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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE KEY FINDINGS AND IDEAS TO BE 
FURTHER EXPLORED FOR THE NEW EU-WIDE STRATEGIC 

FRAMEWORK FOR SUPPORTING SSR 

On Policy Direction 

Findings 

- The EU approach to SSR remains largely ad hoc, reactive to crisis, and driven by the 
initiative of individuals. There remains ambiguity from one country context to the next, or 
from one EU institution to the next, as to what defines the EU approach to SSR or even what 
the EU role in SSR should be. 

- It is notable that almost a decade following their approval the 2005 Council or 2006 
Commission policies on SSR are no longer actively used as guiding documents to inform the 
EU approach to SSR. Similarly, key EU regional level policy documents that guide 
programming and funding decisions, such as the Cotonou Agreement or the Eastern 
Partnership Agreement, have omitted references to SSR altogether. 

- There is little standardisation of terminology and concepts across the various 
programming documents. Most notably, the term SSR is commonly applied to simply 
describe support to security sector institutions rather than defining a distinct approach or 
set of principles that can indeed be applied transversally to many crisis management and 
development support efforts. 

Ideas to be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework 

 The new strategic framework for SSR should be better integrated within the various 
regional, sub-regional and country specific policies that guide programming choices. 

 There will be a need to ensure systematic and recurring dissemination of the eventual EU-
wide strategic framework on SSR 

 The new strategic framework should clearly define and standardise SSR terminology 
across the EU institutions to help demystify some of the misconceptions surrounding SSR 
within Delegations and EU institutions. It should outline how SSR relates to justice reform, 
defence reform, rule of law and law enforcement reforms. 

 The EU-wide strategic framework should be context specific, taking note of the 
particularities in approach in each context. It should also outline under which conditions, 
rather than countries, SSR should be a priority focus for the EU and the benefits that it can 
bring to wider development and crisis management efforts. 

 

On Analysis 

Findings 

- In all countries under review there has been a wealth of analysis produced over the years, 
yet there are significant inconsistencies in its quality, timeliness and relevance.  

- Analysis and programme identification has commonly omitted examination of security 
sector governance, management and oversight, or has only explored a small subset of the 
issues. There are, however, positive trends from the most recent examples of country 
assessments in Ukraine, Mali and DRC. 
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- The lack of a human rights based approach to analysis at the onset is reflected in poor 
consideration of human rights needs in mission and programming mandates. 

- Insufficient focus on gender in analysis at the onset also results in poor consideration of 
gender issues in mission and programming mandates.  

- There are encouraging new examples of efforts to deploy joint assessment missions. 
- Analysis remain static and there is a need to invest more time and resources to test 

ongoing relevance and adapt analysis to changing context. 
- There is still limited sharing of analysis and assessments between the EU and Member 

States (MS). 

Ideas to be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework 

 Security sector assessments should strive to look at challenges and issues across the justice 
and security sector as well as explore needs at tactical, operational, and strategic levels.  A 
more holistic understanding of needs should serve to identify priority areas of engagement 
for the EU. More participatory and consultative processes for analysis should be explored.  

 Human rights is central to SSR, and as such a human rights lens should be adopted as 
standard across all elements of engagement.  

 Issues of security sector management and governance, as well as crosscutting themes such 
as gender, should be included as standard components of analysis 

 The EU-wide strategic framework on SSR should be accompanied by clear operational 
guidelines and methodologies for security sector assessments and analysis.  

 In countries where there is more than a single EU institution providing or planning 
support, a joint baseline assessment of needs and priorities should be developed and 
agreed by all EU institutions. The local Delegation should play a key facilitation, if not 
leading role, in any proposed analytical or data collection process.  

 

On Strategy and Approach 

Findings 

- With the growing scope of EU engagement in SSR processes, both nationally and regionally, 
and more EU institutions providing direct support, it is becoming increasingly difficult to 
decipher what the underpinning political priorities are for the EU at country level.  

- While the commitment to a comprehensive approach is often stated in various policy 
documents, in practice the results in achieving a comprehensive approach have remained 
uneven. Inconsistent and limited information sharing between CSDP missions and EU 
Delegation, as well as between EEAS and the Commission, continues to be a key 
impediment in developing a more comprehensive approach. Too often the coordination 
effort aims to reduce overlaps in activities rather than ensuring complementary and 
reinforcing efforts through a comprehensive approach. 

- National ownership of the SSR process and individual programmes is a fundamental factor 
in achieving impactful results and sustainability of efforts. Yet, achieving national 
ownership has been a persistent challenge in the EU support to national SSR processes. 

- State Building Contracts can be powerful instruments to provide incentives for reform and 
align Commission and CSDP missions work towards the same objective. 

- SSR is fundamentally a political process. While there has been increasing engagement of 
senior EU officials in political dialogue with host countries on SSR issues, including from 
Headquarters, Delegations and Missions, the engagement has been largely inconsistent and 
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more must be done to strengthen the effectiveness of such dialogue. 

Ideas to be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework 

 The EU should develop a comprehensive EU regional or country level strategy for SSR. Such 
a strategic framework for EU engagement should have clear sequencing of EU political 
priorities for SSR and define a clear end state of EU engagement in the medium to long-
term. This document should be reviewed periodically and updated to reflect changing 
priorities if needed.  

 The EU should introduce rolling planning and forecasting for EU support to national 
processes at country and regional levels: detailing the objectives, areas of potential 
collaboration, funding, planned analysis and forecasts of new activities.  

 CSDP missions should consider developing compacts with host Governments that outline 
agreed commitments and set benchmarks for performance against which progress can be 
measured over time. The aims, end state, and objectives of the CSDP missions should be 
formally agreed with the host Government prior to the formal launch of the mission.  

 Where relevant, EU Delegation and CSDP missions should work more closely together at 
defining State Building Contract or Sector Budget Support variable tranche disbursement 
criteria tied to SSR.  

 Heads of Delegation and Heads of Mission should undergo specialized sensitization 
training on SSR. 

 Formalised agreement, outlining an agreed approach, between the HoM and HoD on 
political dialogue should be developed. The HoM should be included in the regular EU HoM 
meetings at country level, as it is done in Mali. 

 

On Implementation 

Findings 

- While the frequency of programmes including security sector governance, management 
and accountability in project objectives is steadily increasing in all three case studies, the 
inclusion of governance is often treated as an add on rather than a substantive focus or 
critical cross cutting element of all activities that should underpin how training and 
equipment is provided and delivered.  

- Team composition has remained the key determining factor in the effectiveness of EU CSDP 
engagement at strategic levels and in governance issues overall, which is a common 
observation to SSR programmes worldwide. Too often staff members with operational 
level experience are asked to engage in high level strategic reforms, an area where they feel 
less comfortable and their experience is limited.  

- Promising progress has been seen in recent years, with the creation of Security and 
Development Attaché positions in several Delegations, reinforcing the link between CSDP 
missions and SSR programmes. Regular and joint in country training on SSR for EU 
Delegations and CSDP Missions should be further strengthened and institutionalised.  

- While SSR is a long-term commitment, it also requires flexible approaches to deal with fast-
moving situations, both during programme design and implementation. Many of the EU’s 
existing instruments display a lack of such flexibility. The IcSP is however an exception and 
used as such in most instances. 

- There is a wealth of EU experience and examples of ‘what works’ in justice and security 
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sector reform upon which the EU can build to further strengthen its approach, but they are 
not gathered in a systematic manner so that they can be used for learning and 
improvement. 

Ideas to be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework 

 Based on a the new EU-wide strategic framework, develop a standardised checklist for all 
programmes and missions that outline to what extent governance, management and 
oversight have been incorporated into the programme.  

 Focus on outcomes, i.e. behavioural change of security actors, rather than exclusively on 
outputs, i.e. number of people trained and number of computers provided. 

 Ensure mentoring and advising experience is part of recruitment criteria for strategic 
advisors in SSR programmes and enhance this by additional training where possible.  

 Consider how to further bolster the EU Delegation’s SSR expertise to improve coordination 
with CSDP Missions and to better support the implementation of SSR programmes. 

 Flexible instruments such as the IcSP or EU Trust Funds should be used in line with clear 
strategic choices and in support to other instruments, rather than as standalone projects. 

 Well before the closing of CSDP Missions or the end of major Commission programmes 
such as State-Building Contracts under the EDF, consultations should be arranged with all 
implicated EU services to plan out how the EU shall transition using its instruments in a 
relatively seamless fashion that consolidates progress made to date. 

 Clear Monitoring and Evaluation criteria for EU SSR programmes must be produced to 
standardise how and when programmes are evaluated, including external evaluations.  

 Capacity needs to be developed at Headquarters levels to collect, synthesize and 
disseminate emerging good practice, examples of innovation and document evidence of 
‘what works’. Further enhance capacity at Headquarters level to provide troubleshooting 
support on SSR to Delegations and CSDP missions. Such a capacity should be shared across 
the EU institutions. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Council Conclusions of 18 May 2015 launched the process of reviewing the EU SSR policies by 
mid-2016 with the aim of developing an EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR. Within 
this timeframe a certain number of steps need to be carried out to take stock of where the EU 
stands in terms of SSR. These include what are the main lessons identified over the last decade, 
what has been learned and how could the good practices be integrated and bring added value to 
future EU support to SSR processes in partner countries. 

This report is a part of this stocktaking exercise, focusing on the analysis of three countries where 
the EU has supported SSR processes: DRC, Mali and Ukraine. The main objectives were to: 1) 
capture recent and hands-on experience from EU support to SSR across the different regions of the 
world; 2) analyse what works/does not work; and 3) identify the good practices to inform the new 
EU-wide strategic framework on SSR. 

The work was structured around nine research questions agreed upon in the Terms of Reference 
(ToR) for this study (see annex D). They related to some of the main issues and objectives of the 
draft road map for the future EU-wide strategic framework supporting SSR, namely the quality of 
the analysis of justice and security sectors, the relevance of the EU engagement with national 
development and security strategies, the political dimension of SSR, the EU comprehensive 
approach, the collaboration and trust building with the national actors, Human Security, the 
balanced support to effectiveness and accountability of security and justice services, the EU 
flexibility and the EU access to adequate and timely SSR expertise. 

This report is based on a literature review of key documents and interviews with EU Staff based at 
Headquarter in Brussels (EEAS, CPCC, CMPD, FPI, DEVCO and NEAR) and in Delegation and CSDP 
missions in the three countries (through VTC). The data collection and the analysis took place 
between October 2015 and February 2016. Over that period, the team has been able to gather very 
valuable information. However, it was limited in terms of reaching out to the field with only one 
VTC per country and timing for collecting and analysing all the documents of programmes and 
missions/operations. 

This report should not therefore be seen as a definite description of what works and what does not 
work with regard to EU support to SSR, but rather as one contribution, among others, to the wider 
revision process towards an EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR. 

The report provides in section 2 here below a synthesis of the key findings emerging from the three 
country case studies and additional general level analysis gathered during the process. It also 
suggests some ideas to be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework by the 
responsible EU services. Annexes A, B and C provide detailed findings on the EU support to SSR in 
respectively, Mali, DRC and Ukraine. 
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2. SYNTHESIS OF THE KEY FINDINGS AND IDEAS TO BE FURTHER 
EXPLORED FOR THE NEW EU-WIDE STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR 

SUPPORTING SSR 

2.1 POLICY DIRECTION 

The growing number and increasingly complex SSR programmes that are supported by the 
EU in development or post-conflict contexts are being conceived and implemented in the 
absence of an overarching policy direction, which has impacted on the overall effectiveness, 
efficiency and coherence of efforts. Currently there are no defining standards, vision, and 
approach to EU engagement in SSR, and lingering questions as to how SSR fits within the broader 
development, crisis management, and security agendas of the EU. In this regard, the EU approach to 
SSR remains largely ad hoc, reactive to crisis, and driven by the initiative of individuals. There 
remains ambiguity from one country context to the next, or from one EU institution to the next, as 
to what defines the EU approach to SSR or even what the EU role in SSR should be.  

While the absence of policy has not precluded Delegations and CSDP missions from increasingly 
supporting national SSR processes, the inclusion of SSR in the EU comprehensive approach at a 
country level is still largely driven or influenced by the initiative of individual programme 
managers and Heads of Delegation. Staff often cites ambiguity at senior management levels within 
the various EU institutions as to the extent to which SSR should be a priority area for the EU 
development or security agenda. At times this has made the EU approach to SSR largely reactive to 
crisis rather than SSR being used as a framework to iteratively address the underlying institutional 
causes of fragility and insecurity. Similarly, the reliance on the initiative of individuals, rather than a 
clear institutional approach outlined in policy, has led to poor continuity of efforts during staff 
rotations and limited the scope of engagement in SSR to areas of interest or expertise of the 
individual leading the analysis and implementation management processes.  

2.1.1 SSR INTEGRATED INTO WIDER POLICY FRAMEWORKS 

It is notable that almost a decade following their approval, the 2005 Council or 2006 
Commission policies on SSR are no longer actively used as guiding documents to inform the 
EU approach to SSR. During the review process of recently concluded or ongoing programmes in 
Ukraine, Mali and Democratic Republic of Congo, no references to the aforementioned SSR policies 
were made in country level or regional level documents. EU staff interviewed during the process 
could not provide a single instance of the policies being used as a source of guidance or reference in 
their work. Rather, staff commonly noted a lack of familiarity with the scope and objectives of the 
aforementioned policies. Similarly, key EU regional level policy documents that guide programming 
and funding decisions, such as the Cotonou Agreement or the Eastern Partnership Agreement1, 
have omitted references to SSR altogether.2 It is clear that to ensure linkages and coherence, efforts 
to create a new EU-wide strategic framework on SSR should be complemented by integration of SSR 
principles across broader EU policies dealing with crisis management, development and 
peacebuilding.    

                                                             
1 http://eeas.europa.eu/eastern/docs/eastern-multilateral_coop_en.pdf  
2 It should be noted that the new draft EU Neighbourhood Policy (2015) has integrated several SSR 
components as core objectives of the EU engagement with partner countries.  

http://eeas.europa.eu/eastern/docs/eastern-multilateral_coop_en.pdf
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 Ideas to be further explored 1: there is a need for the future revised EU-wide strategic 
framework supporting SSR to be better integrated within the various regional, sub-
regional and country specific policies which guide programming choices. The SSR 
policy process should feed into the largely parallel process to develop the revised 
European Neighbourhood Policy and the revision of the Cotonou Agreement in 
particular.  

 Ideas to be further explored 2: Ensure systematic and recurring dissemination of the 
eventual revised EU-wide strategic framework supporting SSR.  

2.1.2 TERMINOLOGY AND CONCEPTS 

In the absence of a clear SSR strategic framework, there is little standardisation of 
terminology and concepts across various programming documents. Most notably, the term 
SSR is commonly applied to simply describe support to security sector institutions rather than 
defining a distinct approach or set of principles. It is also common to find that terms such as ‘SSR’, 
‘Rule of Law’, ‘Justice Reform’ and ‘law enforcement reform’ either change meaning or are used 
interchangeably from one document to the next, even within a single country context. Clearly 
defined and shared terminology across the EU institutions can also help to demystify some of the 
misconceptions surrounding SSR within Delegations and EU institutions, namely to what extent SSR 
aims are complementary to the broader human security, development and governance agendas.   

