they must still be adapted to the national context.

For donors, the advantages are more obvious: mobilization of funds, planning, and financial
and performance reporting can be standardized and at no additional cost a donor country
can participate in and track dynamics in a series of countries.

1.5 National Ownership

National ownership as a principle for the MDRP program was essential. However, it should
have beenoperationally defined so that the various dimensions could be better addressed:
government versus broader national ownership; policy versus implementation dimension,
the contextual understanding and its dynamics over time.

The importance O wUT T WEOOETI x UwOPl UwbPOwUI 1 wEOCEUPUAWODOwWPI
define policies, priorities and programs. A broader concept of national ownership would
have ensured that not only government officials but also a broader set of stakeholders be
present who can help make DDR happen. Experience shows that actors such as civic
organizations and local governments can play a key role in implementation , in particular
when it comes to reintegration. Opposition groups and potential spoilers should be brought
in to build trust and improve the likelihood of successfully implementing a DDR program.

1.6 Capacity Development

DDR implemented through a national ownership approach should assume that there will be
important capacity constraints . Depending on circumstances, this might entail doing a first
needs assessment, identify critical gaps, and in close dialogue with local stakeholders
prepare a CD strategy that encompassespolitical, management, technical and physical
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capacity needs. The strategy, to be credible, will require an action plan, resources, defined
monitorable deliverables and staff for implementation.

While CD is a long-term development concern and questions should be asked to what extent
a time-limited and focused DDR program should allocate resources to this area, DDR
programs tend to last longer than expected and forward looking CD programs can thus be
good value for money .

CD is skills and management intensive, which becomes an argument for more permanent
presence in the field. This is a costly decision so needs to be carefully consideredt but
should be weighed against realistic alternatives for delivering the DDR objectives.

Linked in with t his is the more general issue of knowledge management. The MDRP
produced a number of studies and thus new knowledge in a number of fields important to
DDR: gender, special rebel groups, lessons from demobilization exercises. In addition arethe
evaluations produced in a number of the countries. Together this constitutes a significant
contribution to our knowledge , and joint mechanisms are useful vehicles for this. In the
MDRP, other actors and in particular the donors and UN bodies could probably have
contributed more actively. An extended capacity development/knowledge generation
program would have allowed for more systematic programming of both hands -on
knowledge but also more research-based insights.

1.7 Longer-term Impact and Looking Ahead

The regional dimension of the MDRP was to a large extent a success, but also a child of its
times: the GLR grabbed widespread attention until the crisis subsided and its regional-
political role fell. While it was able to generate high-level political support in the early ph ase,
this commitment on the donor side decreasedt a dynamic which is to be expected but needs
to be borne in mind when setting up such complex mechanisms. Temporary joint
mechanisms like the MDRP are therefore generally better at addressing technicalconcerns, so
expectations need to be realistic when it comes to results that depend onpolitical action and
decision.

Upstream (policy, SSR)and downstream (sustainable reintegration) links to DDR need to be
systematically identified and as far as possibé established While implementingsuch linked-in
programs are beyond the scope and time horizon of a DDR process, the Impact and
Sustainability of steps taken under DDR will increase with the in clusion of DDR into these
broader agendas.

Funding for import ant public goods like peace and stability requires more predictable and
equitable funding than the ad hodrust fund mobilizations of the MDRP. This is a challenge
for the international community in general.

P Z S

Joint mechanisms are vulnerable to loss of insitutional memory and ? O1 UU OO U uTke
MDRP, as an important DDR program, needs to ensure that a repository for the institutional
memory is found.

If the World Bank wishes to continue playing a lead role in DDR, it should look critically at
the experience of the MDRP to assess whether it has appropriate systems, staffing policies,
procedures and instruments when it comes to supporting what is presumably the most high -
risk activity the Bank engages in.
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2 Background and Introduction

In the past two decades violent conflicts have affected nearly half the African countries and
over a third of its population . This has made the international community pay more attention
to the problems of Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR). The most
ambitious response so far was the collaborative effort among African and donor countries in
setting up the Multi -country Demobilization and Reintegration Program (MDRP) for the
greater Great Lakes region of Central Africa during the period 2002-2009.

As the MDRP formally closed at the end of June 2009, an endof-program evaluation was
commissioned to look at the lessons from the MDRP as a mechanism.

2.1 Background

The conflicts in the Greater Lakes Region (GLR) area in the 1990s had different historical
roots and patrticular causes, including ethnic divides , conflicts over resources and power,
leading to genocide, protracted civil war , regionalized fighting . While open conflicts usually

T EEWUOO!I whEI OUDPI bE E Onuiti dihéhBidnal lard ofe@ouvdtid ttabisubiorilet |
dimensions.

S

The conflict in the DRC was patrticularly complex and destabilizing to the entire region. The
Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement signed in July 1999 foresaw the organization of the Inter
Congolese Dialogue, the disarmament and demobilization of foreign armed groups, and the

withdrawal of foreign troops. The U N Organization Mission to Congo (MONUC) was to

play a central role in these activities. As an outcome of the agreement, Angola, Namibia,
Rwanda and Uganda pulled all or part of t heir military forces out of the DRC.

The MDRP was to support the transition to peace and stability throughout the region by
funding the demobilization and reintegration of ex -combatants within and across countries.

The conflict analysis informing the MDRP was carried out in dialogue with stakeholders in

the countries involved, concerned donor countries, the UN and the World Bank. Based on

this analysis, the MDRP was conceived of as a regional program, and waspresented to the
parties in Paris in April 2002 in a meeting hosted by the World Bank. Two documents were

the basis for discussion: "Towards a Regional Framework for Disarmament, Demobilization

and Reintegration in the Greater Great Lakes Region" (vorld Bank 2001a), and the follow -on
"Greater Great Lakes Regional Strategy for Demobilization and Reintegration” (World Bank
2002a). The purpose of the meeting was to review the regional strategy and program, initiate
resource mobilization for its implementation, and agree on next steps. Representatives from

13 donor countries, eight regional governments and 12 international organizations attended

the meeting.

Another x UEOPDE Pd$® @WADIWPEUwW1T EOYI UawbOw [ UPEEow Ow T
(World Bank 2002b) notes that OE O a wOi w [ U D E Hctsldne BoddidetUsBoi veoBddaD |
disputes but have become constant states of instability. The publication argues that because

of their very nature, African conflicts have become a development issue: ? % civil conflicts
destroy social capital andstitutions. Second, some conflicts tend to follow cyclical pattérhsy

lock countries into destructive wgreacevar cycles, which must be broken for development to be
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successfulThird, conflicts are increasingly taking a regional dimensithmeatening neighboring
EOQUOUUDI Uz @H,ippye7)0Ox O1 OU

Early engagement in post-conflict situations is critical to enable peace to solidify and achieve
stabilization. The authors note that Pwindows of opportunity ? arise in the immediate after -

math of a political or military agreement. The MDRP was conceived and implemented as a
mechanism to capitalize on windows of opportunity arising from peace and military accords

2.2 Objectives of the Evaluation

The Terms of Reference (TOR) for this evaluationlist three objectives (seeAnnex A):

i. Identify the results of the MDRP vis-a-vis the objective of demobilizing and

reintegrating 400,000 EXCsin the GLR and assess if these activities contributed to the

, #1/ Z UwWET Y1 OOx 01 O0wil OEOwWOI wamd BRI EUI Ewx] EET wWE (
ii. Identify the factors that contributed to the results achieved with a focus on the effect

of the design features/principles of the MDRP on which the program was based.

iil. Identify lessons and present recommendations for future programming and
operations and for institutional stakeholders such as the Bank and its donor partners.

The evaluation was to be based on the existing evaluations and reviews; was not to carry out
any own results assessments on the ground but build on what was already in place; and was
to focus on the second objective: identify those design features of the MDRP itself that could
explain results attained. There was hence no original work done at country -results level. On
the other hand, the evaluation is to record and assess the esults achieved against the various
results frameworks ¢ see chapter 5.

2.3 Methodology and Data Sources

The evaluation was carried out in three phasesduring the period March-October 2009.

During the inception phase (March-April), the team carried out a review of documents made
available, participated as observers in the Reflection, Advisory Committee and Policy Forum
meetings organized by the MDRP in Washington 9-12 March, and had a first series of
interviews with key infor mants attending the meetings.

The field phase (April -May) consisted of interviews with donor officials before visits to six of
the MDRP countries ¢ the seventh country was only addressed through a video-conference.
Further interviews with MDRP, World Bank and UN staff were carried out in Washington
and New York at the end of May (a list of all informants can be found in Annex B).

Report drafting (June-October) included a first presentation of findings to the Trust Fund
Committee in Paris on 24 June.

The focus on the second and third objectives means that attention has been on the MDRP as a
mechanism and how it has functioned. This is to some extent spelled out in the Analytical
Framework to the TOR (see Annex A, last part), and thus required careful reading of the
MDRP strategy (see next section) and analysis of its operationalization. The report is thus
structured according to the issues raised by the MDRP mechanism.
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The data collection part of this evaluation happened as several otherprocesses were taking
place: (i) the closing down of MDRP operations, (ii) the start up of the follow -on TDRP, and
(iii) the establishment of a number of single-country MDTFs to fund subsequent phases of
DDR activities. This situation put a lot of demands on MDRP staff time, which meant that
some document reviews and informant interviews took place somewhat later than originally
hoped for.

2.4 MDRP Strategy

The MDRP strategy is based on the analysis contained in?Post-Conflict Recovery in Africa:
An Agenda for UT 1 w [ UBD E Bwatidl Barlk BoG2€).2Thisqulocument puts forth how a
partnership between the World Bank, national actors, bilateral and multilateral organizations
would be the best way to capitalize on the windows of opportunity arising in the GLR in the
early 2000s.The policy notes the crosshborder factors that underlie the conflicts in the GLR
and that therefore a solely country focused approach to resolving conflict and planning DDR
activities was likely to be inadequate.

12 April and approved by the Bankz Board on 25 April 2002. It setout a regional planning,
financing and implementation framework for the demobilization and reintegra tion (D&R) of
an initially estimated 350,000 combatants. Nine countries in central and southern Africa were
eligible for support: the Republic of Angola, Burundi, the Central African Republic (CAR),
the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), the Republic of Congo (ROC), Namibia, Rwanda,
Uganda and Zimbabwe. Namibia and Zimbabwe never entered the program, so the MDRP
in practice has been limited to the other sevencountries.
The MDRP Strategy defines its key objectives as:

1 Provide a comprehensive regional framework for DDR efforts;

9 Establish a single mechanism for donor coordination and resource mobilization for
demobilization and reintegration;

1 Serve as a platform for national consultative processes that lead to the formulation of
national demobilization and re integration programs.
The key operating assumptions of the strategy were:

1 MDRP DDR strategy exists within a broader framework for peace and security and
cannot be a substitute for that;

9 No single donor or agency can address the complexity of DDR in the region;
9 Partner contributions should be based on their respective comparative advantages
EOEwW&OYI UOOI OUUz wxUIl I 1 Ul OEl UwgpYEUDBDI Uwxl UwWwEOUC
1 Coordination is necessary to ensure that the MDRP does not operate in a political
vacuum and that approaches are considgent irrespective of funding source;

1 Links with other efforts aimed at enhancing security and reconstructing shattered
societies is important;

1 National programs are prepared, appraised, and supervised by national authorities
and stakeholders, supported by interested donor and agency partners.

The key principles of the MDRP which this study looks at are thus:
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9 Partnership : Successful DDR requires arange of interventions that no single actor can
provide, so different actors should join their resources and skills (chapter 6).

1 Regional approach: The conflicts in the GLR were to a large extent transborder in
nature, so a regional approach to addressing DDR wasseen asrequired (chapter 7).

1 National ownership : National actors must define and take responsibility for the DDR
activities, for them to succeed and be sustainable (chapter8).

9 Capacity development : It was recognized that the local capacity to plan and
implement DDR activities would be limited, so support to strengthening local
capacities was seen as important (chapter9).

1 Institutional arrangements : The MDRP, as a complex program with many actors
with not necessarily totally overlapping agendas, required a transparent and
accountable institutional set-up to ensure successful implementation (chapter 4).

1 Financial arrangements: As a large program across seven countries that would
necessarily have diff erent timelines and require different levels of funding, the MDRP
needed large-scale, longterm predictable yet flexible funding (chapter 4).

Box 2.1: MDRP Funded Activities

In Angola, the MDRP funded a special project to reintegrate ex-UNITA combatants in early 2003,
implemented by UNDP and FAO. The national DDR program, the Angolan Demobilization and
Reintegration Program (ADRP), was implemented by the Instituto de Reintegracdo Socio-Profissional
dos Exi Militares, IRSEM, which is the government institution responsible for reintegration of EXCs.

In Burundi, the Demobilization, Reinsertion and Reintegration Program (DRRP) was under the
National Commission for Demobilization, Reinsertion and Reintegration (NCDRR). A special project,
the Demobilization, Reintegration and Recruitment Prevention of Child Ex-Combatants (CSDRRPP)
was implemented and partially funded by UNICEF.

In the Central African Republic (CAR), the Projet de Réinsertiondes Ex-c omb at t ant s ¢
Communautés, PRAC, was the only country-level activity not implemented by national authorities.
UNDP was responsible for implementation so PRAC was funded as a special project.

In the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), the Programme National de Désarmement,
Démobilisation et Réinsertion, PNDDR, and six special projects were funded: (i) Capacity Building and
Support to the Prevention of Recruitment, Demobilization and Reintegration of Children Associated
with Armed Forces, (ii) Situation Assessment and Projects for Demobilization and Reintegration of
Child Soldiers, (iii) Support for the Reunification and Reintegration of Former Child Soldiers in the
DRC, (iv) Prevention of Recruitment, Demobilization and Reintegration of Children Associated with
Armed Forces, (v) Rapid Reaction Mechanism to Support DDR of EXCs in the DRC, RRM, and (vi)
Community Recovery and Reintegration of EXCs in Eastern DRC, ComRec.

In the Republic of Congo (ROC), the MDRP funded the Republic of Congo Demobilization and
Reintegration program, under the Haut Commissariat de la Reinsertion des Ex- Combatants
(HCREC), the National Commission for the national DDR program.

In Rwanda, the MDRP funded the national program, the Rwanda Demobilization and Reintegration
Program (RDRP) under the Rwanda Demobilization and Reintegration Commissions (RDRC).

In Uganda, the MDRP funded the Amnesty Commission Special Project (ACSP), implemented by the
Amnesty Commission.
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3 The World Bank and DDR

The World Bankz UWOEOEEUI wx Ul E OU E | udito®nedusénic®sOnitiHe 8eOuEit) OT wU T |
sector. The Bank can therefore not fund Disarmament, but has become an increasingly
important actor when it comes to Demobilization and Reintegration (D&R).

3.1 Organizational and Policy Developments

The Bank became more involved in post-conflict reconstruction when it took a lead role in

assisting the Palestinian territories in the early 1990s.Snce the WestBank and Gazawas not
a sovereign state, nor a member country of the World Bank group, nor a territory for which

another member country had expressed interest in acting as guarantor, neither IBRD nor
IDA could provide financing . The solution was the establishment in 199 of a Multi -donor
Trust Fund (MDTF) into which donors could provide grants fun ding.

Several principles were established. The Bank did not accept earmarking of donor
contributions to particular activities. The use of international firms as Financial Management

Agents to monitor MDTF funds also began with the funds set up in the Pale stinian territories
(Scanteam 2007.

In 1995, the World Bank put in place its Operational Policy (. / AwWd k YOw? $ 01 UT 1 OEau
regulated by several Operational Policies, but established under the regulatory framework of

these two OPs and their corresponding Bank Procedures (BPs). OP/BP 14.40 sets out the

types of Trust Funds the Bank administers, and the conditions and procedures under which

these funds are to be managedand administered. OP 8.50 outlines Bank policies under

emergency conditions. Flexibility is provided by allowing the Bank to adapt to the

1 Ol UT 1 OEazUwxEUUPEUOEUWEPUEUOQUUEOET UwbOwlI UOUwOI
more flexible conditions for retroactive funding .

3.2 Bank Funding of DDR Operations

While the first MDTFs were set up to assist post-conflict societies move onto a more stable
development path, they did not address the armed groups that might have been involved in

the underlying co nflict. This changed when the Bank began supporting D&R operations. The

first ones were financed by IDA loans and grants and Bank-administered trust funds in

Uganda in the early 1990s, followed by a number of other D&R programs, particularly in

Africa, whi ch provided important lessons for the development of the MDRP.

At the same time, fragile and conflict-E1 I 1 EUl EwWUUEU]I Uwi EYT wOOYI Ewl BT 1
agenda, leading to more flexible Bank policies. In February 2007, five years after the MDRP

began,. / ¥! / WEH&PEHU1] Ux OOUT wUOw" Ulplkkced thédfOR/BROG.50,1 1| OEDI
producing clearer and more comprehensive guidance on MDTFs. It provides measures for

quicker decision making and more delegation of authority; increases possible retroactive

financing from 20 to 40%; authorizes more flexible balancing between exante and expost

controls and risk mitigation measures that for example delegate higher level of authority to

Bank procurement staff.
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The new OP 8.00 and other policy changes have bee the result of greater management
attention and support to Bank operation in post -conflict situations. However, the recent
P1EXxPEwW1l UxOOUI wUOw" Yarkslot) wEOEwWwisWI wii 0GBl YvawEOOE
Management attention to and support of tasams' efforts to move faster with rapid response
operations has been essential for facilitating faster approvals of emergency [Bodingieve better
outcomes, however, this attention has to be matched with stronger upstream and downstream
management @ountability for implementation performance and an increased attention to resolving
implementation issués(world Bank 2009, mp. 21-22). The report recommends actions the Bank

needs to take to resolve implementation bottlenecks, including tighter monitori ng and
supervision of ex-post risk mitigation and control measures, which would require adequate

budget allocations; an appropriate incentive system that empowers staff to better manage

risks, which would require greater decision making devolved to the field and more targeted

training and skills development for staff involved in supporting and managing operations in
emergency and crisis situation; and further efforts in changing human resources policies to
strengthen in-country operational expertise in frag ile and conflict countries.

In 2008, one year before the MDRP closed,the World Bank and the UN reached agreement
on the Fiduciary Principles Accord for UN/Bank cooperation in a crisis and conflict context
(UN 2008). This simplifies considerably operational issueswhen MDTF funding is used for
UN managed activities.

3.3 MDRP Criteria and Programming

The MDRP Strategy outlines eligibility criteria for financing. These are:
9 Each country must be actively involved in the regi onal peace process

i The government must prepare a Letter of Demobilization Policy (LDP) showing
commitments to the regional peace process,D&R, and plans for social expenditure; a
national D&R program is prepared; implementation arrangements with planning,
coordination and monitoring capacity and participation of relevant political and
security stakeholders are in place; and with safeguards and fiduciary measures.

The sequencing of the demobilization from government and irregular forces was to be seton
a caseby-case basis Implementation was to be defined locally but could be executed by or in
collaboration with UN Agencies and international and local NGOs.

L #1/ zUw&UPE] 6DPO1 Uwi Obteuhatpiopréne Etduld genérally doddinsix
components: (i) disarmament; (ii) demobilization; (iii) reinsertion; (iv) reintegration; (v)
support to special groups; and (vi) implementation arrangements. HIV/ Aids prevention and
mitigation measures would be included during both the D&R phase. The composition of
national programs would be determined by the specific socio -political context and the socio-
economic profile of EXCs. The principles provided in the guideline are:

I Support to national ownership of program¥he MDRP would support national
programs tailore d to the requirements of a given country;

1 Support to comprehensive prograntach country should establish a single national
program that should seek to address the needs of all EXCs;

1 Beneficiary involvementBeneficiaries from all sides should be included in program
design and implementation from the outset;
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9 Participation The successful economic and social reintegration of EXCs requires the
involvement of local authorities and communities. The MDRP would encourage their
participation, and also strengthen their capacities where needed;

1 Coordination and partnershipsThe roles and responsibilities of international actors
would be decided for each national program. Partnerships with political and security
actors, especially those involved in the peace agreemats, would be critical; and

1 Links to economic reconstruction efforB&R programs would be implemented in the
context of broader reconstruction efforts. They would be encouraged to coordinate
and link closely with such efforts in order to benefit from ass ociated employment
opportunities and to contribute actively to local reconciliation and recovery efforts.