One of the most common inconsistencies in defining SSR relates to the institutions that fall under 
the SSR approach. There is a tendency to interpret SSR as almost exclusively dealing with police and 
defence reform while justice reform is viewed as a distinct but perhaps complementary process. 
Narrow, or exclusionary, definitions of SSR have commonly steered EU programmes to deal with 
justice reform and law enforcement reforms through separate and uncoordinated approaches, or 
have alienated justice experts from discussions on SSR altogether. The recent examples of a more 
system wide EU approach to SSR in Ukraine can serve as a positive example of a more integrated 
definition and approach to SSR that has contributed towards more coordinated and holistic efforts 
within the sector.  

2.1.3 CONTEXT 

Lastly, there are stark differences in interpretation of the applicability of SSR in various 
contexts along the peacebuilding and development continuum. Commonly, the SSR term is 
viewed as being only applicable to post-conflict contexts, or in certain regions or continents. 
However, good practice underlines that this is not the case, and the concept is much broader. A 
future EU-wide Strategic Framework should strive to be context specific, taking note of the 
particularities in approach in each context but also outline under which conditions, rather than 
countries, SSR should be a priority focus for the EU. The role of SSR in stabilisation, peacebuilding, 
and development contexts should be outlined in any future strategic framework.    

 Ideas to be further explored 3: the new EU-wide strategic framework supporting SSR 
should be context specific, define key principles of the EU approach to SSR, and 
outline how SSR relates to justice reform, rule of law and law enforcement reform.  

2.2 ANALYSIS 

In all countries under review there has been a wealth of analysis that has been produced 
over the years, yet there are significant inconsistencies in the quality, timeliness and 
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relevance of the analysis. The EU should further strengthen the methodology for security sector 
assessments and evaluations, strive for more comprehensive and balanced assessments, ensure 
that more coordinated and collaborative approaches to analysis are deployed (between EU 
institutions and Member States, with other donors and with national partners), and ensure that 
analysis is continually updated to verify relevance of approach and priorities.  

2.2.1 METHODOLOGY AND FOCUS 

Currently, there is no common or specified EU wide methodology for conducting security 
sector assessments. The methodology used by individual teams or units for a project identification 
fiche or Crisis Management Concept remains largely unstructured and with continuously changing 
team composition there remains little commonality in approach to analysis.  

Analysis that has underpinned or justified EU programming has thus typically reflected the 
professional expertise or experience of team members, which can vary significantly. As a result, the 
analysis has typically been narrow in focus, and the data collection process typically being moulded 
to endorse preconceived notions of needs, rather than to truly test assumptions and to 
methodically understand the context across the sector. In turn, this has largely influenced the 
approach of the EU to consistently overly focus on single institutions in each country and apply 
blueprint solutions based on existing models rather than deploying a more needs based approach 
tailored to context. In this regard, analysis and programme identification has commonly omitted 
examination of security sector governance, management and oversight, or has only explored a small 
subset of the issues. There are, however, positive trends from the most recent examples of country 
assessments in Ukraine, Mali and DRC, where there have been attempts at more balanced analysis, 
and strategic, tactical and operational issues have been explored.  

Assessment teams often deploy for short durations and spend little time consulting with a broad 
range of stakeholders (particularly outside state institutions). This limitation in analysis largely 
reflects the capital centric approaches of the eventual programmes. Equally, the lack of gender and 
human rights considerations in analysis at the onset is negatively reflected in poor consideration of 
gender specific needs in mission and programming mandates. In this regard, gender and human 
rights objectives are commonly ‘copy paste’ from one CSDP mission document to the next, 
providing largely a supply driven approach to gender. Thorough analysis and assessments can 
provide a more needs based approach to dealing with gender and human rights issues.  

There are encouraging new examples of efforts to deploy joint assessment missions, such as those 
for the PFCA in Ukraine or for the transition between CSDP missions and EDF programmes in DRC. 
In Mali, a one year deployment of a police officer embedded in the Delegation before the start of the 
CSDP mission EUCAP greatly helped to understand the context, and initiate first contacts with the 
authorities in the partner country. However, such practice should to be standardised and even the 
existing examples of joint assessments have suffered from processes being rushed and uneven 
ownership of the final product between the institutions, or between HQ and the Delegation.  More 
must be done to deploy iterative analytical processes that aim to build consensus on the emerging 
issues, de-conflict fundamental disagreements in findings, and to create a joint understanding of 
what is needed as a basis for collaboration and coordination between the EU institutions thereafter. 
This will require more investment in time and resources to produce such reports. Equally, all 
analytical reports should be periodically revisited to test ongoing relevance and adapt analysis to 
changing context.    
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One of the persistent gaps, however, is the limited sharing of analysis and assessments between the 
EU and Member States (MS). It is common to find that in a country, the EU and MS conduct parallel 
assessments and rarely aim to develop joint processes. The individual approaches not only increase 
administrative burden on host Government authorities but also contribute to a lack of coherence in 
the messaging between MS and the EU at country level. The EU and Member States can in this 
regard strengthen the effectiveness, coordination and relevance of their programmes by more 
actively sharing analysis and reports.   

 Ideas to be further explored 4: security sector assessments should strive to look at 
challenges and issues across the security sector, as well as explore needs at tactical, 
operational, and strategic levels.  A more holistic understanding of needs should 
serve to identify priority areas of engagement for the EU. More participatory and 
consultative processes for analysis should be explored. Human rights is central to 
SSR, and as such a human rights lens should be adopted as standard across all 
elements of engagement. Issues of security sector management and governance, as 
well as crosscutting themes such as gender, should be included as standard 
components of analysis. 

 Ideas to be further explored 5: The EU-wide strategic framework on SSR should be 
accompanied by clear operational guidelines and methodologies for security sector 
assessments and analysis.  

 Ideas to be further explored 6: In countries where there is more than a single EU 
institution providing or planning support, a joint baseline assessment of needs and 
priorities should be developed and agreed by all EU institutions. The local Delegation 
should play a leading role in any proposed analytical or data collection process. The 
analysis and agreed action points should thereafter serve as justification for any 
future programming. Risk analysis and risk management approaches should be 
outlined in assessment reports, action fiches, crisis management concepts and 
tracked in monitoring and evaluation reports.  
 

2.3 STRATEGY AND APPROACH 

With the growing scope of EU engagement in SSR processes, both nationally and regionally, 
and more EU institutions providing direct support, it is becoming increasingly difficult to 
decipher what the underpinning political priorities are for the EU at country level. Commonly 
the EU priorities are set out in country or regional strategy papers, action plans (e.g. visa 
liberalisation), individual project documents, Crisis Management Concepts, PFCA, and even budget 
support operations. However, the hierarchy and sequencing amongst the various priorities is often 
unclear.  

Without a clearly agreed set of priority issues, host countries often receive conflicting messages 
from the EU Delegation and CSDP missions as to what the EU priorities are. This often carriers over 
to High Level state visits, whereby representatives of the various EU institutions present their 
institution-specific priorities rather than a shared set of EU wide priorities. A joint country level 
strategy for SSR can help to de-conflict priorities and build improved coherence in approach by 
outlining a clear desired end state for EU support in the medium and the long-term. The Political 
Framework for Crisis Approach (PFCA), or a similar framework for more developmental contexts, 
can provide such a framework; however, future iterations of the PFCA need to more clearly outline 
objectives, set expected and realistic time frames, better outline sequencing and establish a clear 
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hierarchy of priorities. The PFCA should be complemented by rolling planning cycles that highlight 
how the full breadth of EU engagement works towards the priorities set out in the PFCA and help 
identify where emerging gaps in support or performance remain. The relevance of the PFCA 
priorities would also need to be periodically revisited to ensure the EU can adapt its priorities if 
needed and at the same time ensure the coherence with the overall objectives. The EU Regional 
Strategy for the Sahel provides this overall strategic framework to engage in SSR, and is a useful 
document to refer to when planning country programmes and missions. The priorities are 
nevertheless broad enough so that basically all interventions could fit under them.    

 Ideas to be further explored 7: EU wide regional or country level strategy for SSR, in a 
formal or non-formal document, should have clear sequencing of EU political 
priorities for SSR and define a clear end state of EU engagement in the medium to 
long-term. This document should be reviewed periodically and updated to reflect 
changing priorities if needed and at the same time ensure the coherence with the 
overall objectives.  

2.3.1 COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH 

The EU has been most successful in gaining traction in high-level reforms when it has 
devised a structured long-term plan, agreed clear targets and objectives with national 
stakeholders, deployed incentive-based systems to reform, and had clear political priorities. 
While the commitment to a comprehensive approach is often stated in various policy 
documents, in practice the results in achieving a comprehensive approach have remained 
uneven. Too often the coordination effort aims to reduce overlaps in activities rather than ensuring 
complementary and reinforcing efforts through a comprehensive approach. 

Currently, EU Delegation programme action fiches or CSDP Crisis Management Concepts only 
vaguely describe the aims and activities of complementary EU activities. The onus to ensure 
complementarity of specific activities is therefore often left to project managers during the course 
of implementation, rather than complementarity of action being resolved already at the planning 
stage. The situation is further complicated by limited capacity for Delegations or CSDP missions to 
plan beyond two to three year cycles, especially forecasting new activities. In this regard, more 
detailed planning through a comprehensive theory of change model that details the various 
objectives and activities of the individual programmes can better outline how the individual 
interventions can be reinforcing. An agreed action plan, such as the EU Home Affairs Action Plan or 
the Visa Liberalisation Action plan, which have been used in Ukraine, can serve as a model of more 
structured joint planning beyond single programmes. Similarly, regular financial and programming 
forecasting exercises, such as those commonly developed at country level together with National 
Authorising Officers in EDF programmes, can provide a first step towards more multi-annual 
planning. Both models contribute towards greater predictability of aid.  Attempts to formulate 
similar planning documents for CSDP missions in the Sahel region beyond the country specific 
missions have been initiated but were never successful.  

 Ideas to be further explored 8: The EU should introduce rolling planning and 
forecasting for EU support to national processes at country and regional levels: 
detailing the objectives, areas of potential collaboration, funding, planned analysis 
and forecasts of new activities.  
 
 



14 
 

2.3.2 NATIONAL OWNERSHIP AND INCENTIVES 

National ownership of the SSR process and individual programmes is a fundamental factor in 
achieving impactful results and sustainability of efforts. Yet, achieving national ownership 
has been a persistent challenge in the EU support to national SSR processes.  

Unlike Commission programmes, which inherently have a more locally driven design and approval 
process, CSDP missions are commonly designed and agreed in Brussels. The only formal agreement 
with the host Government relates to the diplomatic status and immunities of the mission and its 
staff. In this regard, the objectives and mission implementation plan are never formally agreed at 
senior political levels with the host countries and the extent to which they are discussed varies 
significantly. To a large extent the Government rarely expresses formal commitment to the outlined 
objectives of the mission and more typically gives a more generic statement of intent to work 
closely with the mission without expressing concrete commitments. As a result, missions commonly 
struggle to achieve traction in high level reforms that are contentious, citing limited Government 
commitment to such reforms. A more formalised compact, similar to the formalised agreement 
compact being considered by the UN Security Council in its engagement with countries with 
peacekeeping or special political missions, can help to ensure that CSDP engagement in host 
countries is founded on mutually agreed performance commitments against which progress can be 
measured over time.  

 Ideas to be further explored 9: CSDP missions should consider jointly developing 
compacts with host Governments that outline agreed commitments and set 
benchmarks for performance against which progress can be measured over time. The 
aims and objectives of the CSDP missions should be formally agreed with the host 
Government prior to the CSDP mission deploying.   

When engaging in contentious reforms, EU SSR programmes have struggled to outline and utilise 
incentives that can spearhead or motivate countries to implement difficult reforms. In this regard 
the EU comprehensive approach, when fully deployed, has in its disposal various incentives that 
can support the technical and strategic work of the EU SSR programmes. As an example, the 
formulation of disbursement criteria in State Building Contracts has commonly been poorly aligned 
to support the high-level engagement of CSDP missions or has more commonly focused on legal 
frameworks.  The timing of State Building Contracts and drafting of CSDP mission mandates has 
also typically been poorly aligned to ensure complementarity. By selecting SSR criteria for 
disbursement more strategically, the State Building Contracts can provide powerful incentives for 
reform. This has been the case for the second State Building Contract in Mali, where intense 
discussions on the indicators have been held between the Commission and the Government. 
Moreover, the disbursement of the variable tranche has been withheld for six months, because of 
the lack of commitment of the government for reforming public market rules and regulation. This 
has been taken seriously by the Government and part of the measures needed were consequently 
adopted. 

 Ideas to be further explored 10: Where relevant, EU Delegation and CSDP missions 
should work together more closely at defining variable tranche disbursement criteria 
tied to SSR.  

 

 



15 
 

2.3.3 POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT 

SSR is fundamentally a political process. While there has been increasing engagement of 
senior EU officials in political dialogue with host countries on SSR issues, including from 
Headquarters, Delegations and Missions, the engagement has been largely inconsistent and 
more must be done to strengthen the effectiveness of such dialogue. 

One of the recurring challenges to effective political dialogue is the ambiguity regarding the roles 
and responsibilities in political dialogue between the Head of Delegation and the Head of CSDP 
missions. It is formally established that the HoD is the most senior political representative of the EU 
in a country, and that the HoM should seek political guidance from the HoD. Yet, due to use of 
ambiguous wording regarding political dialogue in the Crisis Management Concepts and lack of 
clear instruction from Headquarters, the division of roles and expectations is less clear in practice. 
This can also be exacerbated by differences in personalities in the respective positions. More 
commonly, the HoM and HoD engage in parallel and disconnected efforts at political dialogue, and 
information sharing on operational and political matters remains limited or ad hoc. They have 
different lines of command and different decision-making procedures that do not merge at the top 
of the chain and can cause further separation of approaches further down the chain.  

Political messaging could be more complementary through a more systematic exchange of 
information (including standardised progress report information flows, political reports and 
regular briefings on completed or expected political briefings). In addition, the HoM and HoD 
should undergo more joint political dialogue engagements with national counterparts, which can 
help to harmonize political messaging by the EU and help facilitate access for higher level 
engagement for the HoM. It has been commonly noted that some HoDs may have less awareness 
and interest in SSR, but similarly some HoMs may not have the relevant experience to effectively 
engage politically. HoMs often target their primary efforts at engaging with middle management 
levels of Ministries, rather than Cabinet levels of Government where the resistance to change is 
often most entrenched.  

In this regard, it is important to ensure that the HoD and HoM are empowered to engage in political 
dialogue from Headquarters, while at the same time receive the appropriate support, including 
training, that will enable them to engage politically on SSR issues. To better gauge the quality of 
political engagement, joint periodic political reports detailing the political impediments or 
opportunities for reform should be considered. 

At Delegation level the active engagement of staff from political sections in meetings with technical 
level staff of the EU SSR programmes has been known to strengthen the quality of political level 
engagement of the Delegation. In this regard, joint efforts between operations and political sections 
have helped to ensure that political messaging by the political sections is aligned to the operational 
experiences of the SSR programmes and political engagement is more relevant and timely.   