Special groups include female, children, and disabled or chronically ill. In the MDRP

Guidelines the definition of child soldier is the same as those used by UNICEF and the Office

of the Special Representative for Children and Armed Conflict to UNDPKO: A child soldier is

any person under eighteen years of age who is part of any regular or irregular armed force or group.

This includes those who are fitg recruited as well as those who join voluntarily. All child or
adolescent participants regardless of funcida O OO U Quwx OUUT UUOwOIl VUl 6T 1T UUOw
other support functions EUT wbPOEOQUET EwEUwPI OO0 w EWUNaEF 16d9) ChicE OOUDP E |
soldiers would be afforded priority assistance and benefit under the MDRP either through

existing national programs, or otherwise through special projects.

National programs would provide assistance to disabled EXCs and provide targeted support
for the social and economic reintegration of female EXCs, ensuring that benefits are equal for
and equally accessible to men and women Impact monitoring would track results on
partners of EXCs and women and identify emerging probl ems to the authorities.

In January 2004,in response toa partner request, the Secretariatproduced ?Targeting MDRP
Assistance:EXCsand OtherWar- | 1 1 EUI E w/ Oxhéiciarp d@fihillon @rgeting :

1 EXCsand their direct family members are MDRP ben eficiaries. Dependents of EXCs
should be eligible for an$ 7 " beblkdits in the event the EXC is incapable of doing so.

i The MDRP cannot provide support to all war -affected groups (IDPs, returning
refugees, war widows/female headed households, war orphans). Other partners (UN
agencies the World Bank, bilateral donors, numerous NGOs) have more appropriate
mandates and capacities to support these waraffected groups.

9 Disabled and/or chronically il EXCs are afforded special assistancewhere possible:
specialized physical rehabilitation (prosthetics, therapy), social and economic
assistance, while chronically ill (including those with HIV/ Aids) would have access to
medical services, counseling, and reintegration support. Supplemental long-term
arrangements were to be identified.

1 MDRP assistance for female EXCs include guarantee of equal access to reinsertion
and reintegration benefits, gender-responsive arrangements at demobilization
facilities, provision of gender specific health care, etc.

i The MDRP adopted the Cape Town principles and associated definitions of child
soldiers, and integrated into the national programs of Burundi, Rwanda, and DRC .
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1 Women and children are often under-reported at the front end of th e process, partly
as this is usually done by agencies not financed by MDRP, but also because these
groups often do not come forward. The suggested strategy was (i) improve
identification and inclusion of these groups; (ii) ensure child and women friendly
environments exist at the earliest possible point of the D&R process; (iii) link up with
social assistance programs for longerterm care. MDRP would seek to reach
agreement with authorities and rebel factions on criteria to apply, sensitize
peacekeeping forces and national armies on screening procedures, seekpresence of
specialized agencies and/or staff(female soldiers) at point of in -take.

9 Targeted assistance toEXCs can raise issues with respect to access, exclusion, and
equity vis-&vis other war -affected groups. Since these issues may vary widely by
country context, they should be considered on a caseby-case bass.

Box 3.1: Terms and Understandings.
DDR concepts can be used differently by various parties:

Demobilization is the process in which combatants leave/disband the armed forces/groups and begin
transiting to civilian life. This involves selection, preparation of assembly areas; planning of logistics;
resource mobilization; select those to be demobilized; cantonment and registration; disarmament;
needs assessment; provision of services; pre-discharge counseling; discharge and transport to home
areas. The MDRP did not include disarmament so the strategy had a slightly different definition (i)
assembly in discharge centers (cantonment); (i) verification of EXC status and provision of non-
transferable ID cards; (iii) capture of socio-economic data; (iv) pre-discharge orientation for transition
to civilian life; (v) health screening and voluntary HIV/Aids counseling and testing; (vi) addressing the
special needs of female and child ex-combatants; and (vii) facilitation of transport to areas of return.

Reinsertion: transitional assistance to help EXCs with their immediate needs after being demobilized,
such as food, clothes, shelter, medical services, provision of kits and tools and short-term training, or
employment. The MDRP strategy defined it as a transitional safety net and assistance would be
provided for a limited period following their return to civilian life. This would typically be to cover the
basic needs of an EXC household for a period of 6-12 months (World Bank 2002a, para 154).

Reintegration allows EXCs and their families to re-enter civilian life through gaining employment and
income, and socially through settling into the communities and being accepted, so includes both social
and economic aspects. The MDRP strategy notest hat o6t he nati onal progr
and social reintegration assistance to help ex-combatants establish sustainable livelihoods é . in
different forms, including micro-projects; vocational training, € apprenticeship schemes and
educational opportunities; employment; housing; provision of seeds and tools; and facilitation of
access to land. Where necessary, social reintegration assistance would seek to foster reconciliationé
(para. 156). The principles of reintegration in the MDRP strategy were individual choice of community
of settlement; and individual choice of reintegration support (annex D, p.64).

Reintegration can target individual EXCs or communities, or both. Targeting individuals means that
only EXCs (and usually their families) receive assistance. When communities are included incentives
and support are also given to communities so that it is not only EXCs that are seen to be benefiting
from the program. The MDRP did not target communities though some Special Projects included a
community approach, such as those for Child soldiers in the DRC and the PRAC in the CAR.

TheUN Secretary GenerradobUN peaeeemping in DDR statesethat reintegration
drequently depend for their effectiveness upon other, broader undertakings, such as assistance to
returning refugees and internally displaced persons; economic development at the community and
national level; infrastructure rehabilitation; truth and reconciliation efforts; and institutional
r e f opam..66c, 11 February 2000, S/2000/101). The Integrated DDR Standards (IDDRS) follows
this, and the EU largely uses the UN definitions of DDR (http://www.unddr.org/iddrs/framework.php and
http://www.eplo.org/documents/EU_Joint_concept DDR.pdf,). However, both the IDDRS standards and
those of the EU were developed and adopted during the lifespan of the MDRP, not prior to it.

Final Report T 137

ams


http://www.unddr.org/iddrs/framework.php
http://www.eplo.org/documents/EU_Joint_concept_DDR.pdf

Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation

4 Financing and Governance

Funding for the MDRP came from two sources: (i) donors that provided funding through an
MDTF, and (ii) IDA funding, largely grants but also a credit to Rwanda.The MDRP had four
bodies to govern, advise and inform the parties. All partners of the MDRP were members of
the Advisory Committee (AC) while the Trust Fund Committee (TFC) was made up of the
contributing donors. The Technical Coordination Group (TCG) consisted of the national
DDR bodies. During the period when Special Projects were processed, Local Ad-hoc
Committees (LACs) were established in the relevant partner countries to ensure local
participation and ownership in decisio n making.

The Bank was Trustee for the MDTF and administrator for the MDRP, and hired the
management and technical staff for the MDRP Secretariat .

The program was originally to run till June 2007, but at the TFC meeting in London in
November 2005 it was agreed to extend the program to 2009 to allow for the completion of
the national programs.

4.1 MDRP Funding

The MDRP Strategy estimated that the program would cost USD 500 million. Donors were to
contribute USD 350 million and IDA the remaining USD 150 millio n. The program was to
consist of four components: (i) national programs, (ii) special projects, (iii) regional activities,
and (iv) program management( World Bank 2002a, p. 29.

In the end, five national programs, 11 special projects and three MDRP-related projects were
implemented in the seven participating countries at a total cost of USD 451 million: USD 260
million from donors through the MDTF plus USD 191 million from IDA, though where IDA
later added a further USD 50 million for the DRC program.

The two funding sources provided flexibility to the MDRP as the IDA funds were to finance
national programs while the MDTF could in addition pay for special projects; regional
activities; and management and monitoring of the overall program.

Program implem entation units of the national governments were generally responsible for
the overall management of national programs, and the recipients of MDTF grants. Partner
governments, UN agencies and other organizations acted as executing agencies and grant
recipients for special projects, and the World Bank was responsible for executing regional
activities and program management under the MDTF.

Grant agreements were prepared between the World Bank as MDTF administrator, and the

recipients. These agreements applied the same financial management and procurement
guidelines and procedures as the parallel IDA grants /credits. In the case of special projects,
standard procedures applied with modifications for some UN and NGO projects due to the

special nature of the recipient and the emergency nature of D&R operations.

The rationale for the MDRP as a consolidated funding mechanism was to ensure timely and
adequate funding to eligible countries; predictable, comprehensive and well coordinated
donor support to the national programs; facilitate the involvement of donors that might
otherwise not be able to participate; minimize duplication of efforts; reduce the
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administrative burden on governments through coordination of donor funding and the
application of one set of impleme ntation procedures; and strengthen program ownership on
the part of governments. Due to the nature of DDR, national programs required intensive
supervision. In addition to MDRP staff, financial management and procurement specialists
were members of supervision teams. In addition donors participated in Joint Supervision
Missions (JSMs).

The total receipts of the MDRP came to nearly USD 452 million , as shown in table 4.1.:

Table 4.1: MDRP Total Receipts as ofend 200

Funding Agency In donor currency InUSD
Belgium EUR 10,007,938 10,992,483
Canada CND 24,499,910 19,475,901
Denmark DKK 2@72,000 4,033,720
European Commission EUR 20,000,000 22,764,000
Finland EUR 1,000,000 1,356,450
France EUR 2,000,000 2,078,600
Germany EUR 10,684,966 13,994,288
Ireland EUR 500,000 659,550
Italy EUR 1,500,000 1,714,050
Netherlands EUR 103,000,000 125,831,219
Norway NOK 45,000,000 6,875,376
Sweden SEK 60,000,000 8,260,619
United Kingdom USD 35,000,000 35,000,000
Total Donor Contribution 253,036,256
Investment Income 7214774
Total Trust Fund Receipts 260251,030
IDA 191,384,533
Total 451635,563

Source: MDRP Quarterly Progress Report Fourth Quarter 2008, table 2 MDRP Final ICM May 2010

MDRP total disbursement amounted to nearly USD 454 million, of which USD 370 million
financed national programs (82%) and USD 55 million Special projects (12%). MDRP
disbursements by source of funding (MDTF and IDA) are shown in Table 4.2 below.

The one financial problem the MDRP faced was a formal over-commitment of the trust fund,

which came in 2005 The DRC national program was approved by the Bank and donors but

formally without sufficient trust fund balances, whilet T 1T w! EOOz Uw U @dntbtu EUT w U]
commit funds before they are available. For IDA operations this is not an issue sincethese

funds are monitored by the financial management system. Trust funds, however, were not

part of that system, with each TF managed on its own, and for MDTF s the rule is that funds

have to be paid-in and not exist sSPOx QA WEUwx Ol ET T U w61 1 OwliT 1 w! EOGOz L
realized the discrepancy, it raised the alarm, and Bank management took a rather dim view

of the incident despite the program having been cleared by all relevant departments. Within

the Bank this gave the MDRP a reputation for lax oversight and controls, something one

senior Bank manager felt was undeserved and a defensive overreaction to cover up the

embarrassing fact that the Bank did not have rigorous systems in place to manage trust

funds. Since donors had guaranteed the funding, there was never a danger of the Bank
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facing uncovered obligations and the MDRP eventually closed with a USD 9 million surplus .
This incident, however, contributed to the Bank deciding to integrate TFs into the overall
financial management system, thus averting future problems of this kind.

Table 4.2: MDRP Estimated Cost and Actual Disbursement as of 30 June 2009:

c Estimated MDTF

ountry Cost Natl Special IDA Totals

Programs Projects

Angola 112,500,000 20,711,832 4,245 592 33,691,833 58,649,257
Burundi 90,000,000 29,171,408 3,474,016 29,318,586 61,964,010
CAR 3,000,000 0 9,727,000 0 9,727,000
DRC 120,000,000 90,550,444 33,303,769 96,208,544 | 225,437,612
ROC 12,000,000 13,298,226 0 0 13,298,226
Namibia 4,500,000 0 0 0 0
Rwanda 52,000,000 13,601,864 0 29,147,689 42,749,689
Uganda 37,500,000 0 4,143,066 0 4,143,066
Zimbabwe 15,000,000 0 0 0 0
Sub-totals 446,500,000 | 167,333,774 54,893,443 188,366,652 | 410,593,869
Spec projects 37,500,000
Regional 5,500,000 2,362,580 2,362,580
Activities
Program 8,400,000 24,930,694 24,930,694
Management
Trust Fund 2,100,000 1,548,098 1,548,098
Admin fee
Totals 500,000,000 250,451,183 191,384,533 | 439,435,241

Sources: Estimated Cost:Regional Strategy (25 March 2005);MDRP Secretariat, except for CAR & IDA: MDRP
Progress Report 4" Quarter 2008.

Estimated and actual costs by eligible MDRP countries are shown in table 42. As can be seen,
over half the funding ¢ about 55% - went to finance activities in the DRC.

Program management costs were originally estimated at USD 10.5 million over the program

period of five years, representing 2.1% of total funding. The actual costs rose substantially in

Ul UxOOUIl wUOOwWwxEUUOI UUz wEIT OEOE Uw médtecknidd) btaff oUT Ul OEI
advise national programs, and the two-year program extension. In the end, program

management took about USD 26.5million , or just above 5.8% of the total.

4.2 Advisory Committee

I QUUUT wUOTTw, #1/ zU0UwoOpOOUwUOWUTT woOYI UEOOw X1 EEIl w x
UUEOI T OOET UUwPhOwWUT I wx UOT UnhedDRRUACVEUII@EMPriseuratdiaud O x O
governments, all interested donor representativkey UN partners including MONUC,

representatives of regional bodies such as SADC and the OUA/AU, and an NGO
Ul xUI Ul OUEUDYI1 6631 1T w, #1/ v "wpPOUOEwWOI T Uwl YIi VUawUE
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MDRP; (ii) review the work program for the upcoming periadd (iii) discuss the eligibility of new
proposed national programs for MDRP suppotygpd Bank 2002a, paras 136131).

The meeting in Paris in April 2002was termed Ew s / EU U O1 Uwhile ,tHe IfolbBifyl z
meeting in November 2002 in the Hague was the first formal AC and TFC meetings. They
had been immediately preceded by a TCG meeting. The structure of having the AC and TFC
meet in sequence, sometimes coupled with a TCG meeting, has been mairdined throughout.

Counting the Paris 2002 meeting, the AC has met a total of ten times, of which only once in
Africa (Kinshasa in November 2003), and the last one in Washington (March 2009). All the
other meetings have been held in Europe.

The agendas have been far-reaching but focusing on three areas: (i) understanding the
MDRP in the larger regional political context, (ii) discussing the links to related processes
and programs, both upstream (SSR, policy reforms, peace processes) and downstream
(reintegration, economic development, community involvement), and (iii) operational issues,
both general and specific country issues(see box 4.1).

4.2.1 Addressing Operational Issues

A key question has been defining the boundaries for MDRP funding. Already at the April
2002 meeting questions were raised about geographic coverage (should Sudan be included
since it was key to the Uganda situation?) and beneficiary definitions: should the MDRP
limit its funding and thus the benefits of the program only to the EX Cs and their families and
leave out potential recruits to the armed groups (unemployed youth) and communities ¢
both those in which EXCs wanted to resettle, and those that had suffered at the hands of the
armed groups? The discussion regarding individual versus commu nity benefits has been
raised several times, and while the MDRP has funded both, there has been a clear preference
for individual (EXC and family) beneficiaries, in line with the document presented to the AC

in November 2003 (see Box 3.T'erms and Understadings).

4.2.2 Addressing Political Issues

The ACs have constituted a useful forum for discussing larger regional issues, such as the
links between DDR and SSR; how DDR programs can be mademore sustainable through
links to development and political processes and programs; etc. The discussions were often
based on papers commissioned by the Secretariat such as where discussions on COFS
resulted in analytical work commissioned by MDRP on the dynamics of foreign and local
armed groups in the DRC. But the AC has for the most part functioned as a forum for
exchanging views, largely in line with intention, so with limited follow -up and follow -
through.

4.3 Trust Fund Committee

3T 1T w3%" whEUwWUT 1T wEl EPUDPOOwWOE GEnd iDAIFgrE S warehbndlédll 1 w, # 1/
by the Bank according to its own rules, but information on these funds were always available

so that the two funding streams could be considered jointly. The TFC thus mon itored budget

and expenditure streams of the MDRP, and approved the MDTF funding for national

programs and special projects.
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Box 4.1: Advisory Committee (AC) Meetings

April 2002, Paris: The meeting discussed the updated MDRP Strategy and a range of ideas regarding
MDRP tasks: whether Sudan should be included; if the MDRP should target unemployed youth; the
importance of MDRP beneficiaries not being responsible for war crimes. Partners wanted the Bank
fensure that the MDRP Secretariat has adequate staffing capacity to fulfill its responsibilities, including
social impact monitoringfi and fstressed the importance and challenge of supporting the longer-term
social and economic reintegration of ex-combatants. Several partners emphasized the importance of
community-based approaches to reintegrationi ( AC Apr il 2002-12).mi nut es

November 2002, the Hague: The meeting discussed the first Joint Supervision Mission (JSM) which
affirmed the principles underlying the MDRP: conditions for country program aid, need for national
ownership, and MDRP as the only trust fund for DDR. There were concerns about slow progress on
the Special Projects in the DRC, and thus a request for a permanent MDRP presence in Kinshasa.

April 2003, Paris: The AC noted the approval of the first Special Project in the DRC but of greater
importance was that procedures had been cleared so that future projects could be processed faster.
More active involvement of the MDRP on the ground in Burundi had resulted in better quality analysis.
The previous recommendation of a permanent presence in DRC should be generalized across all
MDRP countries and links with political processes stressed: fimore in-depth political analysis... in
collaboration with local partner representatives, would further enhance the quality of national programs
and other MDRP activities... also requested that the Secretariat prepare a discussion paper on the
linkages between DDR and SSR é [ a prepdre an options paper on how the MDRP might help in
addressing the needs of [non-combatant women, children and disabled]é through linkages with

paras.

humanitarian, reconstruction and other recovery efforts6 ( AC Apr i | 2003, minutes part

November 2003, Kinshasa: The meeting reviewed national policies and DDR programs; progress of
implementation and findings of the JSM; papers on links between DDR and SSR; and targeting of
MDRP s u pépneed to:seekiand advocate linkages with efforts in support of war-affected groups
not covered under the MDRP financing.. and the recommendation to apply community- and area-
based reintegration strategies where feasible was reaffirmeddé ( AC November 2003

May 2004, Brussels: Partners wanted a focus on regional activities and support to cross-border
sensitization and repatriation activities. The UN briefed on the preparations for a GLR conference on
Peace, Security, Democr acy ahe dnpotaneeef natipnmaleowrtership lofi
the process, the role of civil society representativeso(AC May 2004, minutes paras 11, 14).

February 2005, Paris: The main item was the MTR (see main text). The destabilizing factor of 41,000
COFS, especially in eastern DRC, was raised, and the need for partnership with the UN in addressing
this. The UN noted the option of forcible disarmament was not feasible due to lack of mandate and
force size. Some parties cautioned the MDRP on issues where diplomatic efforts were ongoing. DDR
in Africa and how MDRP could share its lessons with the development community was addressed.

November 2005, London: The diverse nature of country circumstances and practical problems of
implementing DDR activities in fragile states as well as the continued slow progress on the COFS
issue was noted. A special session on MDRP in the wider context of peace and security was held.

November 2006, Paris: The meeting returned tothe DDR-SSR | i nks, noting t
to engage in SSR, while also discussing the necessary links between DDR and transitional justice.

December 2007, Paris: Focus was on three MDRP tasks: (i) accelerate implementation; (ii) plan the
exit; (iii) consolidate learning from MDRP. The main political theme was a presentation by EU Special
Rep for the GLR discussing the conflict in the DRC and its massive civilian displacement and sexual
violence. He stressed the need for a solution to peace that incorporates diplomatic, political and
developmental tools, the importance of the MDRP over the next two years and the need to think
beyond. The need for comprehensive approaches that align political, security, humanitarian and
development elements early on was raised, but partners noted the difficulty of executing such longer
term complementary activities in early post-conflict environments.