 Ideas to be further explored 11: Heads of Delegation and Heads of Mission should 
undergo specialized sensitisation training on SSR. 

 Ideas to be further explored 12: Formal agreements between the HoM and HoD on 
political dialogue should be developed. The HoM should be included in the regular EU 
HoM meetings at country level (which is already the case in Mali).  
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2.4 IMPLEMENTATION 

2.4.1 TRAIN AND EQUIP AND GOVERNANCE 

While the frequency of programmes including security sector governance, management and 
accountability in project objectives is steadily increasing in all three case studies, the 
inclusion of governance is often treated as an add on, rather than a critical cross cutting 
element of all activities. Overall, the balance of effort in programmes is typically focused towards 
operational and tactical levels of the reform process with the provision of training and equipment. 
There are currently no checks and balances in place to systematically verify the extent to which the 
analysis, project objectives and implementation have even considered issues of governance and 
management.  

While at times operational and tactical level engagements, including quick impact projects, have 
provided entry-points for more engagement at strategic levels, in practice the imbalances in 
approach tend to remain for the full lifespan of the EU funded programme or CSDP mission. In post-
conflict, crisis or development contexts the need for operational and tactical level support never 
significantly subsides in the short or even medium term.  

It is common to find that the EU engagement aimed at strategic levels is quick to retreat to more 
comfortable areas of reform at tactical and operational levels once resistance to reform is 
encountered. Part of the underlying problem of the EU engagement at the higher level is that there 
is little strategic direction and understanding of process that will achieve impactful results. This 
includes lack of clear policy guidance that outlines what the underlying priorities are for the EU 
when supporting national SSR processes but also a lack of agreed approach with national 
stakeholders.  

Those responsible for drafting project identification fiches or Crisis Management Concepts are 
seldom the same persons used to implement the eventual programmes. In this regard, greater 
continuity of personnel from planning to implementation could help to bridge the gap and transfer 
ownership from planning to implementation.  

The overall EU approach to governance is typically narrowly focused on legal frameworks or 
strategies, with less complementary emphasis on the structures, functions, information flows, 
analytical processes, communication, and reporting that can complement the legal reforms. 
Similarly, the expected timelines for achieving substantive governance are typically unrealistic, 
focusing primarily at “quick wins” (which often have little sustainable benefit) and tangible outputs 
rather than aiming for measurable outcomes.  

 Ideas to be further explored 13: Based on a future EU-wide strategic framework 
supporting SSR, develop a standardised checklist for all programmes and missions 
that outline to what extent governance, management and oversight have been 
incorporated into the programme. For Commission programmes such a checklist 
should be incorporated into the QSG checklist. 

 Ideas to be further explored 14: Focus on outcomes, i.e. behavioural change of 
security actors, rather than exclusively on output, i.e. number of people trained and 
number of computers provided.  

 Ideas to be further explored 15: A due diligence policy should be developed or 
included as part of the EU-wide strategic framework.  
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2.4.2 EXPERTISE 

Team composition has remained the key determining factor in the effectiveness of EU 
engagement at strategic levels and in governance issues overall. Too often staff members 
with operational level experience are asked to engage at high level strategic reforms, an 
area where they feel less comfortable and their experience is limited. Staff members with 
operational experience have a tendency to retreat towards operational and tactical levels where 
they feel more comfortable. Similarly, staff selection does not adequately give consideration for 
experience in mentoring or advising, a critical set of skill sets that have proven to be decisive 
factors in the ability of the advisors to build the necessary trust and partnership with local 
counterparts. One oft-cited critique of CSDP missions’ strategic advisory components in SSR has 
been the frequent rotation of senior EU military officers assigned to host country ministries and 
military headquarters. Such frequent rotations impede the trust-building and mutual confidence 
which is crucial to the effectiveness of engaging in strategic level reform efforts.  

One of the frequently cited limitations of programmes and CSDP missions is the inability to recruit 
staff with experience in high-level governance reforms, advisory support or strategic level 
management. With the growing number of SSR programmes and engagements worldwide, the pool 
of experts with such expertise is becoming overstretched and availability of experts is a consistent 
problem. Rather than abandoning this area altogether due to lack of qualified personnel, a system of 
short-term periodic senior level advisory deployments or a dedicated advisory capacity for 
missions could help to reinforce the missions for specialised tasks while more efficiently using the 
existing capacity.  In this regard, the EU has enjoyed some success of filling the gaps by partnering 
with other partners beyond the EU institutions and Member States, including the Council of Europe 
and bilateral partners such as Norway and Canada. A more systematic and robust system of 
partnerships could further help in addressing gaps in expertise. 

Another important constraint has been a lack of expertise in EU Delegations on SSR issues. This 
hampers coordination with CSDP missions when these are present and also complicates the 
effective follow-up by the Delegations of SSR programmes under the IcSP and/or the 
EDF/DCI/ENPI. Nonetheless, promising progress has been seen in recent years, with the creation of 
Security and Development Attaché positions in several Delegations such as Mali, Ivory Coast and 
the DRC. Equal consideration, however, should be made to facilitating the secondment of 
Commission staff into CSDP mission structures. This can help provide needed EU institutional 
knowledge and facilitate coordination with the Delegation.  These efforts should be complemented 
by more regular and robust in country training for Delegation and CSDP staff, with joint trainings 
conducted whenever possible. Moreover, for implementation of SSR activities, the Commission 
often depends on external consultants whose expertise and political credibility in country is 
difficult to gauge. 

The CSDP missions have moved towards standardizing deployment of gender advisors within the 
CSDP missions. In this regard, placement of the gender advisor within the mission structure 
strongly influences the extent to which gender is mainstreamed. Attempts at creating standalone 
gender units have improved gender specific activities of the missions themselves, however, this 
approach has also limited the extent to which gender is mainstreamed throughout the mission 
activities. In this regard, placing a gender advisor with a direct reporting line to the HoM, with 
gender focal points in all operational sections of the missions, can be a more effective means of 
mainstreaming gender. Ideally, a combination of both approaches should be deployed.  
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 Ideas to be further explored 16: Ensure mentoring and advising experience is part of 
recruitment criteria for strategic advisors in SSR programmes.  

 Ideas to be further explored 17: In countries where the EU is significantly implicated 
in SSR efforts, consider how to further bolster the EU Delegation’s security expertise 
to improve coordination with CSDP Missions (where relevant) and to better support 
the implementation of SSR programmes under the IcSP or the EDF/DCI/ENPI. This 
should be complemented by more regular, joint and robust in country training for 
CSDP and Delegation staff on SSR.  

 

2.4.3 FLEXIBILITY 

While SSR is a long-term commitment, it also requires flexible approaches to deal with fast-
moving situations, both during programme design and implementation. Many of the EU’s 
existing instruments display a lack of such flexibility. The IcSP is the EU’s flexible rapid-
response instrument par excellence. It is used as such in most instances reviewed, but sometime 
with very little to no planning and no coordination with other actions. This was the case in Mali in 
the aftermath of the crisis with the provision of equipment to security forces. There were poor 
quality assessments of needs and no consideration of sustainability. The newly selected IcSP 
projects in Mali are combining more time for planning and the use of CSDP expertise to design 
better-fitted initiatives in line with the needs of the population. The flexibility of the IcSP was used 
in DRC in a way that allowed the EU to engage with the police and with the army before any other 
type of support. It supporting windows of opportunity and reacted to specific needs not tackled by 
other programmes. 

CSDP SSR mission mandates have been frequently renewed, presenting opportunity for flexibility 
and adaptation to shifting conditions in the country concerned. With EUSEC DRC for example,  main 
changes cited include a broadening of the scope of the mission geographically (in Kinshasa and then 
in the Provinces as well), in terms of increasing the staff figures, in terms of type of activities 
(increasing importance of project design and implementation), and in terms of activities covered 
(expertise in the administration, especially the chain of payment, Human Resources, logistic and 
training but also social matters linked to Human Rights and to the area of gender). 

The new Emergency Sahel Trust Fund provides also some flexibility to design and implement SSR-
related projects. This new instrument answers to a certain number of constraints related to other 
existing instruments (time, amount of funds, geographical consideration) and favours the 
collaboration between the Delegation and CSDP missions (such as in the case of Mali). However, it 
will be important to ensure an overall coherence of the projects funded by the Trust Fund and avoid 
a piecemeal approach in order to contribute to improving the stability of the region.  

 Ideas to be further explored 18: Flexible instruments such as the IcSP or EU Trust 
Funds should be used in line with clear strategic choices and in support to other 
instruments rather than as standalone project. 

 Ideas to be further explored 19: Well before the closing of CSDP Missions or the end 
of major Commission programmes such as State-Building Contracts under the EDF, 
consultations should be arranged with all implicated EU services to plan out how the 
EU shall transition using its instruments in a relatively seamless fashion that 
consolidates progress made to date. 
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2.4.4 LESSON LEARNING AND MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

While the synthesis report outlines various challenges that should be explored, if not 
directly addressed, in the EU-wide strategic framework process, the case studies reaffirm 
that a wealth of experience and examples of ‘what works’ exists upon which the EU can build 
to further strengthen its approach. The challenge, however, remains that few evaluations 
document such good practice, and the examples remain dispersed across various notes or reviews. 
Consequently, the knowledge is retained predominantly locally within the Delegations or mission, 
or is taken away by departing mission staff members. At headquarters, the frequent staff rotation 
has also contributed to the fragmentation of knowledge. Greater emphasis should be made on 
collecting some of the positive examples from the global EU experience in supporting SSR 
processes, including by tasking evaluation teams with specifically identifying such positive practice 
or systematically de-briefing experts in Brussels from CSDP missions and Delegations. In addition, 
there should be improved sharing of lessons identified or examples of innovative between the 
Commission and EEAS. Such a shift may require creating a repository of knowledge or developing a 
knowledge hub.   

Equally, as EU continually increases the size, number and complexity of its SSR programmes more 
consideration should be given to developing backstopping or troubleshooting support mechanisms 
that Delegations and CSDP Missions can access quickly for specific advice or support. Given the 
limited dedicated capacity of Delegation and Headquarters to actively monitor implementation, in 
countries where the EU engagement is implemented through several instruments or the 
engagement is seen as highly complex consideration should be given to contracting a parallel 
monitoring and evaluation programme that actively supervises implementation and can provide 
advisory support to the missions if needed. In this regard, similar parallel supervisory contracts are 
used already by the Commission for complex works or service contracts in other development 
areas and have proven effective in ensuring quality control.          

In addition, few of the evaluations of the programmes are public and it remains unknown to what 
extent such evaluations were even undertaken. As the CSDP missions venture into more 
development level work one question to consider is whether it should be subject to the same 
evaluation criteria as other development programmes, as outlined in the DAC Guidelines for 
Monitoring and Evaluation.  

A consistent problem in monitoring and evaluation reports by the Commission and CSDP mission is 
the poor level of data used. Outputs and outcomes are often used interchangeably, and formulation 
of expected outcomes remains a common challenge. Indicators which are used are seldom 
disaggregated by gender. Lastly, monitoring and evaluation reports rarely review the risks and 
assumptions.  

 Ideas to be further explored 20: Clear Monitoring and Evaluation criteria for EU SSR 
programmes must be produced to standardise how and when programmes are 
evaluated, including external evaluations.  

 Ideas to be further explored 21: Capacity needs to be developed at Headquarters 
levels to collect, synthesize and disseminate emerging good practice, examples of 
innovation and document evidence of ‘what works’. Further enhance capacity at 
Headquarters level to provide troubleshooting support on SSR to Delegations and 
CSDP missions. Such a capacity should be shared across the EU institutions.   
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ANNEX A –  MALI CASE STUDY 

METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS 

The Council Conclusions of 18 May 2015 launched the process of reviewing the EU SSR policies by 
mid-2016 with the aim of developing an EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR. Within 
this timeframe a certain number of steps need to be carried out to take stock of where the EU 
stands in terms of SSR. This stocktaking exercise is being carried out by EU services through the 
analysis of previous evaluations, studies and reports; the organisation of consultations with EU 
Member States, civil society organisations and academia; and the analysis of three specific cases: 
Mali, DRC and Ukraine.  

This annex on EU support to SSR in Mali is thus one piece of a larger puzzle which aims at providing 
recent experience and analysis to inform the new EU-wide strategic framework. The Terms of 
Reference (ToR) for this work are provided in Annex D and describe the overall objectives of this 
study, namely to: 1) capture recent and hands-on experience from EU support to SSR across 
different regions of the world; 2) analyse what has worked and what has not; and 3) identify good 
practices to inform the new EU-wide strategic framework on SSR. 

The work is structured around nine research questions agreed upon in the ToR for this study (see 
annex D). They relate to some of the main issues and objectives of the draft Roadmap for the future 
EU-wide strategic framework, namely the quality of the analysis of the justice and security sectors 
available to the EU, the relevance of EU engagement with national development and security 
strategies, the political dimension of SSR, the EU comprehensive approach, collaboration and trust 
building with national actors, Human Security, the balance between support to effectiveness and 
accountability of the security and justice sectors, flexibility in EU action and EU access to adequate 
and timely SSR expertise. 

It should be emphasised that the objective of the following case study is not to carry out an 
evaluation of EU support to SSR in Mali, but rather to capture recent experience to complement the 
knowledge and lessons identified already available in evaluations and lessons learning exercises. 
Indeed, this annex is only based on a literature review of key documents and interviews with EU 
Staff based at Headquarter in Brussels (EEAS (CPCC, CMPD, and Geographic Desks), DG DEVCO, FPI) 
and with the Delegation and CSDP missions staff (through VTC). The data collection and the 
analysis took place between October 2015 and January 2016. Over that period the team was able to 
gather very valuable information. However, it was limited in terms of reaching out to the field with 
only one VTC with Mali and timing for collecting and analysing all the documents of EU 
programmes and missions/operations.   

This annex covers general background and overview of the EU support to SSR in Mali, as well as 
findings on the nine research questions (RQ) defined in the ToR. The annex does not cover ideas to 
be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR, as these are 
incorporated directly in the synthesis report above. 

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW 

The EU has been engaged in Mali for a long time with substantial funding, but few EU efforts 
were focused on security and justice related issues before the 2012 crisis. Since then, EU 
engagement has shifted dramatically towards dealing with the conflict and restoring the 
State’s ability to provide its population with basic security and justice. Post-crisis engagement 
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began with an IfS programme on peace, security and development in the North (2011, €2.5m). 
Since then, the EU has engaged on justice reform (2013, EDF, €12m), on reconciliation and conflict 
resolution (2013, EDF, €5m), on a “stabilisation support package in response to the crisis in Mali” 
(2013, IcSP, €20m) and on two EDF funded State-Building Contracts (one in 2013, valued at 
€225m, with a justice component and one in 2015, valued at €230m with a security component). 
The EU has also provided support to peace and security in Mali and in the Sahel region more 
generally through CSDP missions/operations (civilian and military): EUTM Mali, EUCAP Sahel Mali 
and EUCAP Sahel Niger. Table 1 at the end of this annex provides an overview of the EU support to 
SSR in Mali from 2011 to 2015. 

RQ 1 – IS EU ENGAGEMENT BASED ON ANALYSIS OF THE SECURITY SECTOR? 

High levels of uncertainty since 2012 and the rapidly evolving political and security scene in 
Mali have hampered comprehensive analyses of the security sector for the EU. The 
documents reviewed and interviews conducted show that analyses of the security and 
justice sectors in Mali have nevertheless provided detailed information to EU staff that is 
then used for the planning of SSR support. In Mali, a Civilian Response Team (CRT) was deployed 
for four months to analyse the context and the state of play of the security and justice institutions 
before the deployment of the CSDP missions. Then fact-findings missions were carried out to plan 
the CSDP missions. Finally, political analysis is also undertaken by the Delegation and the EUSR for 
the Sahel.  

But these analyses remain static: they do not provide the up-to-date information necessary 
to react to unforeseen events, or adjust ongoing activities to take advantage of new 
opportunities. Whilst they provided relevant information immediately after their completion, they 
are much less useful to support on-going timely decision-making. Furthermore, these analyses are 
not sufficiently relevant or up-to-date to be useful for defining now in more detail how the EU 
should engage in Mali or for identifying windows of opportunity or local “champions” of SSR.  

RQ 2 - IS EU ENGAGEMENT BASED ON A NATIONAL STRATEGY OR DOES IT START FROM 
EXISTING NATIONAL PROCESSES OR ONGOING ACTIONS? 

The EU support to SSR in Mali is relevant to the priorities developed by the Malian 
authorities in their national development strategies, i.e. in the “Plan pour la reliance durable du 
Mali (PRED 2013-2014) and the Government Action Programme (2014-2018). This latter plan 
addresses new priorities that have come to the fore since Mali’s political and institutional crisis: 1) 
the development of resilient and credible institutions, 2) restoring security across the country and 
3) the implementation of a national reconciliation policy.  

The EU, along with other donors, is supporting the National Council for SSR (in French the CNRSS) 
which is placed under the direct control of the President and is responsible for providing the 
strategic orientation and priorities for security sector reform in Mali. EUCAP Sahel Mali is 
supporting this national initiative through the placement of strategic advisors in the Ministries of 
Security and of Defence as well as in the institutions of the Police, National Guard and Gendarmerie. 

However, even though on paper Malian National Strategies are taken into account and local 
ownership of the reform process is important, EU documents reviewed and interviewees 
acknowledge that the primary risk to the success of EU SSR efforts in Mali is a lack of local 
ownership, and in particular long-term political engagement by local authorities throughout the 
country. The reform process is supposed to be steered by the CNRSS but the committee has only 
met twice since its creation in August 2014. Efforts from the Malian side to reinforce the CNRSS 
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with human and financial resources were described as lacking. The situation in the North where the 
State is unable to exercise full sovereignty hampers country-wide inclusivity and ownership of the 
reform process. 

RQ 3 - HOW IS THE POLITICAL DIMENSION OF SSR UNDERSTOOD AND APPLIED IN THE 
EU SUPPORT TO SSR?  

EU political engagement in Mali on SSR-related issues is strong and multi-dimensional. 
However, progress from the Malian side on governance aspects in general – and on the SSR 
process in particular – has been stalled due to lengthy peace negotiations. Now that the peace 
agreement has been signed, more movement on the political level is expected. The EU Regional 
Strategy for the Sahel and the EUSR provide the framework for robust and visible EU diplomacy in 
the region. The EU Head of Delegation in Mali and the Heads of the CSDP Missions play a vital role in 
political engagement with the Malian Authorities. According to people interviewed for this study, an 
important factor contributing to this successful political engagement has been the dynamism, inter-
personal skills and institutional flexibility shown by key EU civil servants on the ground. However, 
the multiplicity of EU actors following different chains of command hampers the coherent and 
unified implementation of the EU’s political vision for Mali. Furthermore, HQ-based coordination 
mechanisms and taskforces have multiplied to the extent that their primary objective of promoting 
coherence and clarity in the EU’s various regional engagements has been undermined. Interviewees 
suggest that the EU still has to think about how it can coordinate its various SSR activities to 
support the recently signed Algiers Peace Accords. 

The EU-funded State Building Contracts (SBC) in Mali (one under the 10th EDF and one under 
the 11th EDF) provide some political leverage to the EU. Both State Building Contracts include a 
justice or security component. The disbursement of variable tranches under the first SBC was 
contingent upon demonstrable efforts by the Malian side to inject more transparency into public 
procurement contracts. Following political pressure by the EU and other donors, these 
transparency concerns were deemed to have been addressed satisfactorily by the Malian 
government. According to several interviewees, the security sector in particular also lacks 
transparency, a deficiency which can also be addressed through the political dimension of EU SBC 
and the application of conditionality measures in the disbursement of the variable tranches. The 
SBCs must be coupled with strong technical expertise on security-related issues to be able to 
support the Malian authorities in the implementation of their strategy and follow-up of the 
indicators the disbursement of funds. However, the indicators related to security have not yet been 
defined for the second SBC. This should be decided jointly with the government in the near future. 

RQ 4 - HOW IS THE EU COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH APPLIED IN THE EU SUPPORT TO 
SSR?  

In Mali, the EU is applying the comprehensive approach mainly through the lens of the 
security and development nexus. A clear understanding that the success of EU support to SSR in 
Mali will depend on tackling security and the development issues together is reflected in the 
programme documents reviewed (see EU regional strategy for the Sahel, NIP, IcSP, EDF 
programmes and CSDP missions). However, it is difficult to observe whether this is reflected in the 
implementation of the EU actions and what the concrete results of this approach are. 

The comprehensive approach is also illustrated through the good collaboration between 
EUCAP Sahel Mali, EUTM Mali, the EU Delegation as well as with the other international 
actors, particularly MINUSMA. Coordination with the UN mission is an objective in itself for 
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EUCAP SAHEL Mali. A permanent coordination structure that has been put in place between the 
two missions contributes to good collaboration, and reduces the possibility of duplication of 
activities. An interesting example of on-the-ground cooperation between EU actors (EUCAP and the 
Delegation) is the forthcoming IcSP €5m project on an integrated police service platform for 
citizens. Interviewees said that EUCAP Sahel Mali is prioritising trust-building between the police 
and the population. The IcSP can financially contribute to such action and complement EUCAP Sahel 
Mali support. According to interviewees, the full potential of this complementarity between both 
instruments (CSDP and IcSP) can only take place when staff members understand their mutual 
objectives and constraints. The need for FPI staff in the Delegation to be in regular contact with 
CSDP mission staff on the ground was frequently raised.  The planned initiative brings the funding 
flexibility of the IcSP and the technical expertise of EUCAP Sahel Mali under one project supporting 
community policing. The IcSP will provide the funds to build and equip a police station/command 
post and EUCAP will train its personnel. 

This type of CSDP-Commission collaboration makes full use of the spectrum of EU added-value, 
notably the technical and financial potential of Commission instruments coupled with the political 
and operational expertise of CSDP missions. Specific factors mentioned during interviews that 
facilitate such on-the-ground cooperation include: 1) capable and flexible Delegation staff; 2) good 
understanding within the CSDP mission of the Commission’s instruments, mandate, objective and 
legal restrictions to the type of projects it can fund; 3) a willingness to work around these 
constraints; and 4) having civilians in CSDP operations. This good collaboration has recently 
resulted in a joint proposition from the Delegation and CSDP missions in Mali that would be funded 
by the new “Sahel” Trust Fund. It includes both security and development actions in a region across 
three countries (Mali, Burkina Faso and Niger) affected by insecurity, terrorism and migration. The 
initiative will use the expertise and synergies between three CSDP missions (EUTM, EUCAP Sahel 
Mali and EUCAP Sahel Niger) in collaboration with the Delegation of the EU (DEU) in Mali. 

RQ 5 - HOW DOES THE EU ENGAGE IN COLLABORATION/TRUST BUILDING WITH 
NATIONAL ACTORS? 

The EU engages at political and technical level on a daily bases to build trust with the 
Malian’s authorities. However, this is a lengthy process with numerous impediments. This 
engagement is concretely translated by the involvement of the EU Ambassador at the highest 
political level, by the work of the DEU and the CSDP missions at a more strategic and operational 
level. Both CSDP missions have political advisors and strategic advisors that are in constant contact 
with the line ministries. EUTM has a permanent dialogue with the different military structures of 
the Malian army. EUCAP Sahel Mali supports the “comité sectoriel RSS” within the Ministry of 
Internal Security, and has constant contact with their main counterparts. 

Both the Malian government and the EU recognise the need for reform of the security and justice 
sectors.  This clearly helps the establishment of a relation of trust and cooperation. However, 
according to some interviewees and documents, there are some divergent views on how to carry 
out the reform process, and differing understandings of what SSR entails. Donors are frustrated by 
a lack of follow-up in some areas, such as operationalising the recently created CNRSS (National 
Council for SSR) to manage the reform process. 
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RQ 6 - HOW IS THE CONCEPT OF HUMAN SECURITY UNDERSTOOD AND APPLIED IN THE 
EU SUPPORT TO SSR? 

Human Security is at the heart of the EU’s conception of SSR and its related policies and 
strategies, but is not fully applied in Mali. At this early stage in the EU’s SSR support to Mali, the 
bulk of the support is indeed directed at reinforcing state institutions and their link with the 
security forces (army, police, gendarmerie and national guards). The benefits to the population in 
terms of better security and justice provision figure in the overall objectives of SSR-related 
programmes and missions but do not receive much attention when it comes to implementation.  

The IcSP is however working on a project with EUCAP Sahel Mali to restore confidence between the 
police and the population through more focus on “service delivery” (i.e. integrated police service 
platform). EUCAP has a CSO expert in the team, working very closely with CSO’s on the link 
between the police and the population. According to interviewees, there is a clear demand from the 
Malians to work on community policing projects. And there is a need for better relationships 
between security forces and CSO, especially in the North. In addition, EUTM has trained seven 
Malian battalions (eight by the end of May 2016) which were all deployed, notably to the North, to 
ensure the security of the population.  

RQ 7 - HOW IS THE EU BALANCING ITS SUPPORT TO ENHANCE THE EFFECTIVENESS BUT 
ALSO ACCOUNTABILITY OF SECURITY AND JUSTICE SERVICES IN COUNTRY? 

To date, strengthening the effectiveness of the security forces has been prioritised over 
bolstering their accountability. Indeed, the main approach of EUTM Mali, EUCAP Sahel Mali as 
well as some IcSP programmes have been the delivery of training and equipment3 in response to 
the crisis in Mali. These missions/programmes have smaller components dedicated to 
accountability purposes such as strategic advising, bolstering internal oversight mechanisms and 
activities with civil society. It is, however, difficult to observe through the documents consulted the 
overall coherence between the trainings and equipment provided and the more strategic level 
support for better management, accountability and governance of the security sector in Mali. Given 
the urgent requirements of the Malian internal security services and army following the 2012 crisis, 
the emphasis of the CSDP missions has been on capacity-building rather than accountability. 
However, accountability issues have been included in, for example, EUCAP Sahel Mali’s training 
curriculum.  Apart from training in areas such as command structure, criminal policing and 
technical and forensic police methods, officers will also be trained on matters such as, community 
policing, human rights and gender issues. EUCAP is also working on supporting the improvement of 
internal control within the Police and the Gendarmerie, as well as strengthening the criminal justice 
chain with the DEU and their support to the justice system. During its trainings, EUTM Mali 
systematically delivers introduction and education of Human Rights, Gender and International 
Humanitarian Law to Malian soldiers prior to operational deployments. To date 7.500 Malian 
Armed forces have been trained by EUTM, including to these topics. The trainings also provide 
realistic enhancement of practical pre-deployment human rights and gender training scenarios for 
Malian soldiers and integrate international human rights organisations (ICRC, UN Women, 
MINUSMA Human Rights Division) into EUTM IHL training. Finally, EUTM provides introduction 
and education to Malian NGO and civil society organisations about EUTM training methodology. 

                                                             
3 Except for EUTM that never provided equipment to the MaAF. However, the mission intends to provide 
medical assets to Malian soldiers in the future. This effort will be done by closely associating the training of 
the MaAF (first health care training) and the advising to the MaAF to enhance the organization of their own 
supply system. 
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Training and provision of equipment should be a means to an end and not an end in itself as it 
currently appears to be in Mali. Projects with the primary aim of supplying equipment to bolster the 
capability of security forces must be clearly framed within a governance and accountability 
framework, with provisions for post-delivery equipment tracking, which is not the case for the 
moment, according to interviewees and documents reviewed. 

RQ 8 - HOW DOES THE EU ENSURE MORE FLEXIBILITY IN ITS SUPPORT TO SSR IN THE 
DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF ITS PROGRAMMES AND 

MISSIONS?  

EU support to Mali in the aftermath of the conflict was relatively rapid and flexible given the 
amount of funding and personnel deployed over the last 3 years. The EU also seems to have 
prioritised a “comprehensive approach” since 2012, using all its available instruments, from 
crisis management tools to longer-term cooperation instruments supporting the army, the 
internal security forces, justice, economic development and governance overall.  However, it 
remains to be seen how this support will tackle the root causes of the conflict, how the Malian 
authorities will appropriate and sustain the results of EU assistance and whether this will translate 
into better security and justice provision to the population throughout the country.  

According to interviewees, the flexibility traditionally afforded by the IcSP is increasingly 
constrained by the advent of “hybrid security forces”, such as Garde Nationale in Mali, which is 
increasingly carrying out traditional military tasks. The Commission Legal Service is said to be 
taking an increasingly hard line on what constitutes military assistance. 

The new “Emergency Trust Fund for Africa for stability and addressing the root causes of irregular 
migration and displaced persons” is providing some flexibility to the Delegation and CSDP missions 
in Mali in designing and implementing security-related projects. According to interviewees, the 
Trust Fund provides the ability to the Delegation and CSDP missions to work together and to 
suggest ambitious projects with more funds and more time than, for example, the IcSP.  

RQ 9 - HOW IS THE EU ENSURING ADEQUATE AND TIMELY SSR EXPERTISE AND SUPPORT 
FOR ITS PROGRAMMES AND MISSIONS? 

Although there have been some efforts to reinforce the EU Delegation in Mali and EU 
missions/operations with SSR expertise, the EU is still lacking adequate and timely SSR 
expertise. In Mali, the position of “security and development attaché” was created within the 
Delegation. It reinforces the Delegation’s ability to analyse the security and justice situation in the 
country and to better cohere security and development interventions. This is considered to be a 
very useful step for a more comprehensive approach of the EU regarding its support to SSR. In 
addition, staff from EUCAP Sahel Mali received a pre-deployment SSR sensitisation training. The 
team also includes SSR advisors. However, these pre-deployment trainings are only a small 
contribution to reinforce SSR expertise within the mission. In addition, the frequent rotation of 
CSDP mission staff (and particularly in military operations), undermines the trust and confidence 
building with Malian interlocutors crucial to the effectiveness of the missions’ strategic advising 
component. 