March 2009, Washington: The final AC meeting was precededby a frefl ecti on

of those who set up the MDRP, followed by a DDR Forum to assess the state of knowledge on DDR.
The AC was followed by a half-day TFC (for the donors) and TCG (for the African partners). Focus of
the AC meeting was the final reports from partners on achievements on the ground, a historical
overview of the conflict in the region, as wel

) mi nut

ghl i ght
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The more difficult issues that the TFC had to deal with were the possible budget short-falls,
the mis-management of funds in the DRC program, and the threat to MDRP financing with
the possibility of the withdrawal of some Dutch funds.

At the November 2006 meeting, the TFC discussed what had been identified as a projected
funding short -fall. An estimated additional USD 82 million w as required to fund existing
commitments. In addition came further program activities foreseen in the DRC, Uganda and
for expanded program management, estimated at a further USD 48 million. This would have
brought the total cost of the MDRP to USD 542 million. Furthermore, even at the existing
program commitment level, the MDTF would encounter a cashflow short-fall in early 2007.
Donors assured the Bank they would provide necessary funding.

TFC members expressed concerns regarding management and fiduciary ontrol in the DRC
when ineligible expenditures came to light . In the end CONADER was disbanded and a
smaller management unit was established where KPMG handled accounting, and the
government refunded the ineligible expenditures .

A disagreement over the dir ection and dynamics of the DRC program led the Dutch to want
to reclaim funds for direct bilateral application rather than through the MDRP. High -level
engagement on all sides ensured that the MDRP commitments remained intact, but pointed
to the vulnerabil ity of MDTFs to political shifts in donor priorities.

A special meeting of the TFC was held in May 2008 to discuss in particular the MDRP exit

strategy. Of the three options presented, the parties agreed to the seEEOOI Ew? 3UEQUD
OOEIl 02 Owb 1 1 Udpdtificur&sOfliih@stWwdudd be set up in those countries where this

was advised, while a small-scale Transitional Demobilization and Reintegration Program

(TDRP) which would ensure that regional issues could still be funded.

At the end of the MDRP program, a final TFC meeting in Paris in June 2009 walked through
the fiscal picture, ensuring the parties that the program had come in on budget, that the
limited unspent donor funds could largely be applied in follow -on activities, and that overall
donors had been kept fully in the picture and were able to report back on fiscal and
performance results that fulfilled mutual fiduciary obligations.

4.4 Technical Coordination Group

The Technical Coordination Group (TCG) was an information -sharing and learning body set
up to service the partner countries in Africa. The Secretariat serviced the TCG by organizing
and funding the events, and participated with own staff, both to contribute and to interact
with local partners. Events were either stand-alone workshops in the region, or took place in
conjunction with AC/TFC meetings.

Much of the value of the TCG meetings was the implicit learning and networking that took
place. The CAR delegations fairly quickly realized that they were the only country that did
not have a strong sy in the implementation of their D&R program, and used this to push
their demands for a stronger voice in the PRAC, for example.

The trust that was built through these meetings was helpful in other ways. The so-called
Pretoria Accords between DRC and Rwanda regarding the DDR of Rwandan COFS in the
eastern DRC were signedat the time of the first TCG meeting in Luanda in July -August 2002.
Informal talks during the TCG led subsequently to a September meeting hosted by MDRP in
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Nairobi between the parties and with MONUC and UNDP , both of whom had been at the
Luanda workshop.

Box 4.2: Technical Coordination Group Meetings

July-Aug 2002, Luanda: A first four-day TCG meeting included 13 staff from all seven countries. DDR
experts from Chad, Ethiopia and Sierra Leone presented experiences from their countries as
background to discussions on how to organize D&R programs in the GLR.

August 2003, Kibuye: A workshop was held to discuss monitoring and evaluation (M&E) and the
setting up of Management Information Systems (MIS) to register and analyze M&E data.

February 2004: A study tour to Sierra Leone included staff from all the MDRP partners except the
DRC, to understand better the Sierra Leone experience in demobilizing and reintegration EXCs.

September 2004, Kigali: The RDRC hosted a meeting with delegations from Burundi and Uganda to
share experiences.

Oct-Nov 2005, Kigali: The workshop discussed the gender dimension, with support from UNIFEM
and MDRP consultants, with several gender-based studies as inputs.

June 2006, Luanda: Fi ve countries sent staff to |l ook at

The MNDRP Secretariat then organized a meeting for technical delegations from Rwanda and DRC in
Nairobi 16-20 September 2002 with UNDP and MONUC present, to develop comprehensive
implementation of the DD and repatriating of Rwandese armed groups from DRC. Rwanda invited
delegation from DRC to visit and see their program (MDRP QPR 2002-Q3).

November 2006, Paris: The TCG discussed experiences and ideas on key cross-regional issues:

Children Associated with Fighting Forces: Focus was on updating and strengthening the Cape Town

Principles, the role of the new Principles in MDRP-support ed progr ams :

developed within MDRP-supported programs for working with children.

Strengthening Gender Work in the MDRP: The key themes were the need to develop a conceptual
framework on gender and DDR, and to establish a forum through which to collate, discuss and
disseminate experiences with gender and DDR within MDRP.

Re-thinking DDR: Seeing DDR from both conflict management and development perspectives had
participants reflect on DDR, security and peace-building within a wider framework of governance,
justice and economic and social well-being/development.

DDR and National Ownership: three case studies addressed the concept of national ownership:
Angol ads experience with engaging formerly op
parl i amentarians and Ugandads ietxogpganizatensce of w

June 2007, Kigali: The challenge of psycho-social trauma among EXCs and how to address this at
individual and community levels was the main topic.

November 2007, Paris: The session discussed and shared experiences on working with the World

Bank and to | earn more about the Bankds polici
Africa Region; and to present and discuss creative leadership in the context of DDR programs.

Following this, the MDRP held its first one-day Learning Seminar (see Box 5.1).

March 2009, Washington: An expanded DDR Policy Forum with TCG, full AC and external
resources persons discussed the status of knowledge on key DDR issues: global policy on conflict,
security, fragile states and future DDR programming; the early recovery challenge of balancing needs
of EXCs vs. victims of violence vs. constructing the foundations for peace; the debate on alternative

Angol a

posing
br king

approaches to reintegration; and regional modalities to address fragile states and regional conflicts.

4.5 The Secretariat
The MDRP Secretariat to begin with consisted of an MDRP manager, a trust fund (TF)

administrator , a communications officer and an operations analyst supported by four DDR
experts. The Secretariat was based in Washington, with two of the DDR staff posted to the
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region. Bank task managers were sought to manage D&R operations and the group broadly
comprised the MDRP Secretariat. As time went on, the Secretariat was strengthenedwith
more staff in Washington and in the field .

4.5.1 The MDRP Program Managers

The first MDRP manager had been responsible for preparing the regional strategy, with good
connections to the donors, the UN agencies, the partners in the region, and inside the Bank.
The TF administrator was also a known DDR adviser. A year later, however, the MDRP
manager moved to a different region, so the TF administrator acted as an interim manager
for about a year. Then the country manager in Burundi was made the new MDRP manager, a
post he kept for about a year, before in April 2005, a new MDRP manager took over and
remained in post till the program ended in June 2009.

These four MDRP managers were seen to represent different approaches to the program. The
first manager had the grand strategic vision and partnership strongly in mind, pushed actors
to develop national plans and get the machinery in place required for impl ementation. His
successor while noting that he was only an interim manager, focused on getting the nuts and
bolts in place to make the program function according to rules and accountability principles.
The next manager had long field experience, where some informants felt there was closer
attention to realities on the ground and a return to a more inclusive and listening style. The
final manager was given the task of tightening procedures and clean up what was felt had
become too vague a control of a difficult program, to repair the damage to donor relations
following the mid -term review, and address staffing issues in the Secretariat

The most recent MDRP management presented a work program that emphasized activities
on the ground, but also had a strong communication and dissemination program as well as
stepping up the number of studies and knowledge activities. To some, the result of this was
improved transparency, more attention to learning with more comprehensive and easily

available reporting on a much enhanced web-site. To some UN agencies in particular, it
represented the Bank taking over full ownership of the program to the detriment of the

larger partnership that it had been founded on, and that more attention was given to

addressing donor concerns (see chapter 6).

45.2 DDR Advisers and Task Team Leaders

The DDR advisers were hired through an international recruitment process. 650 candidates
applied, and the four selected all had UN backgrounds, though from different UN bodies.
The DDR advisers were to provide advice to the national DDR bodies, while Bank staff
would be the TTLs and manage the projects and programs that were approved.

This separation of functions ran into problems, principally because D&R activities required a
much closer follow -up than normal Bank operations. The usual division of labor between a
Bank TTL and the national government that had a loan that was to be supervised did not
work in situations where national authorities had little capacity to implement, yet the
outcome of the D&R program was dependent on quick response and aggressive
implementation. The MDRP ended up hiring more staff, in particular in the DRC, where at
one point there were about ten staff tracking the program. They were highly operational,
visiting demobilization ¢ enters, inspecing training programs, look ing into payment systems
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and EXC identification cards, and at times pushing and cajoling local officials to move
activities along rather than just monitoring and advising.

This activist approach required experience with D&R, and thus the DDR advisers were well
placed to take on this TTL role. At the same time, it was also attractive to be a Bank TTL,
partly because one thereby had a say in resource use, but also because it made staff more
closely integrated into the Bank and hence helpful for a possible longer-term Bank career.
DDR advisers were hired on contracts valid for the duration of the MDRP. At the time of
hiring the DDR advisers, the message was that the Bank was building its internal DDR skills
base, so moving from the UN to the Bank could be interesting from a career point of view.

The training provided to the se DDR TTLs on Bank procedures and routines came late in the
day, however, which at times led to decisions by them that was at variance with Bank
approaches.2 O 01 wWE OUOwI Reulture Bldsk kithERark TS trained in monitoring

at a distance. These TTLs were also not well integrated into the Bank organization, in part
since they were hired with MDRP funding so they could not be used on other Bank activities.

Even when MDRP was housed in local Bank offices, some MDRP staff felt they were
?2O0UUUPEITI UU? 6 w

4.6 Trustee

The World Bank was (i) manager of the MDRP Secretariat, (i) administrator /trustee of the
MDTF that was the vehicle for bilateral funding for the MDRP, (iii) supervising partner in
program and project implementation, and (iv) co -funder of MDRP with direct IDA grants.

1 As manager of the Secretariat, the Bank had respongbility for MDRP staff and their
performance. The Secretariat has always been a clearly distinct body within the Bank,
however, and the temporary contracts for most of the staff meant that the MDRP was
seen by many in the Bank as a trust fund operation more than a core Bank task.

1 On the supervision side, the Bank used supervision missions coupled with collaborative
mechanisms like JSMs and ircountry coordination meetings with donors and DDR
actors. This was criticized by donors as insufficient, leading to an increase in the size of
MDRP staff, strengthening of technical assistance to key countries like DRC and Burundi,
though the issue of more in-depth quality assurance has been raisedin the DRC context
(see section 5.4).

The Bank assumed full fiduciary res ponsibility for the MDTF funds and as such, all MDRP
used World Bank rules and procedures. This was one of the reasons the donors had wanted
the Bank to take on the administrator role for the MDRP, despite the Bank not necessarily
being the most logical host: the UN had a much stronger history and presence in the region,
it had a broad DRR mandate, it had UN Security Council resolutions behind its peace
keeping operations, and the Bank did not have programs in a couple of the GLR countries at
the time of the start-up of the MDRP. But Angola and Rwanda were not happy with the
4-z0wHHUOwDOwWUT T PUWE OU O U U Bfiinded® DRI irbROC and Udanda E OOz U w
EPEwWw@UDPUI wpk I pdtatiersfér sound flGc@y anagement and strong convening
power the bilaterals felt was important in a region of fragile states and sometimes diverging
bilateral and multilateral agendas.
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changing situations on the ground that the M DRP often was faced with in some key

countries. The option of special projects provided some flexibility. A major hurdle w as the

funding agreements with the UN agencies and NGOs. The delays led to some critical

comments at early ACs, though the problems were multi -faceted, including difficult legal

concerns on both sides of the table, and a lack of experience and precedent for these forms of
collaboration.

Based to a large extent on this experience, the UN and Bank developed a Hiancial

Management Framework Agreement in 2006 that was to overcome the problems and

controversies encountered. In the end this was not successful, in part because it did not
address a number of the more difficult issues such as procurement, but also because most
UN agencies did not agree tosign it.

Two years later, in October 2008, the two multilateral bodies signed a more comprehensive
Fiduciary Principles Accord (FPA) for cooperation in post-crisis situations. It provides for
mutual acceptance of operational and fiduciary stan dards and thus simplifies the contracting
of UN agencies for MDTF funded activities. It was of course too late for addressing MDRP
projects, though it may be helpful to the country -specific MDTFs that are following it.

4.7 Findings, Conclusions and Lessons

The MDRP succeededin mobilizing large -scale funds for a program that was politically
sensitive, by its nature contained high risk and uncertainty, would be difficult to implement
and monitor, could not with any certainty be programmed much in advance, cover ed a
region almost twice the size of Western Europe with seven countries of varying political,
economic and security interests to the international community ¢+ and yet had to be governed
largely by consensus by a partnership consisting of a dozen donors, ahost of UN agencies,
the African partner countries, and the World Bank.

4.7.1 Financing

The donors and the World Bank quickly raised the initial funds required to launch the
MDRP. This allowed the program to assure participating African countries that fundin g
would be available as soon as they fulfilled the eligibility criteria. This financial foundation
was fundamental to the credibility of the program and hence lowered the costs and risks of
the countries to commit to a national DDR process ¢ a political decision not always easy to
take in a fragile state context.

Donor funding ended up being considerably less than originally expected, and the
Netherlands alone contributed half the donor contributions. While the Dutch generosity was
critical to the successof the MDRP, a later possible funds withdrawal by the Dutch also
revealed the weakness of an MDTF being dependent on a particular donor.

A financial over-commitment by the MDRP in 2005 on the DRC national program was an
oversight but formally in breach of Bank policies. The considerable attention given to the
incident was out of proportion to the actual issue ¢ the MDRP was never in danger of not
being able to fund the program. But it contributed to an improvement of the Bank systems by
integrating trust funds into its standard financial management system.
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The costs of running the MDRP became much higher than expected, taking nearly 6% of the
funding. This, however, reflected the real costs of running a large and complex program
under difficult circumstanc est the original budget was unrealistically low .

4.7.2 Advisory Committee

The AC meetings worked well as a forum for raising policy and management issues. The
meetings reflect a wide-ranging agenda, looking both at upstream and downstream
concerns.But the AC, as the name says, is an advisory and not a decision making body. The
frustration by some is that while the AC could arrive at a common understanding on an
issue, the behavior of the partners to the MDRP afterwards could be at variance with this
apparent agreement. This was particularly raised with respect to some of the donors, who in
the case of the DRC would agree to a line of action in MDRP fora and then in their bilateral
dealings with the authorities might present a different position.

As a forum for raising and discussing issues of importance to DDR programs, the AC was
useful, and the MDRP funded important studies for debate. But as some E O O Opsliticalw
commitment to the MDRP receded, as reflected in the level of participation at AC meetings ,
the importance of the discussions decreased While the MDRP was never meant to be a
political body, it might have become more relevant if its deliberations had shifted from
donor capitals to the region as national ownership improved (see later) as the MDRP
constituted a fairly permanent forum for key actors in the national security field wh o
established relations of trust. Whether this would have made any difference to more
intractable issues such as COFS is questionable, but the fact thategionalactors such as AU
never assumed a stronger rolein the AC was probably a weakness.

4.7.3 Trust Fund Committee

The TFC was formally only to address issues that affected the MDTF, but in reality looked at
the overall financial picture of the MDRP and later the political and operational constraints
facing the program given that the AC was seen to represent views and interests that were too
conflicting . It was the only decision making body in the MDRP structure, consisting of the

donors and the World Bank. While the papers prepared for the TFC were only for the
donors, the decisions and minutes from the TFC meetings were distributed with the

concomitant AC meeting. A couple of TFC meetings have been held without an AC meeting,

including the final one to close the MDRP in June 2009 and agree on the utilization of
remaining funds and the follow -up activities to the MDRP.

The lack of voice by recipient partners in TFC decision making was sort of addressed by
having the AC take place before the TFC, so policy issues and other natters where dialogue
and consensus ought to inform funding decisions could be resolved beforehand.
Nonetheless, the dominant voice of the donors in the context of a partnership based
mechanism is aproblem. The fact that the UN was not a part of the TFC also fuelled a feeling
among UN actors that the UN was not seen as a full partner in the MDRP.

4.7.4 Technical Coordination Group

The TCG was an experience and information sharing body . It held workshops in the region
as well as seminarsin connection with AC mee tings with external resources and two full -
day Learning Seminars at the end of 2007 andin early 2009
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Several weaknesses of the TCG were pointed to: (i) lack of time for reflection on some of the

topics t in particular that not all country experiences w ere given a chance to be discussed, (ii)

too few from each country participated ¢+ UT 1 Ul wPEUwWOOUWEwWx OUUPEDPODPUA L
OEUU?> wOl wUOPOOUWEOSEWOOOPOI ETT wUT EVUWEOUOEWT EYI w
clearly a set of priorities being addressed, such as gender, there was not a more careful long

term agenda or strategic thinking behind the meeting schedule that was to lead to for

example achievements in terms of capacity building for DDR.

(OwlOT 1T w, #1/ zUwWEIT 11 OUI wOEUDPOOEOwWDOI OUOEOUUWEEODPUI
find more eligible participants, and fit the TCG meetings into their own planning cycle and

phase of implementation, created major coordination and logistical chal lenges. While there

had been several presentations on a mediumterm TCG program, especially as of 2005, the

final activity schedule ended up considerably short of the ambitions.

4.7.5 The Secretariat

The Secretariat has been the key element in the MDRP, tying he components together,
ensuring flow of information, timely decision making and implementation follow  -up.

Three managers and thus different styles and priorities during the first three years of the
MDRP were not helpful: consistency and clarity suffered. During the last four years, one
management has been in charge, with beefedup capacity on the ground as well as improved
information and knowledge management capacities and systems.

The reliance on externally recruited staff that was later given operational responsibilities
created challenges for the program. One thing was poor familiarity with Bank procedures
among staff on the ground. Equally important was a schism between the cultures of TTLs
that worked on DDR, and normal Bank policy -and-procedures style. The management had
to support individualistic DDR TTLs get difficult programs to move on the ground while
having time to maintain good relations with donors a s well as with national DDR bodies that
at times did not show much commitment to DDR or lacked the capacity to move fast.

This required a clear yet inclusive management with strong credibility and legitimacy, which
should have been conferred by senior Bank management. This has not beenin place sincethe
first period , however. While the Bank ended up funding more than planned, the lack of Bank
attention to a USD 500 million program in perhaps the most high -risk field the Bank is
engaged in, in a politically volatile region of fragile states, is surprising.

4.7.6 Lessons

1 Donors and the World Bank guaranteed substantial resources to the high-risk MDRP
even before any programs were in place. This provided a strong political signal to the
parties on the ground, which was helpful for mobilizing support for DDR action.

1 Pooling of donor resources and making them available under a common set of
administrative procedures was a major advantage. The risk of donor volatility was made
apparent during the MDRP, however, and needs to be discussed with the donor
community.

1 The AC and TCG were constructive meeting placesfor debating policy issues, new ideas
and learning. More policy discussions should over time have been moved to the field,
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giving more voice to local partners, and more thought and resources given to how to
follow up.

9 Joint Supervision Missions were a good mutual learning and oversight mechanism that
built shared understandings and thus strengthened the partnership. It was demanding to
organize, interest and participation from donor capitals decreased over time, while local
partner participation ¢ ould have been stronger.

1 The MDRP as an important regional program should have been more visible inside the
World Bank organizational structure. The Secretariat itself faced two challenges: Bank
staff often reported to Sector Managers making MDRP leadership at times complicated,
and many MDRP staff were hired from the outside. The use of external technical
expertise strengthens the ability to address multifaceted problems, but these staff had
limited knowledge of Bank operating practices. More time and reso urces should have
been invested up front to ensure that such staff are properly trained, integrated and
function well in the program context.