 

26 
 

TABLE 1- MALI- EU PROJECTS AND MISSIONS WITH SSR COMPONENTS 2011-2015  

PROGRAMME INSTRUMENT EU 
Contribution   
(EUR)  

Implementation OBJECTIVES 

Appui au Programme 
spécial pour la paix, la 
sécurité et le 
développement du Nord 
Mali (PSPSSN) 

IfS  3,700,000 2011-2012 General objective: Substantially reduce, if not 
eradicate, the causes of insecurity and terrorism in 
Northern Mali by implementing actions in the areas of 
security, governance, local development and 
communication.  
Specific Objectives: 
1. Reinforce national security structures in the North 
2. Improve governance in the North through better 
functioning of the state administration.   
3. Promote economic and social development activities 
in the North 
4. Inform and raise awareness and participation by the 
population  
5. Management and coordination of programme 
activities. 

Stabilisation support 
package in response to 
the crisis in Mali 

IfS  20,000,000 2013-2014 The aim of this measure is to assist the Malian 

authorities and other relevant players in the country 

and region in their efforts to bring about stabilisation 

in Mali and the region and thus to help re-establish 

the necessary conditions for recovery and 

development to take place. 
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Contrat d'Appui à la 
Consolidation de l'Etat du 
Mali (including some 
justice-related indicators) 

EDF 10 225,000,000 2013-2014 Specific objectives :  
- Increase the financial capacity of the government to 
reinforce macroeconomic stability and to foster 
development. 
-Improve governance, in particular the management of 
public finances, including budgetary control and 
transparency. 
- Support the Malian government in its transition and 
its national reconciliation efforts. 
- Support government efforts to carry out its essential 
functions over the entire national territory, in 
particular basic social services (health and access to 
water) and economic revival through job creation.  

Programme d'appui au 
secteur de la justice au 
Mali (PAJM)    

EDF 10 12,000,000 2014-2018 The Specific objective of this programme is to 
strengthen the judiciary, through good practices that 
will contribute to the credibility of the justice system 
in the eyes of the population and to strengthen the 
performance, capacity and accessibility of judicial 
services and structures.   

Appui à la réconciliation 
et à la résolution de 
conflits au Mali 
(ARCOMA) 

EDF 10 5,000,000 2014-2018 Specific objective is to permit Malian society to 
establish a culture of lasting peace and to improve its 
resilience to internal and external disruptions through 
an inclusive coming to terms with the country's past 
and future.  
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Contrat d'Appui à la 
Consolidation de l'Etat du 
Mali (including SSR-
related indicators) 

EDF 11 220,000,000 2015-2018 Specific Objectives:  
 
- Support the reforms necessary to good governance 
and to democratic transition.                                                                                                                                      
- Increase the government's financial capacity so that 
it is able to restore peace and maintain economic 
stability.                                                      

- Support the governments in its efforts to implement 
the Peace Accords                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
- Support the efforts of the governments to exercise 
sovereignty across the national territory.  

EUTM MALI  CSDP    2013- ongoing  The aim of the mission is to support the rebuilding of 
the Malian armed forces and to meet their 
operational needs by: 
- providing expertise and advice, in particular as 
regards operational and organic command, logistic 
support, human resources, operational preparation 
and intelligence; 
- training combat units at the Koulikoro training camp.  

EUCAP SAHEL MALI  CSDP    2014- ongoing  The mission will support the Malian state to ensure 
constitutional and democratic order and the 
conditions for lasting peace as well as to maintain its 
authority throughout the entire territory. The mission 
will deliver strategic advice and training for the three 
internal security forces in Mali, i.e. the police, 
Gendarmerie and Garde nationale, and coordinate 
with international partners. 

 



 

29 
 

ANNEX B - DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO CASE STUDY 

METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS 

The Council Conclusions of 18 May 2015 launched the process of reviewing the EU SSR policies by 
mid-2016 with the aim of developing an EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR. Within 
this timeframe a certain number of steps need to be carried out to take stock of where the EU 
stands in terms of SSR. This stocktaking exercise is being carried out by EU services through the 
analysis of previous evaluations, studies and reports; the organisation of consultations with EU 
Member States, civil society organisation and academia; and the analysis of three specific cases: 
Mali, DRC and Ukraine.  

This annex on EU support to SSR in DRC is thus one piece of a larger puzzle which aims to provide 
recent experience and analysis to inform the new EU-wide strategic framework. The Terms of 
Reference for this work are provided in Annex D and describe the overall objectives of this study, 
namely to: 1) capture recent and hands-on experience from EU support to SSR across different 
regions of the world; 2) analyse what has worked and what has not; and 3) identify good practices 
to inform the new EU-wide strategic framework on SSR. 

The work was structured around nine research questions agreed upon in the terms of reference for 
this study (see annex D). They relate to some of the main issues and objectives of the draft 
Roadmap for the future EU-wide strategic framework, namely the quality of the analysis of the 
justice and security sectors available to the EU, the relevance of EU engagement with national 
development and security strategies, the political dimension of SSR, the EU comprehensive 
approach, collaboration and trust building with national actors, Human Security, the balance 
between support to effectiveness and accountability of the security and justice sectors, flexibility in 
EU action and EU access to adequate and timely SSR expertise. 

It should be emphasised that the objective of the following case study is not to carry out an 
evaluation of EU support to SSR in DRC, but rather to capture recent experience to complement the 
knowledge and lessons identified already available in evaluations and lessons learning exercises. 
Indeed, this annex is only based on a literature review of key documents and interviews with EU 
Staff based at Headquarter in Brussels (EEAS (CPCC, CMPD, and Geographic Desks), DG DEVCO, FPI) 
and with the Delegation and CSDP missions staff (through VTC). The data collection and the 
analysis took place between October 2015 and January 2016. Over that period the team was able to 
gather very valuable information. However, it was limited in terms of reaching out to the field with 
only one VTC with DRC and timing for collecting and analysing all the documents of EU 
programmes and missions/operations.   

This annex covers general background and overview of the EU support to SSR in DRC, as well as 
findings on the nine research questions (RQ) defined in the ToR. The annex does not cover ideas to 
be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR, as these are 
incorporated directly in the synthesis report above. 
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BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW 

The DRC is one of the countries in which the EU has invested the most in the area of security 
sector reform. Since 2004, it has conducted three CSDP missions with SSR components in-country 
(EUSEC DRC, 2005-ongoing, Defence reform; EUPOL Kinshasa, 2005-2007, police support and SSR 
and EUPOL RD CONGO, 2007-2014, police reform). During this decade, the EU has also made 
extensive use of its Community instruments, with numerous projects under the EDF targeting 
justice and police reform. It is also supporting part of the defence reform with EDF funds under the 
recently approved PROGRESS programme, which is following-up on the progress made under 
EUSEC. The IcSP has also been used, particularly to support the police and its reform process, as 
well as the families of military personnel deployed in the East of the country. Table 1 at the end 
provides an overview of the EU support to SSR in DRC from 2005 to 2015. 

The on-going EDF-funded PROGRESS programme of €25m aims to support the Congolese civilian 
and military authorities in the design and implementation of the national defence reform, initially 
supported by EUSEC. PROGRESS is taking over some key components such as the institutional 
strengthening of the Ministry of Defence, including strategic advice on the reform, support to 
national coordination mechanisms and legal framework (component 1), and the support to the 
modernisation of the administrative, human resources and budgetary management of the defence 
sector (component 2). In addition, it also includes a third component related to internal and 
external oversight mechanisms of the defence sector. It encompasses the reinforcement of the 
General Inspectorate of the Ministry of Defence and a specific grant to a network of NGOs to 
enhance the accountability of the Congolese Armed Forces (component 3). 

Police reform in DRC has been substantially supported by the EU since 2005 through a variety of 
instruments: CSDP, IcSP and EDF. Indeed the first CSDP mission EUPOL Kinshasa, as launched in 
2005 mainly to support election security in 2006. In parallel, the Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM, 
predecessor of the Instrument for Stability) was mobilised to support the Congolese National 
Police, which was then followed by a more substantial EDF-funded programme on police reform in 
2007. This programme mainly supported the reinforcement of the human resources systems within 
the police, including the undertaking of a census of the police forces throughout the country. EU 
engagement to support the human resources management of the police continued over the years 
with an IfS programme of €5m and an additional EDF programme of €17m which is about to end. 
Not to be forgotten is the support from the CSDP mission EUPOL RD Congo over the same period, 
reinforcing the reform of the police in terms of structures, systems and procedures as well as 
training. 

On the justice side, since 2005 the EU has supported the rehabilitation of judicial structures 
throughout the country, the re-establishment of the criminal justice chain in the East as well as 
military justice. It does so through EDF-funded programmes such as REJUSCO (€7.9m 2007-2010) 
PARJ (€21m 2010-2016) and PARJE in the East (€10m 2012-2016). In addition, the Instrument for 
Stability has been mobilised to support military justice in the East since 2011. 

RQ 1 – IS EU ENGAGEMENT BASED ON ANALYSIS OF THE SECURITY SECTOR? 

The volatile situation in the DRC over the past decade (particularly in the East), coupled with 
inadequate methodology and means at EU-level, has hampered the development of up to 
date, useful and comprehensive analyses of the security sector and its principal actors. 
Although analysis of the security and justice sectors are often conducted for the 
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identification/formulation of missions and programmes, interviewees noted that it was difficult to 
ascertain to what extent this information was used to steer the missions and programmes once 
implemented. Over the years, the EU has been able to increase its analytical capacity and 
knowledge of the justice and security sectors and actors, but it has not been able to use this 
information in a dynamic manner to adapt its support to evolving situations. CSDP missions 
(EUPOL and EUSEC) reported regularly back to HQ and provided concrete operational information. 
However, according to some interviewees, these reports did not always reach the EU Delegation. 
The EU Delegation carries out extensive political analysis on a regular basis, but the use of this 
analysis for programmes and missions remains limited according to interviewees. Analysis on the 
situation in the East of the country from MONUSCO and ECHO are also provided, and are of good 
quality according to documents analysed and comments from interviewees, but remain under-
utilised. Exchange of information is also hampered by the security classification of documents 
which imposes encoding and restricts further distribution. Exchange of useful information and 
assessments is too much based on informal networks. 

Joint analyses between EU actors have taken place in DRC prior to new mission mandates or 
Commission programmes but according to interviewees, identification and formulation 
teams spent too little time on the ground. There is the impression that the analysis does not fully 
take into account the needs of the population and the political/security reality of the ground but 
rather is done to satisfy the procedures (e.g. logframes) imposed by HQ and EUMS. Interviewees 
further maintained that there is a constant need to juggle DRC partners’ needs with political and 
procedural prerogatives from HQ. This hampers the quality of project identification/formulation, 
the feasibility and the focus of EU interventions. 

RQ 2 - IS EU ENGAGEMENT BASED ON A NATIONAL STRATEGY OR DOES IT START FROM 
EXISTING NATIONAL PROCESSES OR ONGOING ACTIONS? 

Much of the EU’s SSR support to DRC since 2005 is based on various plans for national 
reform, and indeed directly supports actors and processes central to the implementation of 
these reform plans. The relevance of the EU’s support to national DRC strategies and plans is good 
on paper, but this does not always lead to successful implementation or the realisation of expected 
results. Under the 11th EDF, the four priority sectors to be targeted (including strengthening 
governance and the rule of law) were chosen based on, inter alia, the analysis of national DRC 
strategies. Thus under the “justice component” of the governance and rule of law sector, a primary 
objective is to support the revision and implementation of the DRC national justice reform plan. 
Likewise, under the “police component”, one objective of the current NIP is to support the 
implementation of the quinquennial police reform action plan through assistance and advice to the 
Ministry of Interior and to the Congolese National Police Commissioner. Thirdly, under the “defence 
component”, one objective is to support the implementation of the army reform plan, in particular 
at the legislative and regulatory level, through assistance and advice to the Ministry of National 
Defence and Former Combatants.  

A recurring lament that came out during interviews was the inability or lack of effort among 
DRC authorities to implement many of the initiatives that the EU had helped create or laid 
the groundwork for through its various assistance programmes. An example is “la loi 
organique de la police” which, whilst ratified with a great sense of pride and local ownership, has 
encountered serious problems in implementation. Interviewees also identified increasing the 
transparency of the army’s payment system (bancarisation) and assistance to the Commandement 
General des Ecoles militaires as two areas where motivated interlocutors on the Congolese side 
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were able to increase chances of success. However, few local champions exist when it comes to 
general reform of army, which requires more transparency in terms of human resources and 
budget management and needs to be cut down in size. 60,000 “elements jugés inaptes” - vested 
interests resistant to reform – complicate the problem. The provision of Strategic Military Advice 
under EUSEC was said by several interviewees to be beset by local ownership problems and the 
occasional use of “divide and rule” strategies by the Congolese authorities. Efforts to support the 
management of the armed forces reform by the local stakeholders must be and are maintained in 
order to ensure maximum local ownership and appropriation, and to ensure long term coherence. 

RQ 3 - HOW IS THE POLITICAL DIMENSION OF SSR UNDERSTOOD AND APPLIED IN THE 
EU SUPPORT TO SSR?  

The EU’s increased involvement on SSR in the DRC in terms of funding and programmes has 
not translated into increased political engagement and support for more effective 
implementation. According to interviewees, political and technical dialogue on specific missions 
and projects exists at high levels, but not always with the national political structures in which real 
power is held. Strategic and political directions of the EU’s SSR assistance to DRC have been 
characterised in various evaluations as “inconsistent”. High-level leadership of SSR among DRC 
authorities was said to be insufficient, whether across the sector (justice-police-defence) or 
specifically for defence. This has been reflected as challenges for the EU and other partners in 
fostering local political ownership. Indeed, many interviewees attributed a lack of ownership 
amongst Congolese authorities, despite the mission’s extraordinary duration period, as the primary 
reason for Member States’ decision to close down the EUSEC mission. This being said, several 
interviewees mentioned the importance of distinguishing the particular political challenges facing 
SSR activities in fragile situation such as the DRC. These challenges are, inter alia, near constant 
government re-shuffle and the fact that the army is pre-occupied much of the time with retaining 
some semblance of territorial integrity. The risk that the closing down of EUSEC would leave a 
limited void in terms of political engagement on the EU side – particularly relating to the 
implementation of PROGRESS which cannot take over all of EUSEC’s tasks – was mentioned several 
times. In DRC, the presence of “uniformed” EU interlocutors has been helpful (such as EUSEC, run 
by a General, which added credibility). 

The interviewees and documentary analysis suggest that understanding of the political dimension 
of SSR has increased over the last years within the EU. There is increased awareness of its 
importance and more resources dedicated to it, including political advisors in the Delegations and 
in CSDP missions. According to some interviewees, EUSEC and EUPOL had a strong political role 
and were seen as the principal EU political engagements in DRC. However, they were not used 
enough as such to promote reform. They were not linked up sufficiently with Commission 
instruments and funding to foster a single and unified EU strategy for engagement in DRC. The 
organisation of more joint meetings including as many possible EU/Member States representatives 
(Delegation, CSDP Missions, Member States Embassies) with senior Congolese authorities could be 
a way forward to present and emphasise common and unified positions on specific SSR questions. 
In addition, EU engagement in fora including other major SSR actors in the DRC like the US, UN 
mission MONUSCO and Japan (such as the Groupe inter-bailleurs police, justice, defense and the 
SSR Technical Working Group) allow to prioritise the formulation of coordinated positions to be 
communicated to relevant national and local authorities on high-profile or problematic SSR 
matters. 
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RQ 4 - HOW IS THE EU COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH APPLIED IN THE EU SUPPORT TO 
SSR?  

In DRC, the EU coordination mechanisms on security and justice support were considered to 
be in place and well structured, however this has not proven sufficient to foster a truly 
comprehensive approach to SSR. Nevertheless a good example seems to be the recent EU inter-
service cooperation in the lead-up to EUSEC’s downsizing and the launch of the PROGRESS 
programme under the 11th EDF. Through interviews and documents reviewed, EU coordination 
mechanisms seem well structured and permanent, for example, Heads of Mission meetings, Heads 
of Cooperation meetings, sector meetings, informal exchanges etc. Furthermore, the EU is a key 
actor throughout the thematic groups that coordinate between the national authorities and 
relevant international partners (such as the Justice and Human Rights Thematic Group ). However, 
one of the main issues raised by several interviewees is that the Delegation and the CSDP missions 
have different organisational cultures, different chains of command and different timeframes for 
the implementation of their respective programmes/missions. This hampers forward planning, the 
development of a joint vision of the objectives the EU is pursuing as a unitary actor and therefore 
the implementation of a comprehensive approach. 

Recently, the EU has worked in a comprehensive manner to deal with the transition between 
EUSEC and an EDF-funded programme in order to ensure the sustainability of previous 
results. According to interviewees, major contributors to this successful transition were the 
setting-up of an EU inter-service task force at HQ level, EUSEC priority for this smooth transition 
and the work of the Delegation. More details are provided in the box below. 
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BOX 1: EUSEC TO PROGRESS TRANSITION 

One important challenge the new EU SSR Framework will have to tackle is difficulties in coordination 
and complementarity between the EU’s supposedly short-term and targeted SSR support under CSDP 
missions with longer-term assistance under Commission instruments such as the EDF which has 
significant constraints in terms of what can be financed. The fact that these instruments have different 
planning procedures and “organisational cultures” and follow different chains of command exacerbates 
the challenge. This is particularly true of military-related SSR missions, where 
complementarity/transition with Commission instruments is indeed hampered by EU Treaty 
restrictions.  

In this regard, the PROGRESS project under the 11th EDF intended to consolidate progress made under 
EUSEC may prove a useful case study for the new Framework of an innovative transition from CSDP 
mission to Commission instrument.  

A request was made by the PSC to the Commission to consolidate and further the progress made under 
EUSEC, which engendered much discussion and prompted DG DEVCO to look for a modus operandi 
with the EEAS, which was tasked with organising the transition. Several missions were jointly 
undertaken to DRC, which helped to create shared understanding between the Delegation, the EEAS 
(CMPD, EUMS, FPI) and DEVCO.   

Time was of the essence, since in June 2014, EUSEC was set to close down and the National Indicative 
Programme for DRC was to be signed. To address the fact that the military training component of 
EUSEC could not be taken up by the EDF due to ODA funding rules, the decision was taken to extend 
EUSEC for one year in the form of a “micro-mission” (composed of 10 staff – 5 advisors and 5 support 
staff). PROGRESS was to take up aspects including  institutional strategic advice on the reform to the 
Ministry of Defence, human resources and financial rationalization, and internal and external 
accountability, to the tune of €25m.  

Ingredients for success during this transition phase included the development of good personal 
relationships, awareness-raising in HQ by the Delegation in Kinshasa and EUSEC, the hiring of 
competent consultants with SSR experience for the project identification phase and good coordination 
with other international donors. EUSEC made this transition a priority of work. Furthermore, the 
Delegation was able to draw upon the expertise of a Contract Agent who had acquired significant SSR 
experience. One member of EUSEC who previously worked on IT systems and payment chain reform 
(bancarisation) was transferred to the Delegation, allowing for continuity and knowledge transfer. 
Support from the Head of Delegation in coordinating the political and operational sides within the 
Delegation was crucial.  

On the political side, transition meetings held with the Congolese Ministry of Defence, helped raise 
awareness on the Congolese side of the EU’s internal process and foster ownership by the local 
authorities.  

PROGRESS and the EUSEC have been running simultaneously for one year now and the cooperation 
seems to be working very well. It remains to be seen how matters will develop once PROGRESS 
becomes the EU’s only assistance to the Congolese army starting in June 2016.  
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RQ 5 - HOW DOES THE EU ENGAGE IN COLLABORATION/TRUST BUILDING WITH 
NATIONAL ACTORS? 

In DRC, the EU has a longstanding relationship with the government, as well as other actors 
working on SSR. This is due to the work carried out by the Delegation and the CSDP missions, 
present in the country since 2005. However, it is very difficult to maintain these 
relationships due to the reshuffling of the government representatives and personnel, as 
well as the Heads and staff of CSDP missions and Delegation. Whilst there is an SSR point of 
contact in the Delegation, there is none within the government. This creates sometimes difficulties 
when engaging on SSR-related issues, particularly when the concept may not be very well 
understood by all actors. According to interviewees, EUSEC was able to create a good relationship 
with a number of key persons within the army and the Ministry of Defence. Their job now is to 
ensure the smooth transition with the EDF programme PROGRESS in order to maintain the trust 
they have built. 

Some interviewees mentioned that for CSDP missions in the DRC, the training component is 
often seen as fostering trust-building and local partner ownership, as well as being the more 
visible and measurable intervention. Tangible results in this area greatly facilitated the second 
half of the missions’ mandates: the provision of strategic advice at the highest levels, which can 
spur more permanent reform efforts. However, a similar training to military forces is not foreseen 
in PROGRESS (due to ODA eligibility rules), which according to some interviewees could potentially 
undermine the results of the programme and the trust the EU has built over the years with the 
military. One solution could be that an EU Member State takes over the training activity, although 
this is not foreseen for the time being. EU Member States are for the moment more focused on short 
term training programmes and placing advisors for supporting the military school system. 

RQ 6 - HOW IS THE CONCEPT OF HUMAN SECURITY UNDERSTOOD AND APPLIED IN THE 
EU SUPPORT TO SSR? 

Most of the EU programming documents (Commission programmes and CSDP mission 
mandates) reviewed have human security as a key objective. However, evaluations and 
interviewees mentioned that the direct effects with regard to the needs of the population in 
terms of security and justice provision are rather limited. EDF-funded programmes supporting 
the justice, police and defence reforms in DRC have as general objectives to enhance the security of 
the population as well as to provide them with better access to justice services. IcSP programmes 
and CSDP missions have similar objectives. But the bulk of the EU support is focused on 
institutional strengthening rather than direct support to improve service-delivery to the 
population.  Results for the population seem to be rather limited, according to evaluations 
reviewed. The EU is not involved in community policing activities, but this role is taken up by other 
donors (DFID – which has withdrawn from police sector since May 2015 - UNDP and IOM). The 
extent to which the results of these activities are linked with the EU’s engagement is not clear but 
there is a will for the new EU police programme to take on board some of the lessons learned from 
these bottom-up approaches. 

RQ 7 - HOW IS THE EU BALANCING ITS SUPPORT TO ENHANCE THE EFFECTIVENESS BUT 
ALSO ACCOUNTABILITY OF SECURITY AND JUSTICE SERVICES IN COUNTRY? 

The EU has reinforced the effectiveness of the justice, police and army in DRC through 
training, equipment and infrastructure, through support to management processes of these 
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forces (human resources, finance and logistics) and through the provision of strategic 
advice. In addition, the accountability of these forces is taken into account by the EU 
throughout its EDF programmes, including support to internal and external oversight 
mechanisms. Programme documents reviewed and interviewees noted the EU engagement in both 
aspects of effectiveness and accountability. Some key results were observed in the securitisation of 
election processes in 2006 and 2011. Moreover, the human resources management of the police has 
been strengthen thanks to the EU interventions, as well as the bancarisation of the wages of some 
parts of the police and army. The overall SSR legal and strategic framework in DRC has also been 
strengthened to set the foundation for the implementation of such difficult reforms. Military justice 
is also working better in some provinces in the East thanks to EU support. 

For the support of accountability measures, PROGRESS has made a step forward regarding 
this issue by including an external oversight component in the programme by supporting a network 
of NGOs working in SSR as well as an internal oversight component supporting the Inspectorate 
General of the army. It is expected to support mixed local structures (police, army, local authorities 
and civil society) to rebuild confidence between the population and the defence forces. Support to 
the Parliament is also foreseen and more specifically to the defence and security committee. 
However, these external oversight mechanisms are much more politically sensitive (especially 
regarding the Defence and Security Committee due to the “secret defence” aspect). According to 
interviewees, these components of the new programme could be difficult to implement. 

RQ 8 - HOW DOES THE EU ENSURE MORE FLEXIBILITY IN ITS SUPPORT TO SSR IN THE 
DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF ITS PROGRAMMES AND 

MISSIONS?  

In DRC, there are individual instances of flexibility in EU programming, CSDP mission 
mandates and in Commission cooperation to support SSR. With EUSEC for example, changes 
included a broadening of the scope of the mission geographically (in Kinshasa and then in the 
Provinces) and an increase in staff levels. The mission also saw changes in the types of activities 
(increasing importance of project design and implementation), and the activities covered 
(bolstering of administrative expertise, especially the chain of payment, Human Resources, logistic 
and training but also social matters linked to human rights and gender). The transformation from 
EUPOL Kinshasa to EUPOL DRC was described in interviews as a success, due to efforts to keep 
what really worked, in particular very targeted strategic advice to a small number of interlocutors 
and training which specifically prepared police for working in close proximity to the public on the 
street. The IcSP in DRC is an important and flexible bridging instrument during gaps in 
programming. It is also used to support specific activities according to emerging needs (for 
example, financing support to families of Congolese military units deployed in the East). 

However, according to some interviewees, there is not enough flexibility within EDF funded 
programmes. The design process is cumbersome. The preconditions that need to be in place are 
not respected by the Government to ensure successful implementation. The disbursement pressure 
risks compromising the quality of the programmes, and the flexibility required for implementation 
is hampered by insufficient understanding of the topic (except from  thematic units supporting the 
Delegation). Working on SSR, especially in countries like DRC, requires time, flexibility and a good 
monitoring and evaluation system to manage the uncertainties the programmes are faced with. 
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RQ 9 - HOW IS THE EU ENSURING ADEQUATE AND TIMELY SSR EXPERTISE AND SUPPORT 
FOR ITS PROGRAMMES AND MISSIONS? 

The EU faced difficulties in recruiting and maintaining the right expertise to implement its 
programmes and missions. However, the EU had access to some security and justice 
expertise for the implementation and follow-up of its programmes. CSDP missions, 
composed of active police and military officers, contributed to enhancing the availability of 
such security expertise. Nevertheless, according to some interviewees, senior military officers 
providing strategic guidance at the highest levels of the Congolese forces rotated too frequently to 
build up necessary trust and influence. Having the right expertise on programmes (such as retired 
police and military officers alongside civilians) will enhance the quality of the work but, based on 
the procedures that have to be used, finding the appropriate expertise is often a question of chance. 
The use of such mixed team proved to be beneficial for the implementation of the programme as 
well as useful for establishing networks within the police and the army. 

Over the years, EU staff in the Delegation have also built up in-house SSR expertise, which 
was noted by several interviewees. Trainings are still needed but SSR is better understood 
compared to ten years ago. Handover mechanisms have been put in place within CSDP missions to 
ensure continuity (e.g. instituting a week-long “handover period” for key positions where both staff 
members were present in-country). There is however still a need to reinforce the EU Delegation 
with SSR expertise; the Delegation should take advantage of having a CSDP mission in the country 
to rely upon their security advisors’ expertise. The HoM should be able and willing to provide the 
HoD with SSR-related advice. CSDP staff could play a role of facilitation and “door opening” for 
Delegation staff. Indeed, uniformed EU interlocutors seem to enjoy more credibility among DRC 
counterparts than civilians, according to some interviewees. Several interviewees noted that there 
are still efforts to be made in the selection criteria for CSDP mission staff, although they added that 
the situation has rapidly improved in recent years. 
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TABLE 1: EU SSR PROJECTS AND CSDP MISSIONS WITH SSR COMPONENT IN DRC   

PROGRAMME INSTRUMENT EU Contribution   
(EUR)  

Implementation OBJECTIVES 

Programme 
Restauration de la 
Justice a l'Est de la 
RDC REJUSCO  

EDF 9  7.900.000 2006-2010 The three-year REJUSCO programme has the overall objective to 
contribute to the strengthening of judicial capacity in the Eastern 
provinces of the DRC so as to support the development of rule of 
law. The programme has three specific objectives : 1) contribute to 
the strengthening of functional capacity of places of judicial 
structures in the Eastern provinces; 2) contribute to strengthening 
the working of the justice system in order to fight against impunity 
and to ensure fair trial procedures, 3) Increase the population’s 
confidence in the justice system in the Eastern provinces and 
protect the population (monitoring of trials and detention centres) 
and to raise awareness on rights and responsibilities under the law.  

Support to the 
Reform of the 
Security System, 
in particular the 
reform of the 
Congolese 
National Police 

RRM 500,000 2007 This project aims at supporting the setup of the "Comité de Suivi de 
la Réforme de la police Nationale Congolaise (CSRP)": buildings, 
furnishings, and vehicles for the CSRP Secretariat.  

Mise en place d'un 
système intégré 
de gestion des 
resources 
humaines de la 
future PNC 

IFS  5,000,000 2008-2010 The objective of this decision is to ensure a number of urgent 
preparatory measures setting up an integrated system of human 
resources (HR) management in the Congolese police and preparing 
the necessary data collection to feed into the system, which will be 
financed by the EDF in a second step. The project will finance 
technical assistance to the HR working Group of CSRP (Comite de 
Suivi de Reforme de la Police), building offices including furnishing 
and IT equipment for the HR division of the Congolese police, as 
well as prepare an Action Plan and suitable software for the data 
collection (census).  
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Soutien à la 
réforme de la 
Police Nationale 
Congolaise 

EDF 9  5,000,000 2007-2012 This project will contribute to police reform, specifically through the 
improvement of an integrated system of human resources 
management that will then allow an in-depth reshuffle of the police 
sector in terms of organisation, training, equipment, and 
infrastructure. Specific objectives: 1) the « Comité de Suivi de la 
Réforme de la Police » is capable of launching the National Police 
Reform, 2) A police census is carried out, and professional 
identification cards issued 3) the national police human resources 
management system is up and running. 

Programme 
d'Appui au 
Renforcement de 
la Justice à l'Est de 
la RDC (PARJE) - 
''Uhaki Safi''  

EDF 10 18,000,000 2012-2017 The overall objective of this project is to contribute to the 
strengthening of Rule of Law by fighting against impunity in the 
troubled North and South Kivu and in the Ituri District. The specific 
objective is to improve, in coherence with the Action Plan for the 
Justice Reform and the STAREC (Stabilisation and reconstruction of 
the eastern DRC), judicial governance in these areas, taking into 
account gender equality and respect for human rights.  