9 Too little thought at the outset was put into how the Secretariat would function and how
complex D&R operations would be managed inside the Bank. The assumption that the
Bank would put forward its best TTLs never materialized and even in one case when the
Bank responded, the Bank savvy TTL struggled to manage the complex and politically
charged operation. The capaity building and technical assistance needs of the countries
were not planned for, which left the Secretariat constantly scrambling to bring expertise
on board and to train them adequately in Bank operations.

1 Over time, location of the Secretariat should have been reviewed. A Secretariat based in
the region empowered to engage at policy level with national counterparts and a smaller
Oi il PEl wEEEOwWDOwWB6EUI DOT UOOwWPOUOEWET wbOwoODOI whpbU
a fragile country context where issues may move fast and the ability to take quick
El EDPUDOOUWOEAWET xI OEwOOwI EVYDOhusiOdand highi-e@Ul wEOOU
field presence may be helpful.
1 Given the complexity, risks and challenges associated with working in fragile and
confli ct-affected environments, and D&R in particular, the World Bank should review its
policies, procedures, instruments and staffing in terms of adequacy for operating and
administering such ambitious interventions as an MDRP, and in particular has to commit
senior management time to such programs.
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5 Portfolio Results

The MDRP has funded regional activities, national programs, and special projects. The
regional results are discussed in chapter 7while national efforts are discussed below.

5.1 Country-level D&R Results

results frameworks (RFs). These RFsform the backdrop for the core results monitoring that
has taken place (Annex D presents country RFs Annex E the country backgrounds). The RFs
are in some respects fairly different, as a function of the nature of the underlying conflicts:

1 Angola fought a large-scale 20year civil war where the cross-border dimension was
marginal (though Angola was engaged in the DRC) . The death of Unita-leader Savimbi
paved the way for the implementation of a comprehensive national DDR program.

9 Burundi faced a complex political and security picture where the DDR process went in
phasesdue to the large number of groups involved.

1 CAR experienced small-scale security challenges in the capital, with no real armed
opposition through some cross-border and ethnic-based banditry and unrest.

1 DRC was the country with the largest, most complex, and devastating set of conflicts,
where the cross-border interventions by many of its neighbors aided conflicting parties.
The issue of COFS was a major DRC concern, apart from trying to address the various
internal schisms, which varied from one part of this vast country to another.

1 In ROC the open conflict ended nearly 10 years earlier when EXCs selfdemobilized but

regonwastoEl wWEEEUI UUI EwUOWET OOEPOPATl WEOUT wUT T waodul

government armed forces. There was no real cross-border aspect.

1 Rwanda was continuing its national DDR program, where Rwandese COFS in DRC
remained a difficult issue throughout the program period.

f Ugandaz Gight with the LRA had its cross-border dimension with Sudan and thus not

OPOOI EwPPUT wUOT 1T w&+1wEOOI OPEUB W6 PUT wal EOEEz UwET

west and is now enmeshed in the eastern DRC unrest.

The D&R programs were to support EXCs in general, but with attention to particular
vulnerable groups: child soldiers, and female, war-wounded and HIV/Aids affected EXCs.

5.1.1 Demobhilization

The main achievement for the MDRP as a whole has undoubtedly been the demobilization of
the former combatants. All seven country programs focused on reaching the target groups,
and carried out demobilization programs to ensure that the EXCs were identified and given
access to demobilization benefits, though actual results vary.

Table 51 shows the numbers that have been demobilized. The degreeto which all eligible
combatants received full D&R entitlements varied in some countries, especially among the
last to be demobilized. The typical reason was that a program ran out of time and thus had to
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simplify the support made available by reducing the time provided for training, the range of
trainin g opportunities available, or transformed benefits from in -kind to cash payments.

In Angola, despite many institutional challenges, the project demobilized most of the 105,000
EXCs envisioned, including 100% of the UNITA beneficiary caseload. The 33,000 nembers of
the Angola Armed Forces (FAA) soldiers were not demobilized as planned. Although
significant preparatory work was carried out, the demobilization of the FAA only began on a
pilot basis, with 278 processed over the life of the project. The delayswere attributed to
problems in establishing proper opportunities for the large number of disabled among those
to be demobilized, the challenges of the severely disabled and those with chronic illnesses,
political concerns about the release of a fairly large number of disabled veterans in the run
up to national elections, and expectations of support from the disabled in excess of what the
program had planned for. The ADRP was reformulated to remove the FAA demobilization
from the project, and the MDRP grant was reduced from USD 48.4 million to USD 30.3
million.

Table 5.1: Summary of demobilized EXCs as of end 2008

Countries Targets* Results Percentage of
achievement
Angola 105 000 97 390 93%
Burundi 55 000 26,283 48%
Central African Rep. 7 565 7556 100%
DemRep of Congo 150,000 102 014 68%
Rwanda 36 000 29 764 83%
Republic of Congo 11 000 0 0%
Uganda 15 310 16 256 106%
Total 379 875 279 263 74%

* The original targets were often based on uncertain guesstimates at the time of the design of the MDRP.

Source: MDRP Quarterly Progress Report October-December 2008.

In Burundi, the original target of 55,000 wasall along known to be unrealistically high, but
another reason less than half the original target was reached was the delays in the
negotiations with the last rebel force, the FNL-PALIPEHUTU, whose demobilization only
started in April 2009.

the demobilization of a total of 7,565 EXCs, which was the number frgeted, broken down
across nine different armed groups. Over 86% of the beneficiaries were demobilized in the
capital Bangui. While the process had been disappointing, a majority of EXCs expressed
satisfaction with the demobilization kit, and the medical check-up and HIV testing were
much appreciated, especially by the women.

In DRC, 102,014 had been demobilized by the end of 2008 as against a target of 15000.
Demobilization continue d through 2009 to allow EXCs to enter ongoing socioeconomic
reintegrati on projects by June 2010. The DRC program has experienced a number of delays
due to political and management problems at the national level as well as Government shift
in priorities from that of completion of army integration and demobilization to the conf lictin
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the east (Kivus and Ituri region). The program was provided additional financing to ensure
that remaining FARDC troops and eligible militia members were processed for integration or
demobilized , which is to contribute to sustained peace and securily in the region.

In ROC demobilization as well as reinsertion activities performed poorly and were rated
highly unsatisfactory in the ICR (ROC ICR June 200). Of the 11,000 targeted for demobilization,
none were demobilized by the close of the project in February 2009 for political reasons.
Government-run disarmament operations in the Pool were only launched in February 2009.
Due to this, demobilization and reinsertion activities for the 5,000 combatants targeted from
the Pool could not be undertaken durin g the life of the project. The demobilization of 6,000
members of the Force Publiqualso did not take place as the government was reluctant to
downsize the national armed forces before the Pool rebels disarmed.

In Rwanda, the main objective was to demobilize an estimated 20,000 EXCs from the RDF
and 25,000 members of Rwandese armed groups, and support their transition to civilian life.
Its achievement is rated moderately satisfactory. The largest number of EXCs who were
demobilized and reintegrated during RDRP | & Il have been soldiers from FAR and RDF for
which quantitative targets have been surpassed.

In Uganda the Amnesty Commission (AC), in charge of D&R of rebel forces, faced many
challenges in handling the logistics and the task of receiving, screenng, verifying and
documenting EXCs. This was complicated by delays in launching the support project and the
absence of adequate capacity to deal with backlogs even as the process of registering new
EXCs continued. Furthermore, the Commission lacked resources to respond to needs on the
ground. These constraints were in part due to limited Government support for the
Commission, sothe AC was ill -equipped to step in when there were emergencies.

A number of technologies were used for issuing ID cards, both to ensure EXCs access to
benefits but also to avoid benefits abuse. The most advanced was iris scanning in eastern
DRC. Other innovative approaches included doing benefits payments through cell phones
since no banking system existed.While the cell phone technology was part of a larger trend,
ID cards were often D&R specific undertakings .

5.1.2 Reinsertion and Reintegration

In the MDRP, reinsertion was a transitional safety net while reintegration is a longer-term
processfor EXCs and their families to re-enter civilian life and adapt economically (box 3.1).

In Angola the first component was to enable 50,000 EXCs and families establish their

livelihoods through the provision of agriculture kits and technical support. Almost  90% of

the target beneficiaries were reached, and savings realized in implementation allowed the

project to support communities, enhancing community reception and social reintegration.

Beneficiary interviews showed that 99% live with their families and 94% feel socially

reintegrated. The extetOQEOQwl YEOQUEUDPOOwWUODEIT UU EI® dehenatréus, they Ww O O (
social reintegration of EXCs in receiving communities was good and their reintegration did not cause

very serious problems. There was generally good collaboration among receiving casanfianit

example in terms of handing over land to be divided into individual production plots), including for

EXCs from other communities in the province and even from other prow{p@eismann and Neves).

In Burundi, the reinsertion was efficient but reintegration faced major delays. The main
reason was the political process and low implementation capacity. Transitional Subsistence
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Allowance was given to all 23,022 (NCDRR, March 2000k WE U0 wUUx x OUOwUOin® 7 " Us wUI
civilian life was flawed, with too many delays from demobilization to reintegration. In 2004 -

2006,0ver 80% of EXCs waited 18 months or more for reinsertion support. They spent their

money whilst waiting and many ran into debt and sold their reintegr ation goods. Nearly all

EXCsin urban areas were looking for work at the time of the PNDRR evaluation, and some

of those living in the rural areas were not earning a living from the chosen activities ( PNDRR

evaluation, p.23). Reintegration was affected by a stagnant economy and an agricultural sector

that could not absorb both EXCsand returning refugees.

In the CAR, four successive waves of EXCs went through the reinsertion phase of PRAC. The
first received in-kind reinsertion kits according to the traini ng they had chosen, butless than
1,000 EXCs had been reinserted two years into the program. As a result of the subsequent
acceleration of activities, the later waves got less choice of training and received their
reinsertion kits partially or fully in cas h. ¢ The intended support to communities was
reduced to only USD 1 millionof / 1 "z Uw42# whywODPOOPOOS w+DUUOI WEOD
between community -driven projects and the reinsertion of the EXCs (CAR World Bank 2008). Of
the 69 projects planned, 41were declared completed by PRAC. The most successful ones
rebuilt institutions and schools while markets and water fountains were only partially built

or renovated. Monitoring of the sub -projects was poor. The evaluation team visited 35 of the
41 projects and found that 17 were completed whereas 18 remained at various stages of
completion. The CAR final evaluation identified the lack of involvement of the communities

in the implementation of the projects as a principle cause for the shortfall (Clemet et al 2007).

In the DRC, reinsertion payments were provided to all 102,014 beneficiaries, but the lack of a
functioning banking system led to considerable delays in payments (Ernst & Young 2006).
Instead cell phone payments were used, a bold and innovative technology (ICM p. 13).
Reintegration assistance was provided to 54% of the demobilized EXCs ORC ICM). A
beneficiary study carried out in 2007 concluded that once back in the home communities 68%
achieved basic selfsubsistence (MDRP/CONADER 2007). However, the survey suffers from a
number of shortcomings that make the numbers questionable (see section5.3).

One concern raised in the ICM was that reintegration assistance was too individually
focused and not tied into other community development assistance projects. The ICM notes
that attempts were made to establish such links but without much success as the Bank-
financed Social Fund, for example, could not target EXCs since it was based on a first come
first served principle with no prescribed beneficiary groups (DRC ICM, p.14).

At the end of 2009, contracts for reintegration support to adults and children from the
fighting forces were still active. Additional support activities for female EXCs have been
initiated and steps have been taken to expand this to other geographic areas of the country.
Reinsertion cash payments are made in a timely manner and the Minister of Defense has
confirmed the revised planning figures for demaobilization which ultimately will allow for
cost savings to be moved to reintegration activities.

In the ROC, socioeconomic reinsertion activities through EXC associations made important
contributions to livelihoods and well -being of self-demobilized EXCs: virtually all the 19,000
beneficiaries received ID cards, 80% were active in incorme generating activity within 12
months and almost all have been assisted to launch an incomegenerating activity. As the
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project did not distribute ID cards until the start of reintegration activities, all beneficiaries
received income generating assistane within 12 months of receiving their cards.

Table 5.2: Summary of Reinsertion and Reintegration Achievements, end 2008

Countries Activities Target Results Percentage of
achievement
Angola Reinsertion 62 716 52721 84%
Reintegration 133 662 92 297 69%
Burundi * Reinsertion 35000 23 022 42%
Reintegration 35000 21012 38%
Central African | Reinsertion 7 565 7 533 100%
Republic Reintegration 7 565 7 556 100%
Democratic Rep Reinsertion 120 000 102 014 85%
of Congo Reintegration 90 000 52 172 58%
Rwanda Reinsertion 47 400 44 491 94%
Reintegration 50 000 43 891 88%
Rep. Of Congo Reinsertion 11 000 0 0%
Reintegration 30 000 15179 51%
Uganda Reinsertion 15 310 14 816 97%
Reintegration n.a. n.a.
Total Reinsertion 298 725 244 597 82%
Reintegration 346 227 232 107 64%

*. The figures for Burundi here are not the ones used by MDRP since they used the original figure of 55,000. In
order to be consistent with table 5.1, the revised target 35,000 is used here, which also affects the totals.

Source: MDRP Quarterly Progress Report October-December 2008 and own calculations.

Reintegration Support to Communities was not completed as planned but has been quite
successful in violence prevention. 33 community infrastructure projects were approved (83%
of target), but only 16 were completed. This component was delayed because implementing
agency staff were focused on the socic-economic reintegration component, and partly
because local community leaders were late in providing a list of suggested community
infrastructures to be rehabilitated.

In Rwanda, the project was to support the social and economic reintegration of all EXCs
demobilized in stage Il and all stage | EXCswho were socio-economically vulnerable. The
achievements are rated as Satisfactory: RDRP Il social reintegration has been supported at
community level , which has been improved by social reintegration interventions, including
sensitization of the host community; assessment of community and $ 7 " fezceptions of the
other; and targeting some of the community in economic reintegration activities.

Overall, $ 7 " lwipgiconditions improved significantly. However, a number of interventions
came late during RDRP Il, so posed limitations on the quality of the vocational training and
especially on the innovative apprenticeship training. But these initiatives helped focus on the
need for skills-training and the development of formalized apprenticeship training in
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Rwanda. This has been further strengthened by the government giving priority to policies
and legislation that are instrumental in creating supportive institutional structures.

In Uganda the Amnesty Commission almost reached the target of distributing benefits to

15,310 reporters,but there were many inconsistencies in the way reinsertion packages were
provided. As a result, many who were entitled to receive packages may not have. The bulk
of ACSP funding went for the cost of the packages leaving insufficient resources to
strengthen the delivery mechanisms. Distribution was seenas a logisical operation and thus
was not sufficiently child friendly or sensitive to the needs of the abused population.

While the Amnesty Commission had a clear mandate to support reintegration, there was

little support to enable it to play this role effectively. Packages were to be a stopgyap measure

until reporters could access other forms of assistance and economic opportunities that would

allow them to b ecome self-sufficient. In practice, these forms of assistancethat vulnerable

reporters required were often not forthcoming. Adequate procedures for referral, tracking

and monitoring were not established, nor was the AC able to provide effective strategic

oversight of and direction to its implementing partners. This reflected in part the lack of in -

house capacity, largely because the government did not fulfil commitments in terms of

UUET I DOT wEOEwWI UOEDOT 6 w EE OU E bOverail titzrafaré, theu AOSE | Owl Y
I EEWEWUI OEUDPYI QawxOUPUDPYI wbOxEEUwWOO uiy Bubthere1 1| x OU U
were many excombatants who fell between the cracks and remain economically vulneratbeoday

5.1.3 Female Ex-Combatants

Female excombatants were a particular target group for the MDRP . National programs were
to report on achievements by gender, and the MDRP was tasked to monitor implementation
of the program on partners of ex-combatants and women in communities of return and bring
emerging problems to the attention of the respective authorities

A TCG workshop on gender was held in Kigali on 31 October -2 November 2005, followed by
a MDRP publication, ?Taking a Gender Perspective to Strengthen theMDRP in the greater
&Ul EUw + E Ol (2a05). IPhrthe®sCf@lt the MDRP should do more to engender DDR
programs. At the AC meeting in November 2006, partners asked for a conceptual framework
on gender and DDR and a forum established to discuss and disseminate experiences within
MDRP. In response, the Learning for Equality, Access and Peace (LEAP) Program was
launched with Danish funding in August 2007. The LEAP program included TA to national

programs and projects; pilots to explore innovative ways to strengthening D&R and gender

approaches, and studies and knowledge dissemination on Gender and D&R. Donors also
contributed directly to the gender discussion, such as where the Netherlands commissioned
a study on child -mothers in Northern Uganda (2006.

The actual results regarding demobilization of female EXCs were considered disappointing.
A total of just under 10,000 are registered, where the relative shareof female EXCs varied
considerably across countries(see table 5.3)

One problem was the under-reporting of female EXCs but where the issue of the distinction
between genuine combatants and Women Associated with Fighting Forces (WAFFs) has also
come up, since in most national programs WAFFs did not qualify for benefits . This was in
part because eligible female EXCs did not want to come forward for fear of being
stigmatized. Another problem was that most programs did not create favorable conditions
and had not trained staff to receive and support female EXCs as apatrticular beneficiary
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group. While the MDRP did produce a number of gender -based studies early in the
program, this was not translated into practical approacheswithin most of the programs.

The low absolute and relative number of female EXCs does not reveal the extent of the
problem, however, nor the short-comings in the actual services offered. While gender was to
be an MDRP focus area, D&R services for female EXCs were generally unsatisfactory.

Table 5.3: Female ExCombatants Demobilized

No of female EXCs Total no of EXCs Female EXCs as share
of country total
Angola 3338 97 390 3.4%
Burundi 516 26 283 2.0%
CAR 1176 7 556 15.6%
DRC 2610 102 014 2.6%
ROC 2165 19 588 11.1%
Rwanda 65 29764 0.2%
Uganda 2141 16 256 13.2%

Source: MDRP Statistical Progress Report October 2008, table 2; Govt ROC 2009a p. 7.

Once in place, LEAP contributed to mainstreaming gender into DDR programs through
training on gender to gender focal points and project staff. This was provided to the ADRP in
Angola, TA was provided to mainstream gender in Burundi, it identified pilot projects for
additional support to vulnerable EXCs in the DRC and developed technical guidelines in
Uganda. The LEAP program has carried out studies, followed by publications, on structural
unemployment, young men, masculinities and conflict in Angola , gender-based violence and
on youth, exclusion and gender in conflict settings (Peeters et al 2008a, 2008b, Olinger et al 2099

Evaluations of national programs note that a number of programs provided equal support to

both female and male EXCs.But in Burundi the evaluation notes that female and disabled

EXCs received insufficient support and were marginalized in the reintegration process,

especially in rural areas. In Uganda, the standardized approach to reinsertion meant contents

of packages were not appropriate for the women. Moreover, the MDRP Study on Female

EXCs states thatmore gender-sensitive training is needed to promote sustainable livelihoods

for female EXCsand thatwomeOz Uwl T EOUT wbUUUIT U mi&dhhatonbtd¥3).0 wOY1 UOC

5.1.4 Child Soldiers

The issue of child soldiers attracted considerable attention. Special projects for child soldiers
were established in DRC and Burundi, and a lot of efforts went into releasing children from
armed groups and supporting their reinsertion and reintegration . A couple of projects
furthermore had as an objective to prevent rerecruitment of former child soldiers.

In the DRC, four special projects focused on child soldiers. They succeeded in removing over
30,000 child soldiers from armed groups, which was a major success. The children werethen
taken care of by UN agencies or NGOs and subsequently assisted back into civilian life.

In Burundi a special project implemented by UNICEF succeeded in demobilizing and
reinserting over 3,200 children, a higher number than anticipated. The independent Review
found that the project fell short of its stated goals, however, particularly when it came to
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assuring the long term educational and training capacity of the children. It has not delivered
adequate vocational training, educational assistance, psychosocial assistance, protection
interventions or recruitment prevention activities. The end of country program evaluation
also underlines the difficulties in sustainable reintegration of child EXCs.

Table 5.4: Child Soldi ers Demobilized

Female Male Total number

Angola n.a. n.a. 13 804
Burundi 49 3,212 3,261

CAR 9 14 23

DRC n.a. n.a. 30,219

ROC n.a. n.a. 348
Rwanda 2 669 671
Uganda 1,778 3,776 5,554

Source: Monthly Progress Report October 2008, table 2; MDRP final ICM table 10.

Even if the vast majority of child soldiers no longer are combatants, the longer-term
traumatic impact of their experiences remains to be understood. The level of support they
received appears to have been quite variable.On the other hand, assistance to institutional
development on the issue of child EXCs has been fruitful . The MDRP funded efforts led by
UNICEF to strengthen the legislation and approach to child soldiers in the DRC by helping
the government adopt and use the Cape Town gandards and their improvements.

5.1.5 Disabled and HIV/Aids-affected Ex-Combatants

Support to disabled and HIV/A ids affected EXCsvaried across countries, but as with female
EXCs support was limited in most cases. There was, however, a distinct difference in
support, as countries that had stronger governments and more resources and were well
advanced into the post-recovery phase, such as Angola and Rwanda, provided much more
support than weaker governments with less resources to address D&R.

In Angola, disabled EXCs represented a large subgroup in need of ongoing medical care
and specialized training. The program supported 10,238 disabled EXCs while 5,360 were
registered as receiving economic reintegration support. The program also provided physical
rehabilitation, mainly orthopedic assistance, to 771 disabled excombatants (see table ).

In Rwanda the RDRP was instrumental in achieving the approval of legislation providing

housing and pensions to disabled EXCs.An RDRP housing scheme for handicapped EXCs,

based on a Ethiopia D&R project that had been visited, has becomea ? 1T OOEw x UEEUDEI
example for Africa,. MDRP flexibility to finance this housing construction for war -wounded

at the very final phase of the MDRP contributed to making such benefit s viable.

In Burundi , disabled EXCs received insufficient support and were marginalized in the
reintegration process. Only 10% of heavily disabled EXCs received care (PNDRR evaluation,
p.143) and only 46% received socieeconomic reintegration support (ICR 2009, p. 38, NCDRR
PPP March 2009).The MTR also notes that there were long delays in provision of services. In
the DRC, the number of disabled and war wounded who received support was very low,
largely because the demands by the disabled were beyond what the PNDDR could offer, and
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most of the eligible soldiers seem therefore to have continued in the armed forces. Only 241

out of a targeted 9,000 received support(MDRP Quarterly Progress Report 2008; IEM

Table 5.5: Number of Disabled who received Special Sup port

No of female Number o male Total number of
disabled supported

Angola 22 749 771
Burundi 16 1,739 1,755

CAR 0 4 4

DRC 1 241 242

ROC n.a. n.a. 107
Rwanda 6 9,127 9,135
Uganda n.a. n.a.

Source: MDRP Monthly Statistical Progress Report October 2008, table 4.

In Uganda, the project was not adjusted to meet unforeseen demands and needs including
those from disabled EXCs and in the ROC the programming has not begun.

5.2 Cross-border Demobilization

The key trans-border problem that the MDRP was intended to address was the combatants
on foreign soils (COFS) This featured as a key topic at AC meetings, JSMs and locally
through the TCG, with focus on COFS in the eastern DRC.The presence of Rwandan ex
combatants from the Forces Démocratiques pdarLiberation du Rwand@DLR) was a priority

as it was seen as a main cause of instability in the region.

MONUC was the major actor with regards to cross -border repatriation of COFS since it had a

formal mandate and the force presence on the ground to bath implement and enforce: with

OYl Uwht Ot YYwUUOOxUOWOEUT T SawbOwl EVUUTI UOw# 1" OwbUu
Security Council resolution 1565 of 1 October 2004 provided new tasks and responsibilities
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carrying out this task; to support the transitional government to conduct DDR and facilitate

voluntary demobilization; and provide advice and assistance regarding security sector

reform (SSR), DDR and training and monitoring of the police ( S/IRES/1565[2004] paras. 4, 5,)6

Resolutions 1649, 1756 and 1794 remphasized this (21 Dec 2005, S/IRES/1649[2005], para. 11; 15 May

2007, S/RES/1756 [2007], para. 2; 21 Dec 2007, S/RES/1794 [2007], paras. 5, B, What was missing,

however, were provisions in the national DDR program to fund repatriation of non -DRC

EXCs from DRC soil. This created an institutional vacuum that led to a nu mber of missed

opportunities.

MONUC had primary responsibility for implementing the Disarmament, Demobilization,
Repatriation, Reinsertion and Reintegration (DDRRR) program for repatriating COFS in the
DRC. Many left after the peace agreement on their own accord, and others were repatriated
to their countries of origin, but an estimated 8,000 Rwandan FDLR remain.

Following the DRC elections in 2006, the MDRP encouraged partners to intensify pressure on
political leaders to implement the disarmament and repatriation provisions of the Rome
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Declaration of March 2005, encourage the newly elected government to meetthe similar
obligations with respect to foreign armed groups under the Lusaka Cease-fire Agreement
and the Pretoria Accord. MD RP partners encouraged the governments of the DRC and
Rwanda to strengthen their diplomatic ties to jointly advance this process. In 2007, the
RDRP, with MDRP assistance, launched a crossborder communication strategy.

Expected results on COFS did not matrialize, largely because the FDLR remains an

unresolved issue. The issue of COFS required that the countries involved could agree on the
xUEEUDPEEODPUDI UwlOi wOT T w" . %2z wUI OUUOBwW3T PUwUI gUDUI
which was for a long time absent in the relations between the DRC and Rwanda. The

, #1/ zUwi OUOEOWUOOT wOdbw" . %2 OwE Uw Ul fecwidi@au OT 1 w, #
U O w U U xcro$3lbiden Mformation and sensitization campaigns to appraise combatant groups of

the optims being developed under the MDRP and associated national programs and speciaP projects
EOE w UOw xtihéyy and hctior? oriented knowledge generation and research to deepen the
understanding of croslorder and crossectoral DDR issué&sOMDRP staff in fact spent
considerable time to work with parties to find solutions, this was largely at technical level

whereas the main issues have been political. The MDRP ended up without earmarking

specific resourcesfor COFS since there were no defined and agreedupon operational plans

for repatriating COFS. Instead, the MDRP has on occasion ensured links between parties in

connection with returns to Burundi and Rwanda. This has enabled coordination on the two

sides of the border for both physical relocation and ensuring that the receiving authorities

were ready to assist and support the return. A similar process has happened with respect to

ET POEUI OwbkT Owi EY]I WEI T OWEEOI wlOOwIi Ol 1 wthdeBs@BEZ Uw+ O
DRC.

Table 5.6: Targets for Demobilizing COFS, RDRP Il

Appraisal targets Revised targets Achievements
Ex-AG 25,000 12,500 (2004) 7,091
(Repatriation from DRC) (incl. 2,500 children) (incl. 674 children)

Sources: Corsia (2009) and ICR (2009)

A solution to the COFS issue did not require that COFS return to their country of origin.

They could be integrated locally if the host country and belligerents agree. MONUC was

working on this as part of the larger DDRRR program, but Rwandan authorities w ere not
happy with the idea that some of the key genocidairemight thus avoid having to stand trial.

The idea of establishing aregional database on EXCs, to reduce or eliminate the possibilities
of EXCs receiving demobilization benefits on both sides of a border, was not implemented.
Without a regional database ex-combatants may potentially demobilize several times in
different countries. The main reason the database never came about was the reluctance by
national authorities to share sensitive data on ex-military personnel across borders with
governments with which relations were in periods conflictual. Also data collection processes
differed among countries : some usedphotos, others used fingerprinting or scans. The MDRP
was not able to overcome the distrust nor find a solution to the different registration systems.
The potential for receiving benefits several places in theory therefore remains, though in
reality this was never much of a problem.
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5.3 Quality Assurance: Monitoring and Evaluation

The MDRP was a complex and high risk program, implemented in seven countrieswith very
different implementation time lines, speeds and capacities. Tracking performance and in
particular identifying problems early should have been a strategic concern, necesitating
good monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems and actively monitored M&E programs.
These vailied considerably across countries

In Angola, the M&E system was considered weak throughout ARDP implementation ( World

I EOOs Yavélumtotireports). 2 Ux x OUUwUOwPOxUOYIT wiOT T wxUOBT UEOZz Uw,
MDRP, including TA, a strategy for M&E with guiding principles, tools, procedures for their

use and linkages between M&E and the MIS. To overcome weaknesses identified during

supervision missions, tw o additional technical documents were produced by the MDRP.

In Burundi , M&E was based ona MIS that recorded all data related to EXCs as they entered
the demobilization camps and continued through the R&R process, as well as data on service
providers and benefits. Independent evaluations were designed to include statistics on the
reintegration of EXCs along with a beneficiary assessment in order to capture qualitative
data. The data were alsoto inform the design of reintegration activities in response to t he
specific profiles of the beneficiary group.

In the DRC, M&E was to consist of an MIS which was to have beenin place and functional
three months after program effectiveness and an annual external evaluation. Under
CONADER monitoring was poor and training in M&E and support to develop an M&E unit
came late. The follow-on to CONADER, the UEP, has established what is considered to be a
better M&E unit, though no studies had been received by the time this evaluation took place.

In Rwanda the MDRP provided the RDRP with analytical and advisory work and supported

UTT wxUOT UEOZUwWOOOPUOUDOT WEOEWI YEOQUEUDOOwWPHUT wUUL
has generated the best data and had the most consistent and comprehensive monitoring

system and results.

The MDRP Secretariat at the November 2005 AC provided a program to ensure that both
Special Projects and National Programs would be properly quality assured.

Evaluations of Special Projects did take place. An evaluation was done on the four child

soldier projects in the DRC that provided a solid analysis of achievements (DAI 2007). The
evaluation of the two UNDP projects was never finalized, where critical questions regarding
performance with regards to the ComRec project were raised (Lancaster 2005.

In Burundi, the child project was assessed twice though the quality of the studies has been
guestioned. The beneficiary Assessment of the Social and Economic Status of the Child
Soldier (Taouti-Cherif 2006) collected views of the beneficiaries concerning their living
conditions, and examined their social and economic statusto that of civilian children. A
gualitative study provided trends and dynamics amongst beneficiaries, notably the difference
between reintegration in ru ral and urban settings. However informative this study is, the
size of the sample is less than 100 and thus does not have statistical validity {vin 2007).

Mid -term reviews were carried out on the MDRP itself and some of the programs. The PRAC
review proasswas controversial, but the reportwas useful to get the program back on track.

Final Report T 377



Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation

Annual independentreviews were carried out on the ADRP in Angola while the RDRP in
Rwanda had three independent evaluations, most of these seen as of good quality.

The final evaluation of the CAR was quite thorough and helpful as was the one in Rwanda.
The Uganda final evaluation was also comprehensive, providing a good picture of results.

The biggest program by far was the one in the DRC. Annual reviews was a realistic
requirement given the size of the budget (USD 200 million), the vastness of the territory and
hence complexity of the program, and the multi -dimensionality of the conflicts. But no
independent program review has been carried out. For the MDTF component, w hich closed
in 2009, the MDRP produced the obligatory Implementation Completion Memorandum
(ICM). The funding by IDA is still open since an additional USD 50 million was allocated to
the second phase of D&R, and the Bank has therefore not produced its Impkementation
Completion Report (ICR). An external financial audit was carried out but it looked only at
payments and the payments system (Ermst & Young 2006).

Beneficiary surveys were carried out both in Angola and Rwanda, and the latter also did

follow -up tracer surveys, including more detailed ones for special groups. In Uganda, a
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2006). It traced and interviewed 2,052 EXCs in mid-2005 in three districts to estalish a

baseline for the A" z M&E activities. No tracer study was conducted questioning the

relevance of support and benefit provided by the project, however, which could served as a

guiding instrument to the follow up MDTF and also informed about the impa cts of the

ACSP. The final beneficiary assessment foreseen was cancelled due to budget concerns.

The beneficiary survey carried out in 2007 in the DRC has a number of weaknesses NIDRP/
CONADER 2007). It did not reach beneficiaries in combat zones or in remote rural areas. It was
conducted at a time when only 15,700 EXCs had received assistance, and of 78&XCs
selected only 364 (46%)were reached. The validity/reliability of the findings to the overall
program is thus limited since the sample size was smdkt the universe selected from was
made up of those who were among the first to be demobilized who on average seem to have
received better kits and therefore were more likely to be satisfied; and the low response rate
means the informant bias may be substantial.

5.4 Findings, Conclusions and Lessons

The MDRP succeeded in demobilizing about 74% of the revised target of 380,000 EXCs, and
assisted the reintegration of about 64% of the revised target of 361,000, both major
achievements given the GLR context. All countries developed results frameworks (RFs)that
allowed performance tracking , though with varying degreesof detail and quality (see Annex
D), and varying degrees of monitoring and quality assurance of the results.

5.4.1 Demobilization, Reinsertion and Reintegration of Ex-Combatants

First-order focus was on the demobilization of as many EXCs as possible. Against this
objective, four countries must be seen to have achieved their targets.Constant delays meant
that Burundi and t he ROC still have a ways to go, though follow -on DDR programs are to
ensure target achievement. The DRC experienceda series of delays as wel] though at some
points the donor community stepped in and put pressure on the authorities to move the
process along. Without this, DRC short-comings would have been more serious.
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Reinsertion went quite smoothly in Angola, or had already taken place with the self -
demobilized in the ROC. Even in the DRC, which faced the greatest logistical challenges,
reinsertion pay reached the vast majority through the use of cell-phone payments.

Where national efforts fell short was with the longer -term reintegration efforts, including the
relevance of some of the training and re-insertion kits provided to EXCs. Few programs
carried out studies to assess theeconomic viability of the activities that EXCs were being
trained for or for which they were provided start-up kits. The major problem was stagnant
national economies that did not provide many opportunities for developing sustainable
livelihoods. But for a program that focused on preventing previously armed persons from
returning to violence as a means of survival, this was a seriousconcern.

The longer-term social and economic reintegration once EXCs and their families had settled
in their new communities has varied considerably. In Angola and Rwanda, where national
governments have put considerable efforts into both supporting the EXCs but also working
with the communities, this has largely been successful The selfdemobilizati on in the ROC
that took place over the subsequent ten years has been quite successfulnd the reintegration
in the CAR seems to have worked as well as could be expected. In unstable environments
and where perhaps unrealistic expectations were created, sud as in DRC and Burundi, it
will be interesting to see what longer-term results will be .

5.4.2 Special Groups

In almost all national programs, special attention was to be given to particular targets
groups: child soldiers, female and HIV affected and disabled EXCs.

Child soldiers in DRC and Burundi were supported through Special Projects. In the DRC,
UNICEF took a lead in ensuring that Cape Town principles were known and applied,
assisting national authorities to make these national standards while in Rwanda the
authorities themselves organized a successful program. Coordination across the actors was
ensured through active exchange of information and meetings with wide participation. Less
is known about longer-term support to assist traumatized children, and t he particular
situation of abused girl soldiers also is relatively neglected.

Female EXCswere a particular target group in the MDRP Strategy. The situations of female
EXCs have been looked atincreasingly during the MDRP program period, so a lot more is
now known about different groups of female EXCs. With the infusion of LEAP resources
more targeted work is being carried out. But the underreporting of female EXCs and lack of
targeted support for this group means that female EXCs have received much less and less
effective, assistance than was expected. LEAP has assisted in the development of a couple of
national action plans, but overall results on the ground have been disappointing.

Disabled and HIV/Aids affected EXCs have faced some of the same issueas female EXCs.
Angola and DRC have considerable numbers of war-disabled veterans, and Angola decided
to address this issue outside of the MDRP program. Rwanda has assiseéd war-disabled with

special housing while i n the DRC most of the war-disabled choseto remain in the army to
get the services offered there. When it comes to HIV/Aids affected EXCs, they have generally
been provided health checks and follow up health services during the reinsertion period, and

after that the assumption is that the general health care system will assist them. While EXCs

Final Report T 397



Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation

in the CAR expressed gratitude for the health care and HIV testing, there have been no
studies on long-term care and access to support.

5.4.3 Cross-border Demobilization

Addressing the problem of the COFS has beenimportant for the MDRP, but one where

limited results have been achieved, largely because the FDLR remains a major unresolved
political and security threat. The MDRP -funded study on the FDLR was a major input to

better understanding this movement . While M ONUC was to take lead on the COFS issuethe
MDRP contributed with facilitation services but played a limited role in actual trans-border
demobilization exercises. The program did not succeed in getting the parties to agree to a
regional database on EXCs.

5.4.4 Quality Assurance through M&E

Monitoring and evaluation has been uneven. Rwanda is the only country that got a good
system in place and implemented a structured program. As a result, it has the most extensive
collection of tracer studies, where the first one was conducted already in 2004. It is also the
only country to have carried out follow -up surveys, including dealing with vulnerable
groups such as child, female, and disabled and chronically il EXCs. A survey on the
effectiveness of the RDRP sensitizéion program, which sought to raise awareness about the
DDR process through various media, was done in 2005, and a study on the social and
environmental impact of the reintegration of EXCs was also conducted. While a recent
MDRP study o? 3 UE E O-BdbatangRfrom MDRP-%UOET Ew / UONI EU)Urases ,sbmeus | YYN
methodological and analytical/reporting issues related to certain surveys, in Rwanda M&E
must be seen to have been quite good.

The other extreme is the DRC While there is an M&E system in place, the amual external
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financial audit looked at a fairly limited issue. The one beneficiary assessmentdone took

place so early in the period , with arestricted geographic coverage and a strong selection bias

so the results are neither valid nor reliable as far as program achievements are concerned.

The commitment to the annual reviews was one that the DRC authorities had agreed to and
were responsible for executing. Priority of the international community was on

implementation prior to national elections in 2006 and then turned to the mismanagement of
funds and the closing of CONADER, but the acceptance of norcompliance is difficult to
comprehend. The Bank and the donor community should have demanded a monitoring
program to track more carefully what actually was achieved.

The MDRP Secretariat did get what appears to be very reliable numbers of demobilized
EXCs from each country, broken down by gender, and the Secretariat itself tracked the
financial picture very well. But the results reporting has varied from good (Rwanda) to very
poor (DRC). For this USD 450 million program, this is probably the single largest weakness.
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5.4.5 Lessons

T

The GLR provided a daunting environment for the logistically complex D&R operations,
yet the national programs largely met the demobilization and reinsertion targets.

The delays in program implementation experienced in some countries were mainly
caused by political stalemates or weak management, though in some cases joint donor
action such as in theDRC overcame such obstacles

Reintegration is more complex and long-term than simple reinsertion, and while a DDR
program normally cannot do full -term reintegration, monitoring systems and support
should have beenin place to ensure that national authorities could continue to track
progress.

Livelihoods support must be realistic and market-friendly so as toreduce disappoints
and possible abandonment of the DDR process by EXCs though livelihoods viability is
primarily dependent on dynamics in the larger economy.

Technologies and other support services provided for DDR efforts (ID cards, monitoring
systems, databases)should as far as possiblebe compatible with and contribute to larger
national systems, both to provide value -added to the EXCs, but also to contribute to
improving larger systems and thus ensure sustainability of DDR -initiated ones.

In order to reach special groups, earmarked resources must be set aside and targeted
skills and programs employed to ensure that group -sensitive approaches are employed.

This was successful in the case of child soldiers butless sowhen it came to female EXCs,

despite being an early identified group , as significant assistance only came later in the
program.

Quality assurance is expensive and management intensive. As with special groups, M&E
requires dedicated resources and attention. In order to track performance, databases need
to be set up with clarity on which variables the program wishes to track (a fairly
minimalist approach is the most realistic), preferably with consistency across countries if
program similarity makes this logical and possible.