Projet d'appui à la 
réforme de la 
justice (PARJ) 

EDF 10 21,000,000 2010-2017 The programme has four elements: Institutional support to the 
justice administrative system, access to justice for all, reform to the 
justice system and administration, support to monitoring and 
evaluation systems and prison rehabilitation studies as well as 
respect of women's rights. The programme builds up the control 
capacities of the civil organisations regarding the access and quality 
of justice in DRC. 

Programme 
d'Appui à la 
Réforme de la 
Police (PARP)  

EDF 10 17,000,000 2010-2018 1- Strategic advice to the Ministry of Interior and General Police 
Station (support to the reform of the police – legislation, policy and 
budget)  2- Modernisation of the administration (human resources 
management, finance management, capacity building) 3- To 
reinforce the structures and the training policy , by helping to 
establish a Police Academy, as a key element in professionalizing  
high police officials 
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Programme 
d'appui à la 
stabilisation en 
RDC par des 
mesures 
prioritaires et 
urgentes dans le 
secteur de 
securité 

IFS   12,600,000 2012-2013 Objectives: 1) improving living and social conditions of army 
families and other dependents, 2) strengthening capacity in the 
military justice system, through supporting "Prosecution Support 
Cells" in order to address impunity within the security sector, 3) 
Local-level community actions to help mitigate local conflicts in East 
DRC, 4) fostering better relations between the armed forces and the 
general population to improve the security situation of civilians and 
5) finalisation of data collection/census of staff and distribution of 
ID cards to the PNC.  

Programme 
d'appui multi- 
dimensionnel aux 
initiatives 
prioritaires de 
stabilisation à l'Est 
de la République 
démocratique du 
Congo (RDC) 

IcSP  14,000,000 2015-2018  Programme has three mains thrusts : a) Disarmament, 
demobilisation and reintegration of former fighters ;b) 
strengthening of the military justice system in DRC (which has 
jurisdiction over all serious crimes committed in the context of 
armed conflicts) c) support to the preparation of return of refugees 
and displaced persons based on a first stage of securing the areas of 
return, through concerted planning of land use in the context of the 
current land law reform, followed by a possible accompaniment of 
populations and host communities.  

 

Programme 
d'appui à la 
reforme du 
secteur de la 
sécurité - Volet 
defense 
(PROGRESS)  

EDF 11 25.000.000 2015-2021 The general objective is to assist civil and military authorities in the 
design and development of the reform process in the security sector 
focusing in defence. The support will focus in capacity-building on 
administration and management. The aim is to reinforce rule of law 
and the capacity to fight against impunity and promote a lasting 
peace.  
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Accès à la justice 
et réparation pour 
les victimes de 
violations graves 
des droits de 
l’Homme et du 
droit international 
humanitaire. 

PPAP  790,000 2015-2016 Specific Objectives: 1) Support civil courts in the implementation of 
their competencies in serious crime cases, 2)   
Support lawyers in their tasks of representing victims of serious 
crimes before national courts and regional and international human 
right protection mechanisms to obtain justice and redress, 3) 
Support local NGOs in their work of documenting and classifying 
serious crimes with the aim of improving victims’ access to justice 
and ensuring the follow-up of their cases on aspects on information, 
redress and protection. 

EUPOL Kinshasa  CSDP    2005-2007  This mission played a key role in helping the Congolese National 
Police keep order during the DRC's transition to democracy, 
particularly during the electoral period in 2006.The purpose of 
EUPOL KINSHASA, the first civilian European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP) operation to be deployed in Africa, was to support the 
Congolese National Police's Integrated Police Unit (IPU) in Kinshasa 
- which was set up with the support of the EU - once it was up and 
running under Congolese command. 

EUPOL DRC CSDP    2007-2014 The EUPOL RD Congo mission followed on from EUPOL Kinshasa, 
the EU's first civilian mission in Africa. Launched in July 2007, 
EUPOL RD Congo supports the efforts of national Congolese 
authorities to reform 
the national police. Its mandate has been recently extended until 
September 2014.  
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EUSEC DRC CSDP    2005-ongoing 
(2016 
scheduled 
closing) 

Working closely with the other contributing members of the 
international community, EUSEC RD Congo provides practical 
support for security-sector reform in the DRC by giving advice and 
assistance directly to the competent Congolese authorities. Advisers 
have been working with the military authorities in Kinshasa and the 
staffs of the military regions via the mission's detachment in Goma 
and the combined EUSEC-FARDC mobile team. 
Since the original mandate, which aimed to support integration into 
the Armed Forces of the DRC (FARDC) and to run the "Chain of 
payments" project for ensuring the security of payments to the 
military, the mission has expanded its activities in this area with a 
view to modernising both administration and human resources 
management. It has also diversified its activities, providing 
assistance to its Congolese partners in the field of troop training. 
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ANNEX C - UKRAINE CASE STUDY 

METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS 

The Council Conclusions of 18 May 2015 launched the process of reviewing the EU Security Sector 
Reform (SSR) policies by mid-2016 with the aim of developing an EU-wide strategic framework for 
supporting SSR. Within this timeframe a certain number of steps need to be carried out to take 
stock of where the EU stands in terms of SSR. This stocktaking exercise is being carried out by EU 
services through the analysis of previous evaluations, studies and reports; the organisation of 
consultations with EU Member States, civil society organisation and academia; and the analysis of 
three specific cases: Mali, DRC and Ukraine.  

This annex on EU support to SSR in Ukraine is thus one piece of a larger puzzle which aims to 
provide recent experience and analysis to inform the new EU-wide strategic framework. The Terms 
of Reference for this work are provided in Annex D and describe the overall objectives of this study, 
namely to: 1) capture recent and hands-on experience from EU support to SSR across different 
regions of the world; 2) analyse what has worked and what has not; and 3) identify good practices 
to inform the new EU-wide strategic framework on SSR. 

The work was structured around nine research questions agreed upon in the terms of reference for 
this study (see annex D). They relate to some of the main issues and objectives of the draft 
Roadmap for the future EU-wide strategic framework, namely the quality of the analysis of the 
justice and security sectors available to the EU, the relevance of EU engagement with national 
development and security strategies, the political dimension of SSR, the EU comprehensive 
approach, collaboration and trust building with national actors, Human Security, the balance 
between support to effectiveness and accountability of the security and justice sectors, flexibility in 
EU action and EU access to adequate and timely SSR expertise. 

This case study was conducted between October 2015 and January 2016. The first phase of the 
study involved document collection and analysis. The key sources of information included 
documents in the public domain, as well as contracting documents uploaded in the CRIS system of 
the Commission. During the week of 12 to 16 October a series of interviews were organised with 
Brussels-based EU staff from DG Near, CPCC, CMPD, EEAS and the Ukraine Support Group.  The 
interviews were undertaken on the basis of the case study outline and terms of reference (see 
Annex D). On 29 January 2016 a video teleconference was organised with Ukraine based staff from 
the EU Delegation and EUAM.  

It should be emphasised that the case study is not intended to be an evaluation of EU efforts to 
support SSR in Ukraine. This would require much more in depth and inclusive approaches to data 
collection, including more active engagement of EU staff and partners based in Ukraine. Moreover, 
with the exception of several Results Oriented Monitoring reports, 2012 evaluation of EUBAM, and 
the Strategic Review of the EUAM Mission, no evaluations for recently concluded or ongoing EU-
funded programmes were made available to the case study team. Several additional documents 
requested were not available due to EU classification rules.  

This annex covers general background and overview of the EU support to SSR in Ukraine, as well as 
findings on the nine research questions (RQ) defined in the ToR. The annex does not cover ideas to 
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be further explored for the new EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR, as these are 
incorporated directly in the synthesis report above. 

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW 

Ukraine has been a long-standing benefactor of EU technical and financial assistance in the area of 
SSR. Over the period 2005-2015, the EU has invested over 250 million EUR in SSR related activities 
in Ukraine. From 2005 to the start of the conflict in Eastern Ukraine and the annexation of Crimea 
in 2014, the EU SSR bilateral assistance has almost exclusively focused on reform of the border 
guards and the judiciary (see Table 4 at the end of the annex). Since 2014, with the launch of the EU 
Super Twinning Justice Reform project and the establishment of the CSDP EU Assistance Mission 
(EUAM) for Civilian Security Sector Reform, the EU has expanded its engagement and outreach  in 
the sector to include more substantial and targeted support to the Prosecution Service, Police, 
Penitentiary and State Security Service (SBU).  

The four key ongoing EU engagements related to SSR include the EUAM, Support to Justice Sector 
Reform project, EU Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM), and the State Building Contract. The EUAM 
aims to ‘’assist in a comprehensive civilian SSR planning process, will support rapid preparation 
and the implementation of short term measures of reform and will make all the arrangements 
deemed necessary to coordinate and to cooperate with relevant EU and other international 
actors’’.4 The EUAM supports several of the key security sector institutions with the exception of the 
intelligence and defence institutions.   

The Support to Justice Reform project is a super-twinning programme implemented by a 
consortium of agencies and Ministries from EU Member States. It aims to support the development 
of a coherent sector wide reform strategy, enhance sector wide coordination structure, and provide 
advisory support in legislative reforms. In this regard, the targeted support includes the 
development of a justice sector strategy, reforming the execution of court decisions, prosecution 
reform, enhancing access to justice, legislative and structural independence of the judiciary, and 
anti-corruption. Complementary support is also provided to probation and penitentiary services.  

EU Border Assistance Mission to Ukraine and Moldova (EUBAM) has been in operation since 
October 2005 and on 24 November 2015 it was extended for a further two years. It aims to improve 
cooperation between Moldova and Ukraine on border management, contributing towards the 
settlement of the Transnistria conflict, and enhancing institutional capacity of the border guards 
and customs institutions of Ukraine and Moldova. It remains a unique structure resembling a 
hybrid between a CSDP mission and a more traditional development assistance programme. The 
programme is currently implemented by the International Organisation for Migration (IOM), which 
is responsible for administrative and logistical support. Yet, the programme includes staff seconded 
from EU Member States. The programme falls under the supervision of the EU Delegations in 
Moldova and Ukraine. In addition, a joint steering committee, which includes representatives of the 
various Government Ministries and agencies from Moldova and Ukraine, provides overall guidance 
on the work of the mission.   

 

 

                                                             
4 Crisis Management Concept for EUAM (2014)  
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Table 1 : Overview of Ongoing EU Programmes 

EUAM 
(CSDP) 

2014 
- 

13.8m EUR 
Per annum 

Key Objectives: assist in a comprehensive civilian SSR 
planning process, will support rapid preparation and the 
implementation of short term measures of reform and will 
make all the arrangements deemed necessary to coordinate 
and to cooperate with relevant EU and other international 
actors 
Implemented by: CSDP 
 

Support to 
Justice Sector 
Reform 
(ENI) 

2014 
- 
2016 

8.6m EUR 
2014-2016 

Key Objectives: support the development of a coherent sector 
wide reform strategy, enhance sector wide coordination 
structure, and provide advisory support in legislative reforms 
Implemented by: Justice Cooperation Internationale (French 
MoJ), CIVIPOL (French MoI), Poland MoJ, Lithuania MoJ, 
Institute of Law (Lithuania), German Foundation on 
International Legal Cooperation (Germany), Centre for Political 
and Legal Reforms (Ukraine) 

EUBAM 
(ENI) 

2005 
–  
2015 

21m EUR 
2013-2015 

Key Objectives: Capacity building, Advisory Support, joint 
border patrols, enhancing cooperation 
Implemented by: IOM 

Support for 
Border 
Management 
Sector Policy 

2015 
– 
2016 

60m EUR 
& 
6m  EUR 

Key Objectives: Financial and technical assistance to support 
the implementation of an integrated border management and 
concept and action plan.  
Implemented by: EU Delegation, budget support 

State Building 
Contract 
(ENI) 

2014 
- 
2015 

Variable 
Tranche 
Up to 
12.5% of 
105m EUR  

Key Objective: Legislative reforms related to anti-corruption 
and independence of the judiciary 
Implemented by: EU Delegation, budget support 

 

Ukraine is identified as a key political priority country for the EU.  The EU engagement and interests 
in Ukraine have significantly intensified following the change of the government in early 2014 and 
the subsequent illegal annexation of the Crimean peninsula and destabilisation of Eastern Ukraine. 
In March and June of 2014 the EU and Ukraine signed an Association Agreement which aims to 
provide a framework for political association and economic integration. In this regard, the EU long-
term and multi-faceted engagement in supporting the national SSR processes has produced a 
wealth of lessons learned and has included some innovative approaches that could help to inform 
the development of a potential EU wide SSR strategic policy framework.   

RQ 1 – IS EU ENGAGEMENT BASED ON ANALYSIS OF THE SECURITY SECTOR? 

The EU has been active in supporting SSR in Ukraine for over a decade, utilising multiple funding 
instruments and support from a number of EU institutions. As such there has been a plethora of 
analysis produced over the years by the various programmes, EU institutions, and even 
Member States. However, interlocutors felt that the analysis was often incomplete, of 
varying quality and depth, rarely updated and revisited, and ownership of the findings was 
often localised to individual programme managers rather than agreed and shared across the 
various EU institutions. A further limitation of the wide range of analysis produced included 
restricted dissemination of the reports. Sharing of reports was ad hoc between EU institutions or 
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only when specifically requested by the individual programme managers. Inconsistent information 
sharing has frequently led to replication of analysis through parallel data collection processes, 
while opportunities to expand the breadth or depth of analysis were not exploited. In addition, 
some of the interviewees questioned the consistency of the approach by the Commission and EEAS 
in a number of areas. These included: 1) ensuring integrity of the findings; 2) the lack of structure 
for the methodology to collect and analyse data; 3) the process to agree and triangulate findings; 
and 4) the skill sets and experience of the team members in conducting such assessments. 
Interlocutors suggested that there was little consistency in approach to analysis largely because the 
individuals involved in drafting each document were different, and no standardised methodological 
guidance was provided to the teams.  Nonetheless, there were exceptions. In certain cases joint 
analysis, publication of findings, and longer term processes for data collection have contributed 
towards more relevant and impactful results from the analysis.  

The interviewees noted that both the scope of the analysis and how it was applied in planning and 
operational decisions was largely influenced by the differing backgrounds and preferences of the 
various team members. A more diverse team composition would be needed to ensure a more 
comprehensive and balanced approach to the analysis. This implies a composition of team 
members that could bring different perspectives on the same issues and challenge the conclusions 
if necessary. Overall, there was a lack of any baseline indicators in the analytical reports, with an 
overall imbalance between qualitative and quantitative analysis. 

The overall analysis of SSR remains scattered throughout various documents and there is no 
centralised system to collate the information or act as a depository of knowledge. The 
institutional memory of the EU engagement in Ukraine is largely localised to the individual national 
experts within Delegation and the institutional memory at headquarters regarding programmes 
remains low, as evidenced by limited awareness of staff regarding the scope and objectives of 
previous programmes. Whilst not requiring a formal process, desk officers and task managers 
based in Brussels commonly noted that they had to actively request the other services or field 
based staff to share individual analytical documents.  Interlocutors have noted that it is difficult to 
keep track of the various small scale analytical processes that have been undertaken over the years, 
which in turn impedes the ability to develop a comprehensive and balanced overview of the context 
and the sector.   