The management of such a large M&E program, and the capacity building necessary for
the individual programs to be able to manage and implement it, is a task that is possible
to contract out, at least partially, where different models or contracts canbe used
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6 Partnership

MDRP was an innovative approach to coordination long before the Paris declaration was
approved. It broke in fact new ground as it went beyond donorcoordination. The MDRP
structure gathered together a wider number of actors with different institutional mandates
and cultures, expertise, interests, and expectations. The governance bodies included national
authorities and DDR agencies, donors, the World Bank and UN bodies. Other actors were
furthermore invited to MDRP activities: non -MDRP donors, representatives of regional and
international bodies such as the OUA/AU, the African Development Bank and the
International Monetary Fund, and civil society org anizations.

The fundamental reason was the one laid out in the MDRP Strategy: no single actor could
address the problems facing the GLR (see 2.4). The roles expected of partners within the
MDRP strategy have been broadly stated as:

1 National governments were to play a central role, from program design, to create an
environment conducive to DDR, attract the necessary support from the international
community throughout program design and implementation, to defining the actual roles
that other partners would play in the DDR process.

1 UN agencies and NGOs were to strengthen capacities, facilitate implementation of
national programs and special projects, and implement projects where central authority
could not, preferably in partnership with local NGOs,

1 In areas outside government control, UNDP was to help coordinate project execution by
other UN agencies, NGOs and bilateral project implementing agencies.

1 The specific contributions of donors, UN agencies and NGOs would be based on their
respective comparative advantages as seen and solicited by governments.

1 Donors were to ensure MDRP links to the regional peace process and to facilitate the
xEUUPEDXxEUDPOOwWOI woOl awUUEOI T OOET UUwDPOwWUTT wxUbi
utilization of MDTF resources. Don ors were also expected to coordinate efforts to ensure
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1 The World Bank was to bring in technical expertise in D&R programs, a focus on
national ownership, financial leverage, and monitor e xpenditure data with a view to
optimizing the use of resources. Additionally, the World Bank w as to ensure compliance
with acceptable standards for resources management and financial discipline by recipient
governments.

6.1 Partnership and the MDRP Mid-term Review

The Mid-Term Review (MTR) carried out in 2004 produced a report, A Partnership in Need of
Reaffirmation that was the main item at the February 2005 AC in Paris. The thrust of the

report was high marks for the innovative approach, the coordination wh ich the MDRP
represented, and the unique potential that this broad coalition could bring to bear on the
insufficient permanent presence of staff in the field, a lack of distinction between national ownership
and government ownership, and a tendency to conceive of reintegration in terms ekershort
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I OU P U qbaddond @.Gvp The Secretariat had spent too many resources in getting the
Special Projects up and running, though this was in part due to unrealistic expectations by
donors as to what the MDRP could deliver. There was a lack of donor commitment to the
policy challenges the MDRP faced, and weak commitment to DDR by governments ¢ hence
the title of the report. More specifically, the report noted that (DAI 2005, pp. 30-33):

9 The Secretariat lacked strategic thrust; outreach to key donors was perceived as poor and
its focus on managing programs came at the expense of leadership in global thinking on
DDR issues and drawing lessons from MDRP activities.

9 The Africa Region management team had not recognized the special needs and high
political profile of the MDRP , so that the main source of institutional support had been
the country management line (Country Managers andCountry Director).

1 The donor foreign aid agencies had funds but often lacked the political clout of the
ministries of foreign affairs or defense, so did not play the political role foreseen.

1 National commissions, as part of the political systems of their country, were not devoid
of any political agenda, and needed to demonstrate real political commitment to DDR.

1 UN agencies and departments (UNDP, UNDPKO, others) felt threatened by the MDRP,
and at times reacted defensively. UN implementing partners used negotiations with the
World Bank to establish favorable precedent in anticipation of new streams of income.

The MDRP partners largely endorsed the MTR analysis, and February 2005 AC agreed to:

9 Establish a working group tasked to clarify roles and responsibilities within the
partnership and propose improved coordination systems ( AC Feb 2005 minutes para 10.

91 Clarify the political and technical dimensions of the program and, in this regard, ensure
the most appropriate division of labor between Government agencies (both in donor and
recipient countries), UN and other multilateral agencies, and the MDRP Secretariat. In
this regard, it was proposed that a matrix format listing the different aspects at play per
country and linking actions to be taken with respective responsible actors be developed
(AC Feb 2005 minutes, Attachment 4).

1 Improve communication flows and transparency within the partnership and between the
MDRP Secretariat and partners, including with regard to problems and possible
solutions (ibid );

wiviatrix of Roles and Responsibilities within the Partnership of theR#D was subsequently
produced by the Secretariat and agreed to by partners in Kinshasa in May 2005. As an
example, the matrix contains a section that assigns a division of labor between MDRP
partners to address linkages between DDR and SSR (table 6.1)But there is no evidence that
the nature or operations of the partnership changed. The matrix itself does not provide a
framework for monitoring results and role performance since it lacks objectives and outputs
for the partnership, timeframe for achievements, and instruments for accountability.

During the Reflection Meetinghat took place among MDRP partner in Washington in March
2009, where key issues of the MDRP were discussedPartnership was considered a central
and innovative aspect but the division of labor between partners had at times been unclear
and led to setbacks during implementation ( MDRP Minutes, Reflection Meeting 9 March 2009).
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Table 6.1: Division of labor , addressing DDR -SSR linkages

National Donors/Bilateral partners |UN NGOs [MDRP World Bank
Governments agencies, Secretariat
regional
orgdns

4. SSR/  |Primary Should take the lead in Support to Keep itself Explore ways
army responsibility for [ensuring coordinated army informed and  |in which it can
reinte- planning and approaches to SSR and integration flag issues assist national
gration. [implementation, |assistto address the overlap |[and SSR, relatingtothe [andi nt 6|

information with DDR; and security sector, |approaches to

sharing and . . coordinating in a timely SSR

ensuring Ensure thelnc!usmn Of_ non- trole, in manner which [particularly

consistency with DDR pa_rtner§ in coordination accordance have real/ through public

DDR and overall mechanisms; with potential impact |expenditure

poverty reduction (Key responsibility for mandate. upon the review work.

strategy. financial/ material/ technical MDRP

Ensure that support to SSR, incIL.Jd.ing program.

reduction in army restructuring, CIV.I|-

defense mllltary_relatlons, public

expenses expendltur_e management

expedite and capacity building of

: forces;
economic armed '
recovery. Verify that no new
recruitment is undertaken.

Source: fAMatrix of Roles and Responsibilitbes within

6.2 MDRP-Bank Links

During the two first years, the MDRP enjoyed great support within the Bank . Management
was heavily engaged in the design, mobilization of funding, and dialogue with partners . By
2005, the original Africa region managers moved to other positions in the Bank, and the
MDRP manager also changed three times, lading to a lack of continuity as different persons
brought different management styles and priorities (see 4.5).

While the Greater Lakes region was becoming less of a political concern and more simply a
very poor region with extreme problems, internal rest ructuring in the Bank led the MDRP to
become a unit within the Fragile States, Conflict and Social Development Unit in the
Environmentally and Socially Sustainable Development sector of the Africa Region in 2007.
While a Fragile and Conflict Affected Countries Unit was established in the Operations
Policy and Country Services (OPCS) VicePresidency, it did have DDR as a priority field (staff

interviews ).

The decentralization of the Bank brought further changes for the MDRP. Initially one
Country Director (CD) based in Washington managed the DRC, ROC, Rwanda and Burundi,
which ensured a regional focus on the four core countries. With Bank decentralization, the
DRC and ROC programs are managed by the CD in Kinshasa. The Rwanda Country
Manager now answers to the CD in Kenya while Burundi and Uganda Country Managers
report to the CD in Tanzania, and Angola and CAR report to two other CDs. Bank -internal
coordination is thus now considerably more complex.

As a result of the recommendations by the MTR to decentralize more staff to the field, in
2005 the MDRPincreased the size of the Secretariaisee 4.5.2). This complicated the internal
management of the MDRP as thesenew staff lacked experiencein Bank operations.
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At the same time the Africa Region faces a daurting agenda. Half the countries are classified
as Fragile and others are considered borderline cases. The poverty problems are more severe
and intractable than in other regions. High -risk activities like DDR thus become a real
problem since these are managment intensive. In conversations with members of regional
management, views varied regarding how much attention and priority the Bank ought to or
feels it is able to accord DDR. This lack of clarity and consensus at management level clearly
means limited consistency in Bank support.

Overall, the MDRP as a program appears less visible and strategic to Bank management. The
regional nature of the program has made it particularly cumbersome from a management
perspective since country management is now fragmented across six different CDs. DDR has
an uncertain status both in the region and in the Fragile and Conflict -affected States Unit.
MDRP management has internally had to deal with a range of complicated issues, and
respond to two sets of masters: Bank managment, and the partners in the MDRP and in
particular the donors. On truly regional issues, consultation and decision making lines
become patrticularly complex. To some Bank staff, this situation has left the MDRP in a very
exposed situation, and for the career-minded it has becomea program to shy away from .

6.3 MDRP-Donor Links

The partnership between MDRP and donors existed at two levels. The MDRP Secretariat in
Washington communicated primarily with donor head offices, while at the country level
MDRP staff on mission or posted in-country would work with local donor staff. Donors were
involved in MDRP strategy elaboration, policy discussions, approval of programs, budgets
and expenditures through the TFC, where HQ staff participated. The Joint Supervision
Missions had HQ staff from some countries to begin with, but most donors fairly quickly
handed this to local embassystaff.

The ability to secure funding was largely achieved. MDRP remained by far the most
important source of funding for DDR, and the donors w ere satisfied with the financial
management and reporting of the MDRP.

The expectation that donors would support MDRP links to regional peace processes and
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and not be well coordinated internally. Communications between field and head offices of

some donors was such that some field offices were not fully in the picture regarding HQ

commitments. The fact that for most donors most of the funding for the MDRP came from

budgets managed at HQ and not from the field also meant that field commitments and

knowledg e was limited. The high staff turnover in the field further reduced institutional

memory about MDRP commitments made. Most donors also had limited capacity in the

field, and in any case would concentrate on a limited number of countries and not have an

overarching regional strategy that matched the MDRP. Some donors thus acknowledged that

their own lack of continuous commitment and capacity contributed to the attention shifting

from a political engagement to a mostly technical one.

At country level, donor involvement was often considered to have been below expectations.
In Angola, most donors played a low-key role in the ADRP, letting the World Bank and
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IRSEM lead activities, though the EU provided additional funds to expand the ADRP to

support vulnerable g roups. In Burundi, some current donor officers felt they did not have
sufficient voice: the partnership was information -sharing rather than collaboration. But
donors acknowledged that they themselves could have been more active, and acknowledged
that early on there was considerably more cooperation and donors played a larger role.
Several donors knew that there was communication between the MDRP secretariat and their
HQ, but that this did not adequately filter down to the field, so the shortcoming was internal.

Donors were largely absent from the CAR program, while in Uganda donor agencies actively
participated in the local coordination forum, known as the Amnesty Commission Working
Group, participated in the joint supervision and monitoring missi ons of the ACSP and
supported MDRP efforts to coordinate DDR activities in the country. Some donors felt the
MDRP paid too little attention to Uganda, but were not themselves pro -active in soliciting
MDRP attention nor pressured the government to deliver o n its commitments to the
Amnesty Commission.

In Rwanda, donors played a supporting role to the RDRP throughout its implementation.

They participated in local meetings and coordinated their resources to RDRP programs by
financing reintegration activities ( vulnerable groups and disabled). Bilateral funds were
channeled through their national development agencies (GTZ, KfW) and INGOs (e.g.
Norwegian Church Aid, Oxfam UK). MDRP partners also supported the capacity of the

RDRC through financing expertise (e.g. reintegration advisor financed by DFID, health

technical expert financed by Germany), while in the ROC only the EU is really active, among
other things having provided funding for UNDP to undertake disarmament activities.

In the DRC, the partnership was the strongestt most active, and at the higher political level
¢ during the early phase. It has remained good but focused more on the management of the
MDRP. The partnership work ed well when there were clearly articulated issues that all/most
actors agreedon. World Bank managers would then mobilize the international community to
make joint representations to the authorities. Key examples of this was when the authorities
did not move ahead on the demobilization of the armed forces, and showed poor support for
the implementation of the DDR program. Problems in this partnership have largely come
from countries with major economic and strategic interests in the DRC.

Compared with initial expectations about MDRP and donor relations and roles, the donors

have gone from being highly engaged at political and funding levels to becoming more

focused on delivering results in particular countries. This has to a large extent left the
Secretariatwithout strong partners to address lack of commitment and progress by national
authorities to move D&R programs forward as designed.

6.4 MDRP-UN Links

Under the MDRP, UN agencies were to strengthen capacities, facilitate implementation of
national programs and special projects, and sometimes implement activities directly. Their

contributions were to be based on their comparative advantage, which UN agencies assumed
included their formal mandates.

The UN was an early and important contributor to the MDRP strategy, and a strong
proponent of the partnership thinking . Thanks to previous experiences in DDR and strong
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presence on the ground, UN officials expected the UN to play a lead role, especially in
countries with peacekeeping missions like DRC and Burundi where there was a UN Security
Council mandate for their presence and role.

Instead, the UN saw its role reduced. In Rwanda the government asked the Bank to take the
lead on DDR, arole the UN had played, due to dissatisfaction with UN performance . In
Burundi a UN mission tried to argue for a lead role but was rebuffed. In the CAR, UNDP
was made lead actor and program implementer, but subsequently critici zed by the Bank-led
mid -term review for poor performance .

UN staff felt the Bank was using its funding position to brush the UN aside and use the
MDRP both to get closer to the donors in the field of DDR, but also to establish a stronger
presence inthe GLR region . The issue was not just hurt feelings ¢ though that was also
present¢ but quiestions about mandates and roles and thus access to resources and prestige
in the medium term. Over time, the UN -Bank relations became more balanced and nuanced.

In Angola, the UNDP together with FAO implemented the Special Project. Relations between
these partners remained good throughout this project, where IRSEM felt FAO in particular
did a good job, but also praised UNDP for the capacity building and training progr am, an
assessment shared by the World Bank.

In Rwanda, UNICEF and UNHCR partnership with the MDRP was constructive. UNICEF,
among other organizations, assisted RDRC with the identification and provision of care for
child EXCs, while UNCHR provided support to refugees identified as non-EXCs while the
RDRP provided support to dependents of ex-armed group members.

In the DRC, relations with the UN went through significant changes In the early phase
UNDP was an important partner in the formulation of the MDRP Strategy and was MDRP
focal point, aid ing the Transition Government put together the Interim DDR Strategy in 2003.
When UNDP put forward projects for funding and implementation (RRM and ComRec), it
faced a conflict of interest: UNDP was a key actor on the local Ad Hoc Committee that
approved project proposals, yet was also the largest single project implementer and as such a
?2EI Ol Il PEPEUa>» wOl w, #1/ wi UOEDPOT w3l 1 w! EOOwUI
chagrin among UN staff who felt the confl ict-of-interest issue could have been solved.
UNICEF took the lead on child soldiers and was critical in ensuring coherence and forward
movement on standards and coordination in this field, and a range of UN agencies have
partnered in the reintegration activities. At the same time, the MDRP has not taken
advantage of the considerable analytical capacities that MONUC has for assessing situations
on the ground and adjusting or anticipating program changes.

The situation in Burundi was characterized by early effective cooperation between MDRP
and the UN followed by a period of significant disagreements, though this improved again
towards the end of 2007. The UN Security Council resolution (SCR) 1524 of 21 May 2004 and
UN-SCR 1719 o225 October 2006 both give the UN mandate to conduct and support DDR in
Burundi. UNICEF was in charge of the special project for child soldiers, but there was
disappointment that there was not more cooperation. The UN mission had actors that could
have been useful and capacity that could have complemented the MDRP, lessening donor
demands for more MDRP presence on the ground. Moreover, the UN Integrated Office for
Burundi (BINUB) mandate includes support to SSR (UN-SCR 1719, and the Peacebuilding
Fund also supports SSR in Burundi. There were therefore missed opportunities in Burundi to
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test out how DDR-SSR links could be worked out based on closer cooperation between the
parties.

In CAR the MDRP program was implemented by UNDP, making Bank -UNDP relations in
principle clear but in practice faced hurdles. On the UNDP side, there were long periods
without a fully constituted Resident Representative in place, and despite advertising
internationally UNDP was not able to find an experienced DDR person to head the PRAC.
The MDRP did not use experienced Bank staff, and supervision to begin with was lax, in part
because MDRP management assumed UNDP could manage PRAC without much oversight.
As MDRP monitoring during 2005 identified se rious lags in delivery and problems with the
accounts, the dialogue got testier. UNDP at the same time felt pressured by the national
authorities to accept lists of EXCs that they did not believe were correct, and expected but
did not get support from the MDRP in their discussions with CNDDR on this. An MTR in
2006 led to some acrimonious exchangesbut the issues werefinally settled, UNDP had to
refund ineligible expenditures, and an accelerated plan of action ensured that the program
was completed within the foreseen timeframe. Over the last 12 months of the project period
more senior staff on both sides of the table stepped in and ensured improved
implementation, reporting and relations.

In Uganda, relations between the Bank and UNDP have been tense, adJNDP believes DDR

is better handled by the UN, though UNDP was not involved in DDR in Uganda prior to

2002 (a 19921995 D&R of about 36,000 soldiers was funded and supervised by the Bank).

Once the MDRP was established, UNDP became a member of the Local Aproval Committee

of the ACSP and an active participant in the Amnesty Commission Working Group, and UN

5000001 1T UUwxUOYPETI EwUUxxOUU0wUOwWUTT w OO0l UUaw" OOOE
active in the DDR coordination forum and a critical but construc tive partner to the ACSP. It

advised and lobbied the MDRP to adjust ACSP benefits and the mechanism for their
EPUUUPEUUDPOOWUOOWI PUWET POEUI Oz UwldOI 1 EUBwuUUUTT UDOOL
and therefore enhanced ACSP operation while minimiz ing risks for minor Reporters.

UN -MDRP links have been weaker and gone through greater variations than intended. The

UN expected to be heard as a partner and listened to in fields where it felt it had particular

expertise, such as the IDDRS, community appoach to DDR, etc. While this did happen in

some fields, such as child soldiers, overall the UN felt the partnership was a disappointment.

One challenge has been the dual role the UN has wanted to play: as a policy adviser, and at

the same time as a projet implementer. The latter covers two situations. The UN has a

mandate to provide services when national authorities are not able to dispense their
responsibilities, so typically in emergency and fragile state situations. But UN agencies also

compete for project contracts under more general development situations. It is this
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credibility as project implementer it at the same time points to its status as an inter-
governmental body which thus cannot be subject to the independent audit and evaluation as

for example an NGO or consulting firm. The FPA to a large extent acknowledges the special

status of UN agencies when it comes to project implementation, but has not convinced Bank

staff that they have full focus on quality and results management. UNDP in particular is seen

as not being good at designing an early exit strategy but holding onto project roles by
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There are also differences between the approaches that the MDRP has taken and the

positions proposed by the UN (and some donors) in a number of fields: individual versus

community benefits; cash versus in-ODOE wWET O1 | BPOUOwWUT | wddate wénsuE OO x O1 0
the Bank only being able to handle D&R, and how these can be better linked; the different
interpretations of national ownership. The Bank has tended to take a more bounded view of

the MDRP mandate, which in itself contributed to a more technica | and less political focus.

This has made some of the UN positions less relevant and hence the UN as a policy

contributor less interesting, as seen through MDRP lenses.

6.5 MDRP-National Authorities Links

National governments were to play the central role in the MDRP partnership. The Secretariat

was to provide policy support to national authorities, including support to building the

necessary capacities for national implementation of DDR operations. Program

PDOx Ol Ol OUEUDPOOwWUT UUwEUUE b E Gémimnteht and @dpaclyu G wi OY1 U
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MDRP-supported countries were led by governments in different stages of consolidation of

political power. Angola, ROC, Rwanda and Uganda had relatively stable governments, while

Burundi, the CAR and the DRC had at various times transitional forms of governments.

Angola, ROC, Rwanda and Uganda were all led by a single party, though several of them
had formal multi -party systems. Although to somewhat different degrees, these governing
parties had relatively high levels of internal cohesion and discipline that extended to the
leadership of the armed forces and an establshed bureaucratic apparatus that could support
a DDR program. In all four countries, DDR took place in the context of countries with a
strong army, in contrast to the other three countries where the army and other national
institutions had suffered serious erosions of capacity, strength and/or authority.

MDRP operations in each country were to be adjusted in terms of design, capacity support,
implementation channels, etc. But the MDRP at the same time had a strong harmonizing
impact: DDR activities were to happen within contexts of reconciliation among parties
previously in conflict, of strengthening regional stability through crossborder repatriation,
and gender equity in DDR operations. The harmonization force of the MDRP framework
provided constraints t 0 how governments were to exercise leadership in the MDRP.

The different parties to the conflict were brought into the DDR program in various ways, but
in no way threatened the state or the legitimacy of the authorities. For governments, DDR
was for the most part of interest as it helped them to consolidate legitimacy and achieve
greater stability through reconciliation measures and delivery of incentives for reintegration
of EXCs. Accordingly, their commitment to MDRP -supported D&R operations was revealed
through co-financing, mobilizing staff to lead national implementation, providing political
clout to their national bodies to deliver DDR programs, and tapping into the capacities
within MDRP partnership and outside to technically strengthen and complement their
capacities to implement D&R activities. The one exception was the DRC where the Transition
Government period was one of considerable uncertainty and internal positioning and
EUUI OXUUWEUW?REExUUUDOT 2 wEDI 11 Ul OU wtigaE gald) Th® 1 wUT 1 u
distrust between the parties, and the reluctance by the government to demobilize parts of the
army, lay behind the slowdown in the DDR program during the period around the elections.
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In the countries that had achieved stable governments prior to MDRP inception, MDRP
funding and support was directed towards the perceived common interests between the
government and the MDRP partnership. In Uganda, a national DDR program was not of
interest to the authorities, in part due to the localized nat ure of conflict and the perceived
need to maintain a large and strong army due to the regional conflict dynamics. However,
the MDRP support to the Amnesty Commissions created an opportunity to reduce the
circulation of small arms and light weapons within t he country and the region while
providing incentives for members of dissident groups to move into civilian life.

Angola had the means to finance its DDR, but tapped into the technical skills provided by
the MDRP and its partners (UNDP, FAO), but also strengthened the legitimacy of its DDR
process by partnering with those perceived as neutral, skilled and transparent parties.

Rwanda entered the MDRP from a first-phase DDR program and so had clear ideas about
how to benefit from the partnership and resource s brought by the MDRP. The program took
advantage of the full range of MDRP resources, building capacities of its implementing
institution, providing assurances to donors and their constituencies on the financial probity
of the program. Rwanda made the greatest use of MDRP learning and knowledge activities
through, for example, commissioning surveys and tracer studies and technical assistance.

ROC had a limited but clear agenda for its DDR program and put in place a division of labor
between MDRP partners, with the UNDP addressing disarmament while MDRP assisted
with the reintegration of the self -demobilized and the foreseen D&R activities.

At the beginning of the MDRP period, Burundi, CAR and the DRC had more transitory

authorities in place. In the CAR, the program was to begin with implemented by UNDP as

the public administration had no capacity for DDR. In the DRC, once the fighting ended and

the Sun City agreement was in place and the Transitional Government was established, the

MDRP began supporting the development of national policies and institutions that could
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governments did not hav e the capacity or did not give priority attention to DDR as a

government area of concern.

6.6 Other Partnerships

While the formal partnership consisted of the actors mentioned above, the MDRP had an
open and inclusive approach that meant other bodies also were invited to attend both MDRP
events such as the Advisory Committee meetings, and meetings at country level. While not
all bodies took advantage of this ¢ the case of the African Union is discussed in section 10.1.2
{ the African Development Bank both atte nded meetings and ended up becoming an
important supporter. It co -financed the DRC program when MDRP funds ran out and
subsequently became the most important funder for the follow -on to the MDRP, the TDRP.
At national level, both national authorites as we |l as the MDRP invited in both
implementing partners but also other relevant local stakeholders to local events. The full
range of stakeholders engaged in one way or another in the MDRP was thus considerably
larger than the formal partnership policy define EwD U wUOWET d w31 DUYamvyx 1 OQwE O«
other things, opens up for identifying new and innovative partners on the ground,
something the DRC program in particular has benefited from and is an example of.
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6.7 Findings, Conclusions and Lessons

The MDRP Partn ership was an innovative and wide -ranging concept in terms of the range of
The Mid -term Review identified short -comings in the implementation o f the partnership as a
strategic challenge that required correction and attention. In response to this, the Secretariat

in May 2005 x Ul x EU] Ew E w E OKatritd lofi Roldd) &nd' IRespensibilities within the
Partnership of the MDRP GFew if any resources were subsequently used to actually
operationalize it, however.

Within the Bank, the political concern over the Greater Lakes region dissipated with the
greater stability in the region and the original senior managers who had been involved in the
design of the MDRP moved to new tasks. The MDRP ended up with lower visibility and
unclear organizational placement in the Bank. The controversy over the financial over-
commitment and the feeling that the MDRP was more a donor trust -fund project than core
Bank business also reduced its straggic visibility . The decentralization in the Bank made
regionalprograms more difficult to coordinate, and the shifts in MDRP managers and TTLs
created management challenges to the MDRP itself. DDR as an issue has lost visibility in the
Africa region and t he Fragile and Conflict-affected Countries Unit does not seem to give it
priority. The lack of strong and coherent support from senior management to a high -risk area
leaves the MDRP as a program highly exposed within the Bank system and represents
potentially a significant reputational risk to the Bank .

Donor enthusiasm for the MDRP also fell as political priorities shift ed. Lack of coherence
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links between field and head offices, as well as high rotation of staff in the field , has made

long-term commitment and consistency difficult to maintain. Most donors also have a focus

on some or a few of the MDRP countries and thus do not have the same regional approach to

the program as the MDRP Secretariat. This together has led donors to lower their sights from

ambitious policy targets through the MDRP to more focus on technical deliverables, leaving

the MDRP at times without strong donor support when D&R policy challenges arose.

The MDRP-UN partnership was the one that did not contain any formal agreements and
where expectations and relations have faced the most severe challengesThe UN was heavily
involved in early MDRP design and expected a genuine partnering role, but as UN agencies
took on implementation tasks, they became treated more as contractors than as policy equals
{ and contractors who furthermore refused to be extern ally evaluated and audited .

While there were a number of confrontations, there were examples of constructive
collaboration, including in policy fields (UNICEF on child soldiers in particular), but a more
could clearly have taken place. UN staff felt in particular that the Bank used its funding clout
to brush aside the UN on issues where it has formal mandates by the international
community, and this was seen as unhelpful.

The UN and the MDRP have taken different views on a range of DDR questions, but since
U1 w! EOOwi EVWUEO]I OWEwWOOUI wopopUPOT wYPI PpwOi wlOT 1 w,
positions are seen as less relevant and the UN as a policy contributor less interesting.

The partnership with national authorities has to a large extent been a function of the political
stability of the partner government. In four countries single -party governments were in
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power while in the other three different transition arrangements were in place. During these
transition phases the MDRP thus played a more dominant role, though the MDRP has
consistently been seen as a positive partner for national stability and ¢ perhaps more
controversially ¢ as regime legitimizing.

6.7.1 Lessons

1 The MDRP Partnership was broad-based, innovative and ambitious since it was
addressing security, political and development issues at the same time. With hindsight it
is clear that not enough thought had gone into its design, both with regards to roles and
responsibilities between the different partners, but also concerning the size and skills of
the Secretariat. The responsibility for ensuring that the administration of the Partnership
worked lay with the Administrator, yet senior management in the Bank at times did not
pay close enough attention to this.

1 Donor commitments varied by donor, acro ss MDRP countries, and over time as political
priorities and thus own s taff resources shifted. The most important role was to be played
on the ground, yet that was often the weakest link in donor staffing due to high rotation,
few staff, most funding and ¢ ommitments made at HQ level and not always fully
communicated to the field. These aspects of donor field capacity need to be borne in
mind when designing partnership roles.

1 Host governments will generally welcome the DDR resources but be sensitive to the
policy dimensions attached. Stable/strong governments are better able to enter into such
partnerships while transitional regimes feel particularly vulnerable: they are being asked
to address what is often a pillar of their own power base at a time when the state is
particularly weak and thus sensitive about external influence. The ambitions of the
partnership must therefore be scaled to the ability local authorities have for addressing
this core area of state security: for regimes that feel exposedSSR andcross-border issues
may be second-order to plain political survival.

1 For a complex and multi-party collaborative partnership like the MDRP, roles and
expectations need to be made explicit and operational in order to work. A dedicated
framework like the Roles Matrix prepared by the MDRP Secretariat is an excellent tool
that should be designed as early as possible in the program period, with the objectives,
indicators, target values, responsibilities spelled out and accountability instruments
agreed to. This should be discussed and approved by the governing body, and this
should be part of the overall program Results Framework/s, and monitored and reported
OOWEUwWxEUUO WOl wOYI UEOOWUT T wxUOT UEOZ UwWET OPYI UEEO
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7 Regional Approach and Framework

The MDRP was coneived as an instrument for building confidence for mutual
disengagement by encouraging cooperation among participating countries, strengthening
collaboration between key regional and international actors, making funding available for
regional activities and national programs, and improving transparency across programs.

The regional character of the MDRP strategy thus had as much a political as a technical
foundation. The challenge the MDRP faced was thus to structurally and technically
operationalize its political underpinning . As noted in the previous chapter, the partnership
principle of the MDRP was key since it was essential for establishing links to critical areas
such aseconomic reconstruction efforts and SSR, repatriation of combatants on foreign sol
(COFS), and civilian arms reduction. MDRP governance was structured to foment
cooperation between various partners to address these political and technical aspects at
national and regional levels. MDRP funding structure, designed to ensure comprehensive
and well -coordinated donor support to the program, would also allow flexibility to support
cross-border concerns andactivities.

The Results Matrix designed for the MDRP Regional Strategy thus focused on the regional
approach and contributions the MDRP wa s to contribute to at this level.

7.1 Regional Objectives and Results

The MDRP Strategy (World Bank 2002a) contains a results framework for the overall program. It
DUWEWEOEUUDPEwW+ O PEEOw%U E b taded. 1), préseriing £h8 plapied- OT %UE O
for results in terms of Strategic Objective, Program Objectives, and Outputs.

Written sources on MDRP results include MDRP quarterly progress reports (QPRs) and

monthly reports that tracked outputs as they were produced; Joint Supervision Miss ions

(JSM) reports that provided in particular analyses of early achievements; endof project and

program Implementation Completion Reports/Memoranda (ICM/ICR); the minutes from AC

and TFC meetings; and monitoring and evaluation reports and individual stu dies. Only the

last category includes independent reviews that may also provide more detail regarding the

guality of the results produced (see Annex C for a list of documents).

At the level of regional program achievements, these can be reviewed in light of the situation
on the ground seven years after the MDRP was initiated:

Strategic Objective: Enhance the prospects for stabilization and recovery in the greater Great Lakes
region As noted in chapter 5, the demobilization of nearly 280,000 formerly armed
combatants in a volatile region and moving them away from combat command and
control structures into civilian life has undoubtedly contributed to an atmosphere of much
greater stability and cross-border collaboration in the region. This is of course not solely
attributable to the MDRP, but the program has made the tangible and important
contribution it was expected to. The extent to which this has led to recovery in the region
is less positive, but the recovery is also more a function of economic dynamics than
security issues.
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Table 7.1: MDRP Logical Framework

Narrative Summary

Key Monitoring Indicators

Monitoring and Evaluation

Critical Assumptions

Strategy Objective

Enhance the prospects for stabilization
and recovery in the greater Great Lakes
region.

1 Reduction in number of internally

displaced and refugees

1 Restoration of free movement of goods and
persons within and between countries

1 Evolution of social expenditures in countries,
including inrelation to security spending.

1 UNHCR and Global IDP reports.
1 UN Secretary General and Securi
Council reports.

1 Country program monitoring and
evaluation reports

1 Public expenditure reviews.

1 Governments in the region undertake all effort
necessary to bring conflicts to an end.

1 Regional bodies and the international
community undertake complementary efforts in
political, security and reconstruction areas.

Program Objectives

1. Provide a comprehensive regional
framework for DDR efforts foboth
government and irregular forces.

2. Establish consistent mechanism for
donor coordination and resource
mobilization.

3. Serve as a platform for national
consultative processes that lead to the
formulation of national D&R programs.

1. Number ofnternational stakeholders
participating in MDRP coordination mechanism;
percent of DDR activities in the region undertaken
within MDRP framework.

2. Percent of DDR resources channeled through t
MDTF; degree of variance between resource
requirements ancesource availability.

3. Degree of harmonization of national programs

1 Minutes of MDRP/AC meetings.
1 Reports of joint MDRP supervisio
missions.

9 Periodic MDRP and MDTF
progress reports.

1 National program monitoring and
evaluation reports.

(Objective to Goal)

1 Governments and other parties to the
conflicts are committed to finding a peaceful
solution to the conflicts.

1 The international community is committed to
supporting the regional stabilization process.

Outputs:

1. National programprepared and
implemented.

2. Special projects prepared and
implemented.

3. Regional activities carried out in suppg
of national programs and special projects
4. MDRP and MDTF implemented in
coordination with all partners.

1. Number of EXCs demobilizedhd receiving
reinsertion and reintegration assistance through
national programs; number of such programs.

2. Number of EXCs demobilized and receiving
reinsertion and reintegration assistance through
special projects, and number of such projects.

3. Harmorized data bases; frequency, effectivenes
technical knowledge sharing activities.

4. Efficient organization of joint missions and
reports; effectiveness of technical support.

1 Minutes of MDRP/AC meetings.
1 Minutes of TCG meetings.

9 Reports of joih MDRP supervision
missions.

9 Periodic MDRP and MDTF
progress reports.

1 National program monitoring and
evaluation reports.

1 Independent management review:

(Outputs to Objective)

9 Donors and agencies view the MDRP

as the coordination mechanism &

DDR activities in the region.

9 Donors allocate resources to the MDRP via th
MDTF and in sufficient amounts.

1 Governments in the region interested

in supporting a coordinated approach

to DDR in the region.

Program Components

1. National programs

2. Special projects

3. Regional activities

4. Program management

1. USD 446.5 million
2. USD 37.5 million
3. USD 5.5 million
4. USD 10.5 million.

9 MDTF financial progress reports.
9 IDA disbursement rates.

9 Periodic audit reports.

1 Independentanagement reviews.

1 Regional governments are prepared and have
capacity to implement national programs.

1 Regional governments are willing to permit DD
activities in areas beyond their control.
1 Third countries are willing to absorb EXCs whq
donot return to their country of origin.

9 Donors are willing to finance DDR activities in
the region.

9 Donors and agencies provide staff support
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Program Objective 1: Provide a comprehensive regional framework for DDR effortddtn
government and irregular force$his objective has been achieved as alrelevant countries
produced a Letter of Demobilization Policy and subsequently national DDR programs
that encompassed all armed groups in the country. While it has taken time to get all
groups to adhere to the national program (Burundi) and some groups notably in the
eastern DRC still have not signed up to the program framework, it does exist and is there
for all actors to join.

Program Objective 2: Establish consistent mechanisfor donor coordination and resource
mobilization. The MDRP established an MDTF to which 13 donors ultimately contributed
and funded the needs of the program. The AC and TFC have served as the consistent fora
for presenting issues, reporting on progress, and discussing shortfalls and disbursement
issues. As of 2005 the enhanced MDRP weksite provided further public insight and thus
enhanced transparencyto all interested stakeholdersOwi UOi DOOPOT wUT PUWOENI E

Program Objective 3: Serve as alatform for national consultative processes that lead to the
formulation of national D&R programsTo what extent the MDRP as such has performed
this role is debatable: the CAR had a threemonth national consultative process, the DRC
organized the Inter-Congolese Dialogue etc without MDRP support. So while the MDRP
did not actually produce results in this field it was because this was not necessary: the
various countries did this largely on their own.

Output 1: National programs prepared and implementi&d.detailed in chapter 5, all countries
except Uganda implemented their national programs. While most countries still have
some ways to go before the programs can be said to be fully completed, the
overwhelming task has been accomplished ¢+ what remains are either second-phase
demobilizations, or finalizing the reinsertion/reintegration programs. Final results as of
December 2008 and comments on them can be found in Annex E.

Output 2: Special projects prepared and implementéase Special projects that wereplanned
and approved have all been finalized and evaluations produced. Final results and
comments on them can be found in Annex E.

Output 3: Regional activities carried out in support of national programs and special prdjbids.
Output has by and large not been produced. The regional database wasnot established
for political and cross -border distrust reasons. The technical knowledge sharing activities
in the TCG have assisted in the fields of gender, HIV/Aids and COFS but overall did not
have the structure, frequency and participation levels that would have been desirable for
a more significant impact on the national programs (see 4.4).

Output 4: MDRP and MDTF implemented in coordination with all partnerBhe LogFrame has
2111 DPEPI O0wOUT EOPAEUDPOOWOT wuNOPOUWOPUUDOOUWEOE W
Regional Joint Supervision Missions were held during the first three years 2002-2004, and
a final one in 2007, but where the level of donor participation in particular is uneven but
falling . In 2005 a program of country-level joint supervision was initiated instead. Using
AC meeting minutes as a barometer of the extent to which partners were satisfied with
and felt involved and informed about the MD RP, the picture is positive. Overall the
program has been implemented in coordination with all partners.
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In general, the MDRP succeeded in using the regional framework for getting national DDR
programs and activities in place, though the truly regionaloutputs ¢ demobilization of COFS,
regional database, more crossborder coherence with regards to dimensions like a strong and
operational gender approach ¢ were not as successful

7.2 Regional Learning and Building of Trust

Regional learning and building trust were interlinked dimensions of the MDRP. Regional
learning was based on two key activities ¢ cross-border exchange of experiences, and the
generation and dissemination of new knowledge. The participation by all regional actors in
the crossborder learning events, and the full and public access to all the new knowledge
generated, established personal links and transparency and equal access to the knowledge
that in turn engendered trust. This trust was between MDRP as a joint mechanism, and the
various actors on the ground, but also amongst the actors on the ground, and in particular
among those directly engaged in DDR programs at national level. A range of tools were used
to produce these results.

The most important was the Technical Coordination Group (TCG) and the learning events it
organized (section 4.4) The workshops on gender in Kigali in 2005 and 2007 introduced a
more systematic treatment of this dimension, and was later on provided more resources in
the form of the LEAP program (section 5.2.3). The psychosocial trauma seminar was
mentioned by a number of staff in other countries as important for their own thinking on the
issue. Other events mentioned by participants were the workshop on M&E/MI S for DDR
programs in Rwanda in August 2003, the DDR and Transitional Justice in Paris in November
2006, the workshops on the impact of psycho-social issues on the reintegration of ex
combatants and on leadership and communications in Kigali in 2007 (see box 4.2).

The strengths were the regional relevance (peer learning) and that almost all of the meetings
took place in the region, and the informal discussions around the more formal sessions,
where participants found that others were struggling with issues they themselves were
facing in their countries.

The concerns were that not all the examples were equally relevant and that there tended to

be some cases that dominated the dialogue so that the specificities of own situations did not

get sufficient hearing. There was also some frustration at the fact that only a few staff from
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staff who had knowledge and could push agendas. It was also seen as difficult to follow up

on new ideas and insights gained ¢ staff did not feel empowered in the sense of knowing

how to use the new knowledge that had been conveyed. The training was also largely

limited to national DDR bodies. Some felt it would have been useful to include

im plementation agencies as participants in some of the activities.

Joint Supervision Missions (JSMs) have been a learning toolbut perhaps even more a trust-
building activity . The JSMs gathered government officials, donors and UN officials from

Headquarters, donor representatives posted in MDRP countries, and MDRP staff to conduct
monitoring Visits across the MDRP countries. Four regional JSMstook place, the first three
annually 20022004, and a final one in2007.In 2005 JSMs were insteadrganized at country
level, and this practice was continued till the end of the program. The availability of JSM
reports through the MDRP website was a useful contribution to regional learning.
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Questions have been raised whether greater crosdearning could have been achieved if there
had been more active local participation in the JSMs ¢ staff from national DDR bodies
reviewing the work in neighboring countries. Some informants also felt that more local
donor representatives should have participated, but t he constraint there seems more to have
been on the donor side: as far as the MDRP was concerned all comers were welcome. From
the JSM reports it isalso clear that some country visits were more popular than others, so the
regionallearning was uneven.

The MDRP Secretariat furthermore produced a series ofstudies, working papers and notes
(see Box 5.%or the larger studies and Annex C for a complete list of publications).

Box 7.2: MDRP Studies 2003-2009 (excluding national studies)

2003

9 Linkages between Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration of Ex-combatants and Security Sector
Reform.

2004
1 Targeting MDRP Assistance: Ex-combatants and other War-affected population.
2005

1 Taking a Gender Perspective to Strengthen the Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program in
the greater Great Lakes Region

1 MDRP Gender Desk Study (Emily Schroeder)

2006

1 Reintegration Assistance for Ex-combatants: Good Practices and Lessons for the MDRP (Sarah Michael)
2007

1 Ex-combatants in Burundi: why they joined, why they left, how they fared (Peter Uvin)

1 Beyond demobilization: challenges and opportunities for security sector reform in the Central African
Republic (Boubacar N'diaye)

1  Opportunities and constraints for the disarmament and repatriation of foreign armed groups in the Democratic
Republic of Congo (Hans Romkema)

1 The Social and Economic Status of Beneficiaries of the Burundi Child Soldier Demobilization, Social
Reintegration and Recruitment Prevention Special Project (Sarah Michael)

2008

1 The Rwanda demobilization and reintegration program: lessons from the reintegration of ex-combatants -
Sarah Michael

CAR: Lessons from a disarmament, demobilization and reintegration program
Psychosocial issues in the demobilization and reintegration of ex-combatants
The Status of LRA Reporters (Sarah Michael)

Contemporary Security and Development Trends in the GLR (Gilbert Khadiagala)
2009

1  Voices of Youth in Post-conflict Burundi: Perspectives on Exclusion, Gender and Conflict (Pia Peeters, Emilie
Smith, Maria Correia)

= —a —a A

I Voices and Views: Youth in Post-conflict Rwanda from a Poverty and Gender Perspective (Pia Peeters,
Emilie Smith, Maria Correia)

1 Guidelines for incorporating HIV/Aids activities in Demobilization, reinsertion and reintegration programs for
ex-combatants (Carla Boussen)

1 Out of Work, Out of Manhood. Unemployment, young men, masculinities and conflict in Angola. (Marianna
Olinger, Marcio Segundo, Marcos Nascimento and Gary Barker)

1 The Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program i Buying Time for Peace in the Great Lakes
Region

9 Study on Local armed groups in the Democratic Republic of Congo. Constraints and Opportunities for a
return to peace in Eastern DRC (Mass Walimba Katangira)
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The most intensive learning activities were the one-day Learning Seminar, of which there

were two. The first one in Paris November 2007 discussed a series of key issues in some

depth, while the second one, in Washington March 2009, was more summing up the lessons
learned from the MDRP program (see Box 7.3)

Box 7. 3: Fi4DIR&Miy Seminar

Paris November 2007: The MDRP convened its first one-day Learning Seminar to promote
knowledge sharing and dissemination with MDRP partners and other stakeholders. The seminar
included updates on ongoing MDRP research activities, reflections on lessons and best practices at
the country-level, and opportunities for exchange on priority issues within the DDR field. The seminar
was divided into four sessions:

Best Practices on Reinsertion Support for EXCs: This session provided an overview of progress
todate on the ongoing MDRP study of the effecti
findings indicate that the effective use of monetized assistance is dependent on the country context,
but that in general, small, frequent installments are seen to be effective in supporting reinsertion; whilst
larger, infrequent/lump-sum payments are more effective in jump-starting reintegration activities.
Overall, participants agreed on the value of monetized assistance and in particular its role in
invigorating local post-conflict economies. Discussion highlighted questions of implementation
modalities for cash payments, the importance of further study of cash interventions among vulnerable
groups and the importance of community involvement in such programming.

Lessons Learned on Reintegration: In this session, panelists from Angola, Rwanda and Colombia
provided a reflection on the reintegration approaches of their respective programs, their results to
date, and on lessons and best practices for supporting ex-combatant reintegration. Common themes
emerging from the presentations included the importance of: innovative partnerships with other
stakeholders, approaches tailored to local realities, attention to the specialized needs of vulnerable
groups, and counseling and social reintegration assistance within programs.

DDR Project Exit Strategies: The session focused on lessons from DDR programs in developing exit
strategies and on the challenges and opportunities facing MDRP countries as they develop their exit
strategi es. Presenters noted that the concept
DDR progr ams than that of an 6 e xideveloget transitiergeyit.
strategies was highlighted, particularly in contexts of fragile peace; participants advocated for
strategies which were developed as early as possible within the project cycle, were realistic, and were
developed through open consultation with all relevant stakeholders. Participants also noted that the
transition/exit strategy theme is one around which MDRP-supported programs could particularly
benefit from cross-fertilization of ideas and experiences between and across programs.

Regional Aspects of MDRP: This session revisited the original objectives of the MDRP regional
strategy, to assess what has worked well and what could be improved, and to identify priority themes
for upcoming activities such as new research products and the overall MDRP evaluation. The overall
coordination mechanism of the MDRP and the platform it created for dialogue were highlighted as key
successes. Commonly cited areas for improvement were knowledge-sharing, flexibility within the

overall Program and the consolidation of assistance to special groups (AC Paris Nov 2007, pp 12-13).

Most of the reporting in this field has been on the activities themselves. Little is documented
on what actual outcomes from these various events are. The interviews with local staff show
that there is a positive attitude towards the traini ng in general, though there is a
differentiation between events that were seen as more useful than others, and an awareness
of own inability to apply and thus successfully take advantage of all the new knowledge that
was acquired. There is thus aconcern that the conditions for effective learning were not
always in place.

The most important benefit, according to most, was the networking and the contacts
established and the trust that was built over time, since the participants tended to be the
same ones fran the seven countries (discussed further in chapter 9).
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Knowledge management within and across seven countries is costly, but the MDRP budget
for regional activities was underutilized (largely due to less than expected support for

COFS), and eventually reduced from USD 5.5 million to USD 2.3 million. A more aggressive
knowledge management program could have been funded, but would also have required

dedicated staff for this to function.

7.3 Harmonizing and Mobilizing Funding

The MDRP made funding available for DDR operations in all eligible countries before any
programs or projects had actually been designed. There was thus a financial commitment in
the form of predictable funding for the region from the beginning of the MDRP program

Since the MDRP followed World Bank rules and procedures, it was at times seen as slow and
inflexible, especially when it came to the IDA funds. As noted (section 4.6), it took a lot
longer than expected to get the Special Projects in DRC approved due to procedural issuest
some rdated to the Bank, others to the UN.

The Special Projects facility provided the MDRP with flexibility , however. It was used to
finance pilot programs (Angola, DRC), to capitalize on windows of opportunities towards
peace and stability (Uganda), to buffer possible conflict by extending program benefits
beyond the target group (Burundi, DRC), and to extend implementation capacity by enabling
project execution by different agencies (Angola, DRC) and institutions (Burundi). It enabled
DDR to take place where capacities for national execution were insufficient and therefore
implemented by a partner (UNDP in the CAR).

A fragmented country -by-country allocation of resources would presumably have meant

that cross-border learning and the important networking at AC and TCG events would not

ITEYTI wOEOI OwxOEE]I OwlOil EOPOT wUT EVwWUT T w?OETTEUEU? wb
the peer-learning + an underestimated benefit from regional activities, as peer learning is

often more effective than more distant advice, partly for political credibility but also

situation -relevance aspects.

As a consolidated funding mechanism, the MDRP minimiz ed duplication of efforts and un -
coordinated parallel financing of DDR activities. Th e MDRP thus invite d non-contributing
donors such as the US andAfrican Development Bank to MDRP meetings at local levels as
well as to AC meetings. The previous experience was one of fragmented donor funding that
had created major inefficiencies and rent-seeking behavior by local actors, something the
international community wanted to avoid .

One question raised is if the considerable funding of the MDRP led to an over -concentration
of resources on D&R. The issue was that in a world of finite funding, mobilizing so much for
the MDRP may have left fewer resources for upstream and downstream linkages without
which the DDR program itself cannot attain sustainability and thus long -term impact. ¢ This
is a question the international community should look at in the wider debate of t he growth
of limited -objective trust funds, and whether this creates rigidities or permits focus on
priorities. In the case of the MDRP, the argument has been that successful DDR is a necessary
though admittedly not a sufficient condition for longer -term peace and stability. Full funding
for DDR is thus important because if this issue is left unfinished it will constitute a
continuous source of tension and renewed violence.
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7.4 Findings, Conclusions and Lessons

The MDRP brought a wide range of resources to cowntries in the GLR at a time when
international support to move peace processes was crucial. The regional approach brought
actors and resources together for a common goal The program provided a platform for the
countries in the GLR to meet, learn from each other, and thus build trust and political
relations. As a confidence building instrument, the regional approach evolved relying on the
capacities and political will within its partnership.

The MDRP succeeded in supporting the establishment of DDR programs in all seven
countries, and to get them implemented if not fully completed in all cases. What the MDRP
was not able to produce were regional outputs: demobilization and settlement of COFS, a
regional and fully shared database on EXCs, and a more shared ad better quality approach
to vulnerable groups implemented across the region.

The learning events and knowledge generation was, however, a regional dimension that was
successful A number of instruments ¢ TCGs, JSMs, studies, notes and reportst were
organized or produced that increased knowledge and skills and built own confidence . It was
this regional dimension that enabled the incorporation of lessons learned from other DDR
programs into national programs, though a better structured and strategic approach could
have provided better results, especially regarding treatment of vulnerable groups .

As a regional program the MDRP was able to re-allocate scarce technical skills across the
region as programs were initiated and problems arose. This flexibilit y was important since
programs moved quite different from the expected: only at the end of the sevenyear MDRP
period did the ROC program, which had been expected to be one of the easiest to initiate,

available when the ROC was finally ready to move would not have been viable.

On the funding side, the MDRP was able to mobilize sufficient funds to finance the identified

DDR needs. From the objective of providing complete, coordinated and continuous funding

f OUw##10wU0T 1 w, #1/ wPEUWEWUUEHI WES & » wa Wil UEOOBHHU w
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donors did not have sufficient funds to implement al OwUT 1T wODPOOUOwWw Ol EYDOT wUT
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immediate objective of the MDRP, however, was to secure demobilization of as many as

quickly as possible + and for this the fundin g mobilization was successful.

One question posed was whether the regional approach was worth it or whether a country
by country approach would have been better, in order to ensure a more context-specific and
targeted country programming. While the answer today is that countries are moving
towards national funding mechanisms, at the time of the establishment of the MDRP, the
regional approach clearly was the most appropriate .

7.4.1 Lessons

1 The regional approach of the MDRP ensured the broad-based understanding of the DDR
issues, including the need for large-scale and flexibly programmable funding. Generating
agreementon this regional approach to the GLR DDR was a major achievement.
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1 Despite the regional vision, it was easier to produce the country -specific outputs than the
regional ones. The crossborder results require continued effort and focus, and unless the
benefits are perceived to be significant to both parties, it may be difficult to sustain the
interest. There is also probably a hierarchy of concerns where the national onescome
first, and where parties therefore are at different stages in addressing their challenges
(Rwanda had largely managed its internal DDR, DRC was still in the midd le of a big
DDR process).

1 The MDRP was an efficient and effective mechanism for mobilizing and coordinating
financial resources for DDR, ensuring transparent funding allocations, consistent
financial management and harmonized reporting.

1 The joint learning events provided for efficient sharing of own experiences (peer
learning), dissemination of new knowledge, but also was the most useful arena for
building trust and cross -border relations.

I For implementing countries, there may be some economies of scaleon the learning and

knowledge events is limited: they must still be adapted to the national context.

1 For donors, the advantages are more obvious mobilization of funds, planning, and
financial and performance reporting can be standardized and at no additional cost a
donor country can participate in and track dynamics in a series of countries.
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8 National Ownership

National ownership was a fundamental principle of the MDRP, where the MDRP Strategy

UUEUT U OTuE 3rul? whOUOEwWxUOOOUT wEOUOU U@me B @ardJ UT B x wi (
119.i). The guidelines to national programs states thatUT I w, # 1/ wde@paitétional

programs tailored to the requirements ofyimen country. To optimize flexibility and to exploit

emerging opportunities, the timing of national programs would be determined by national leaders in
consultation with international partners(para 150.i). National ownership as a principle was

supported by all the MDRP partners, based on the lesson that unless there is national

ownership, DDR processes are likely to fail.

8.1 Definition and Understandings

2- EUDPOOEOwWOP Ol dpétiied in theutDIRP strétédyy)ansupporting documentation .

National and governmentownership is used inter-changeably. There are therefore several

issues that need clarification: () who EUT wUT 1 w O OE E Whats i® bwbérship, i w oD D A O
ownership of what: a political process, implementation, design, management, and (iv) how

different contexts affect national ownership and thus implementation of the DDR process.

8.1.1 Ownership: National versus Government

The local owners were in the MDRP strategy defined to be national governments. The first
JSM found that governments strongly emphasized the need for national ownership, which
they defined as government ownership (MDRP JSM 2002, p. 2. There does not seem to have
been a discussion in the MDRP partnership during this first period why beneficiaries, civil
society and other stakeholders could not be included, in large part a reflection of the World

l EOOz UwxOO0PEaA wOi whizethimdn®.a wb OUODOT whbDUT wi

The most common form of making national ownership visible was by establishing national
DDR commissions. While the actual composition of these varied some, the mechanism was
largely the same independent of context, and dominated by the national authorities.

The 2005 MTR highlighted problematic areas with national ownership and its effects in the

field and reported that partners viewed national ownership differently. It also noted that the

concept, what it meant and its consequences, had in facteen discussed and objections raised

by partners at the AC, including the definition of it as government ownership only ( DAI 2005,

pp.7-8). In Paris 2005, the Chair concluded that partners had endorsed the analysis in the

MTR, which included that national ownership had affected implementation speed. However,

the proceedings also stated thats ( OWE OO wOI wOT 1 w, #1/ WwEOUOUUDPI UOwWOE
and operational national programs have been agreed and financed. While fundamental changes of the
current setup may be difficult and disruptive and we do not believe this would be justified or effective,

we agree that finning within a specific national setting, for example by further enhancing civil

society engagement and involvement, should be ldokédi E OE wU T B U wikcBbr@uutad2, wx UU U U
p.18)

At the AC in November 2006, it is acknowledged that ghe practical applications of the concept
and the experiences of MDRRpported programs in addressing questions of national ownership have
rarely ET 1 Ow EDUE UUUA gessiBnOdiringJtheEnméétifigze@plored the challenges of
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national ownership in the context of DDR. It was agreed that these issues were important for
the MDRP to discuss further and would be explored as part of the MDRP SecretariE Uz U w
ongoing research and analytical work.

Interviews for this evaluation repeated the findings of the MTR, namely that seeing national
ownership as government ownership was too narrow. Civic organizations, beneficiaries and
communities had limited owners hip of the program, which may have been reflected in the
outcome: a limited focus on for example female combatants and war-wounded. This usage
meant the MDRP was dependent on government even when it was clear governments were
the reason why DDR processesdid not move forward ( DAI 2005, para.39. MDRP staff were
fully aware of this dilemma but questioned whether a more inclusive approach would have
produced better results.

8.1.2 Ownership: Political versus Operational

The Strategy does notclarify what the natiOOE OQOWEEUOUUwUT OUOEws OpOz 6 w, E
spoke of it in operational terms, with a focus on implementingDDR programs. Others saw it

in terms of political and decision -making ownership. In the 2004 JSM report, a referenceto

Angola says dNational owneship of the program remains high as exhibited by the estimated USD

155 million that Government has invested in the disarmament, demobilization and reinsertion phases

of the program, and other parallel reintegration efforts being undertaken by severahr@ner

ministries (ibidk l8ere it defines ownership as political willingness and financial resources to

have and conduct a DDR process.

Some stakeholders felt the Bank saw national ownership in terms of operational and
implementation capacity. In a post-conflict setting it is clearly unrealistic to expect a
government to have much operational/financial implementation capacities , and to allocate
the limited capacities that exist to DDR. Having this as a yardstickfor ownership is thus not
helpful. To the extent that a country improved its ownership through building
implementation capacity, the demand on national authorities to build these skills and
organizations was probably helpful (see chapter 9).

A view held by some was that national ownership really was not helpful in such
environments, as the issue was not about who owns the process, but who is capable of
implementing DDR operations irrespective of whether that includes local stakeholders. This
was emphasized in the context of conflict/immedi ate post-conflict countries such asthe DRC
and Burundi. This reflected a limited definition of ownership as implementation capacity
only and the need to get DDR done quickly in the context of tense environments.

8.2 Ownership on the Ground

The seven MDRP cauntries reflected quite different contexts, from elected governments to
transitional authorities, from stable internal security to on -going conflict, from wealthy state
(Angola) to one of the poorest countries in the world (CAR). The political and resourcepre-
conditions for the two forms of ownership thus varied widely .

8.2.1 Angola

Angola had a stable government and a much better economy than its neighbors. The national
program was designed with broad participation of local stakeholders, including local
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authorities, traditional leaders and NGOs. EXCs were able to select the area of resettlement
and their economic reintegration options according to their profile and expectations ( Angola
ICR, p.6).

Box 8.1: TCG Discussions of National Ownership

During the Paris November 2006 TCG meeting, the key topic was DDR and National Ownership. The
practical applications of the concept and the experiences of MDRP-supported programs in addressing
questions of national ownership have rarely been discussed and shared. This session explored some
of these issues and the particular challenges and trade-offs for national ownership in post-conflict
contexts, based on country examples and where some key points were raised:

1. Angol ads experience opdgosinlggmupg:agi ng formerly

The participation of opposing groups (such as specific allocations of posts within IRSEM to UNITA
representatives) reinforced trust among ex-combatants and the program, helped to ensure that the
program was adjusted the expectations of different beneficiaries and better mobilized all potential
beneficiaries to take part in IRSEM programming.

2. Republic of Congobds experieansie with engaging

Parliamentarians and administrative officials have been an important partner for the commission given
their proximity to population and their potential roles in accompanying program activities on the ground
and in organizing community information/sensitization activities to help gain community support for the
project. However, in order for officials to be able to play these roles, they require up-to-date and
regular information from the commission.

Given the legal foundations of many programs, government and parliament are already involved in
establishing the institutional framework for
issues, army integration, security sector reform, etc. This existing engagement with DDR can be used
as a foundation for additional linkages.

3. Ugandadés experience of working with civil speci

Civil society organizations are often a crucial partner for DDR programs because of their high
proximity to, and credibility with, local populations. However, a lack of harmonization or
standardization of approaches between NGOs, and among NGOs and national program structures
can cause conflicts and inefficiencies on the ground. Similarly, given the accountability of many civil
society organizations to external donors, it is crucial to ensure that the approaches they adopt are
appropriate to the local context. Setting up regular and two-way channels of communication and
information-sharing are therefore key i both among groups implementing services and projects on the
ground and among donors and supporters of these agencies 1 in order to minimize duplication, build
on respective strengths and ensure a holistic approach to demobilization and reintegration
programming.

Two key cross-cutting issues were also raised, namely:

1 With national ownership comes national responsibility: whether government ownership is
manifested in terms of program design, oversight or implementation of a DDR program, its
ownership should also be understood and measured in terms of its accountability to government
structures and to the people.

1 National ownership does not just mean government ownership: the concept of national ownership
too often focuses on government, to the exclusion of individuals and communities. Yet community
involvement can be especially important for sustainability and developing an effective exit
strategy. How can national ownership truly be broadened to include governments and the people
they represent?

It was agreed that these issues were important for the MDRP to discuss further and to be explored as
part of the MDRP Secretariatds ongoing research

The creation of a favorable environment was conducive to the political and national
reconciliation process. Contributing to this were the adoption of an Amnesty Law, the
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