The analysis produced for the Commission funded programmes (including various inception 
reports, identification fiches, and needs assessments) has predominantly focused on 
identifying deficits in the legal framework and training needs, although some examples were 
cited where analysis was more wide-ranging. Key analytical tools, such as stakeholder analysis, 
political economy analysis, PESTLES, SWOT, gap analysis and others were used inconsistently, or 
lacking altogether within analytical processes. Similarly, the methodological approach was very 
different from one programme identification to the next. As an example, a simple examination of 
the persons interviewed during the various assessments or programme identification processes 
shows that during the data collection processes there is an irregular outreach to civil society, the 
broader donor community, or other institutions (e.g. Ministry) in the sector. Several analytical 
works did not include any interviews with these stakeholders.  

Based on the various available documents, there was limited analysis of the capacities, 
management, or accountability systems at the Ministerial level or of external actors. Overall 
analysis rarely examined management and accountability systems, with the notable exception of 



47 
 

human resource management (e.g. appointment processes), regulatory frameworks and 
corruption/integrity. Overall, analysis examining the preconditions for achieving long-term 
systemic change within the judiciary or border guards was weak or absent altogether. In this 
regard, the associated intervention logic in the associated Commission programmes was commonly 
noted in ROM reports for being simplistic or unrealistic, whereby proposed expected inputs and 
outputs were unlikely to be commensurate to expected objectives or results. Several interlocutors 
noted that given the size and scale of Commission funds allocated to SSR in Ukraine, the quality and 
depth of analysis should be more robust and commensurate to the overall financial investment 
made by the EU. A critical limitation cited in the Commission approach to analysis was the limited 
time and human resources afforded to producing identification and action fiches for individual 
projects and programmes.     

One of the most impactful analytical processes used by the EU appears to have been the European 
Neighbourhood Country progress report5, which tracks progress in various parts of the 
Government wider reform programme, including justice and police reform. The public nature of 
the report, as well as its high profile, has contributed to the analysis becoming a point of 
discussion in political dialogue meetings between Ukraine and the EU. While the analysis 
related to SSR is limited in scope, the analysis does provide an overview of the key 
achievements and deficits in ongoing security and justice reforms. Additionally, by being 
shared and easily accessible to the general public, the analysis has empowered civil society to 
become a part of the process to oversee how the Government addresses the issues raised. Similarly, 
the EU has published the progress reports on Ukraine’s implementation of the Action Plan on Visa 
Liberalisation. The analysis in these periodic reports includes various SSR issues, and evaluates 
progress against agreed benchmarks. The apparent utility of this approach is reflected in the 
frequent citation of the reports in the analytical and advocacy work of civil society as well as that of 
EU Member States. The analysis and monitoring has also become an important accountability 
mechanism in itself. 

Some of the interviews for the case study highlighted that analytical reports, including 
project identification fiches or various CSDP planning documents, were commonly used to 
promote particular doctrines or to reaffirm preconceived notions or particular views on the 
issues. Despite the wealth of analysis produced, it was felt by interlocutors that at times the 
reports lacked rigour and did not provide an objective assessment of the situation or the 
needs. For example, in the case of reports produced for the CSDP missions, efforts by CMPD to 
develop an evidence based approach to analysis were considered by some to have been hampered 
on occasion by various interventions by Member States, as well as other EEAS structures. These 
interventions largely served to sanitise the content and scope of the reports to reflect political 
priorities and undermined the efforts to create an objective assessment of needs and challenges.  

In this regard, the lack of consistency in the approach to analysis was evident when comparing and 
contrasting the PFCA, CMC, CONOPS, and Strategic Review related to the EUAM. While the 
documents should provide a clear chain of thinking, they rarely demonstrated commonality in the 
issues they explored and the hierarchy of the various documents was ambiguous. The disconnect 
between the various documents was evident when contrasting the 2015 Strategic Review, drafted 
by CMPD, and the draft revised 2015 OPLAN, drafted primarily by CPCC. The OPLAN identified and 
focused on five priority issues that were starkly different from the conclusions and 

                                                             
5 http://eeas.europa.eu/enp/documents/progress-reports/index_en.htm 
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recommendations of the Strategic Review. It was unclear what criteria or analytical process was 
used to define the five strategic priorities identified in the revised OPLAN, which was drafted 
shortly after the finalisation of the Strategic Review. In addition, staff noted that they were unsure 
which document took precedence in defining the core objectives of the EUAM mandate as the CMC 
was not retroactively adapted to reflect the changes made in the OPLAN.  

The ability of the EU to quickly mobilise and complete the necessary analytical and planning 
processes to commission the EUAM mission were lauded by the interviewees. Nonetheless, 
various interviews raised a concern regarding whether the PFCA and CMC documents were 
developed too quickly, possibly sacrificing the importance of the process to create a joint 
understanding of the issues between the HQ and Delegation, or between the various EU 
institutions. The limited timeframes were largely due to Member States wanting to act quickly and 
to accelerate the design and approval processes. As an example of the timescales, the Council 
Conclusions of 14 April 2014 requested a PFCA to be undertaken and the final PFCA was presented 
to the Council less than one month later on 7 May 2014. In the meantime, Easter break in Ukraine at 
the end of April limited the availability of staff in the EU Delegation in Kiev to fully support to the 
team conducting the PFCA. Interlocutors underlined that the drafting processes for such documents 
were too hast to ensure an iterative process to debate and agree the findings within the team.  

Similar concerns were also raised regarding the processes to develop the OPLAN. The limited time 
available for data collection and analysis was noted by interviewees as undermining the quality of 
the evidence and analysis that was eventually provided. The limited time made available by the 
Member States when tasking the EU institutions to draft such documents was seen as unrealistic 
and politically driven to demonstrate quick mobilization of resources. The uneven ownership of the 
document, seen as a process driven and owned by the EEAS with limited engagement by the 
Delegation, also limited the extent to which the Commission viewed the PFCA as representing a 
common strategic vision. The Delegation, in particular, voiced concern that the development of the 
CMC for EUAM and PFCA poorly reflected, or disregarded in full, several of the concerns made by 
the Delegation to the drafting teams. In contrast, the inclusive approach of the Strategic Review, 
whereby Member States, Commission funded projects, EU Delegation and the various EU services 
were all included in the process, provides an example of an inclusive approach to data collection 
and analysis. The ambition to have an annual Strategic Review process also presents an example of 
an iterative approach to periodically review progress made and adapt the approach according to 
changes in context.  

The interviews confirmed that the PFCA represented an important first step to creating a 
joint approach between the EEAS and the Commission. The interviewees highlighted that, 
despite the shortcomings of the PFCA process and the document itself, the PFCA enhanced 
coordination between the EEAS and Commission to some extent at headquarters level. The PFCA, 
however, had little influence or impact on the work of field based staff, as there appeared little 
awareness of its scope or content. The PFCA has since 2014 remained unrevised and it was unclear 
as to how accurately it reflected the current priorities and needs of the EU. Given the dynamic and 
rapidly evolving situation in Ukraine, interlocutors noted that a revised PFCA could help to clarify 
EU wide strategic priorities in Ukraine.     
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FIGURE 1: OVERVIEW OF EUAM HISTORY 

 

When drafting the CONOPS for the EUAM mission, the EEAS deployed a team into Ukraine for four 
months to undertake a thorough assessment of the sector. The field based approach and long-
term nature of the analytical work of the team was noted by some of those interviewed as 
positively contributing to a more evidence-based approach to developing the eventual 
OPLAN and Mission Implementation Plan. An interview noted that the long-term nature of the 
work also proved to be an important step for the EU to establish trust with national counterparts. 
The rigorous and continuous analysis was viewed as a positive step by the EU to have an inclusive 
analytical process that tried to understand the needs and challenges faced by the Ukrainian 
institutions. The work of the team to produce the analysis, including interviewing and discussing 
issues with counterparts in Ukraine, also contributed to improving visibility of the EU in 
institutions with which it had not previously been involved to any great extent. Similarly, the 
inception phase of the Supertwinning project included a significant focus on the assessment of the 
sector as a means to develop a programme of work. The emphasis on analysis in both cases was 
noted as contributing towards a more needs-based approach to the resulting programmes. Some of 
the interviews noted that there was a missed opportunity to ensure greater continuity between 
planning and implementation by not including the CRTs who were responsible for drafting the 
CONOPS and OPLAN in the eventual team implementing the EUAM mission. As seen in table 2 
below, analytical reports made available to the case study team rarely explored in depth issues 
related to gender or human rights within the security and justice sectors. Given the lack of baseline 
analysis there were questions as to the extent to which gender support was simply supply driven, 
rather than based on analysis of gender needs in the security sector. 
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Similarly, only limited risk assessment was found in the available documents, and no risk mitigation 
strategy was identified across any of the project plans or documents. Political will for reform, 
windows of opportunity, potential spoilers and external impediments to reform were inconsistently 
analysed in strategic EU documents for engagement in Ukraine.  

Sharing of analytical reports was without exception noted by all interlocutors as being insufficient, 
ad hoc, and undermining effectiveness of coordination and the overall support provided by the EU 
to Ukraine. Examples provided included limited information sharing between the EEAS and 
Commission, inconsistent information sharing between CMPD and CPCC, and between CMPD/CPCC 
and the various EEAS directorates dealing with Ukraine.  

While the trend across Member States points to more consistent publication of SSR 
assessments and evaluations6, there appears to be little systematisation or consistency in 
the approach to dissemination of information and transparency between individual 
programmes. The EUBAM website contains progress reports, activity reports, and action plans. 
The 2012 EUBAM evaluation also remains one of the few public evaluations from SSR programmes 
in Ukraine that is in the public domain. In comparison, the EUAM website limits the information in 
the public domain to press releases of ongoing or concluded activities. Documents shared on the 
website outline the legal basis of the programme and include some of the reports that provide 
commentary on legislative reforms. The Justice Sector Reform Project also limits the information 
shared to ongoing events and publications. Overall, only limited information regarding the various 
completed EU programmes is available in the public domain.  

Following the crisis in early 2014, various EU Member States have undertaken assessments of the 
security situation to gauge what support is needed, but also to identify potential programming and 
support gaps that need to be filled. Some of the assessment processes have consulted with the EU 
Delegation, EUAM and ongoing Commission funded programmes. Yet, the final analysis produced 
was rarely shared with the EU institutions. In many cases, HQ based staff were unaware that such 
analysis existed. Interlocutors noted that information sharing with Member States was 
commonly a one way channel, whereby the EU institutions provided information but rarely 
benefited from reciprocal and proactive sharing of analysis and assessments from Member 
States.  

RQ 2 - IS EU ENGAGEMENT BASED ON A NATIONAL STRATEGY OR DOES IT START FROM 
EXISTING NATIONAL PROCESSES OR ONGOING ACTIONS? 

The strong emphasis on engaging or directly supporting national strategic development 
processes has helped to place the EU engagements at the centre of the reform process. In this 
regard, the EUAM and the Supertwinning project both have a strong emphasis on supporting the 
development of sector wide or institution specific strategic plans. One of the innovative approaches 
deployed by these two programmes has been a process to assist the Ministry of Justice to map how 
donors (and the EU programmes in particular) are contributing to the newly established priority 
activities and objectives of the Justice Reform Strategy 2015-2020. This process has tested the 

                                                             
6 As an example DFID, SIDA, DANIDA publish evaluations of SSR programmes and other development 
programmes on their website. It is only in exceptional cases that they do not publish such evaluation reports, 
and even in such circumstance some aspects of the evaluation (Eg. executive summary) are typically made 
available.  
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extent to which the EU programmes are aligned to the aforementioned strategy and has also 
highlighted emerging gaps in the support provided.  

The EU has committed over 160 million EUR in bilateral border reform projects since 2011.  This is 
in addition to over 22 million EUR that has been invested by the EU in regional border projects in 
this time frame. Yet, since 2014 the Ukrainian Border Guards have been operating without a 
strategic reform plan and interlocutors questioned to what extent the previous reform strategy, the 
2005-2015 Multi-Annual Development Plan, was a sufficiently strategic document to guide a 
transformative process of the Border Guards. In this regard, interlocutors questioned to what 
extent the overall EU support to the Border Guards was based on a sound strategic and change 
management approach, underpinned by a theory of change model. For example, there have been 
over 36 unique projects related to border management, and interlocutors noted that a lack of 
strategic direction in the reform process and the EU approach has stymied the outcomes and 
impact of the overall EU support. In the absence of a strategic document, the Visa Liberalisation 
Action Plan has served as a key guiding document for the Border Guard reform process, but the 
Action Plan is largely limited in scope and does not serve as a comprehensive guide to institutional 
reform which remains a persistent gap in the overall border management reform process.  

RQ 3 - HOW IS THE POLITICAL DIMENSION OF SSR UNDERSTOOD AND APPLIED IN THE 
EU SUPPORT TO SSR?  

Since the start of the crisis in 2014, the EU has engaged in substantial political level dialogue 
with Ukrainian counterparts, highlighted by frequent high-level visits from Brussels to Kiev 
by virtually all EU institutions. One of the remaining deficits mentioned during interviews was 
the lack of guidance from senior management within the Commission and EEAS on political 
engagement and political dialogue concerning SSR. Some of the interviews noted that the continued 
ambiguity in wording used in CMC and CONOPS documents in regards to roles and responsibilities 
of the EUAM Head of Mission (HoM) and the EU Head of Delegation (HoD) regarding political 
dialogue (see below) which has impacted the overall effectiveness of the political engagement. In 
this regard, the only guidance provided in the OPLAN, for example, is that ‘’ The Head of Mission 
shall, without prejudice to the chain of command, receive local political guidance from the HoD.’’ 
The CMC provides a more detailed description of the relationship:  

“The Head of Delegation (HoD) in Kyiv is EU’s political voice in the country. Close cooperation between the HoM 
and HoD should be established and maintained. Without prejudice to the chain of command, the HoD will 
provide local political guidance to the HoM. Both the HoD and HoM will elaborate consultation/information 
mechanisms, in particular as regards political aspects that could have an impact on the conduct of the Mission. 
The HoM will inform the HoD about contacts at her/his level that may have political implications. This will be 
complemented by an appropriate liaison capacity from the Mission to the Delegation.”  – Crisis Management 
Concept for EUAM (2014), p 26 

An emerging, albeit informal, agreement between the EU Delegation and EUAM on where 
each will take lead has helped to reduce the overlaps in political engagement. In this regard, it 
is commonly viewed by the Commission and EEAS staff interviewed that the EUAM will be 
responsible for policing, while the EU Delegation would remain the lead on Justice matters.  Some 
staff, however, questioned whether this would lead to a fragmentation of approach in dealing with 
matters related to criminal justice chain, and whether the Delegation could also reinforce policing 
issues if they were not privy to information regarding the EUAM. Some staff even suggested a 
formalised MoU between the two parties can lead to more robust, transparent and regular 
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information sharing between the EUAM and Delegation. There were, however, several notable cases 
whereby the Head of Delegation attended meetings jointly with the EUAM HoM. This was seen as 
positive and valuable example of how joint political engagement can effectively reinforce the work 
of the EUAM. 

Given the high profile and sensitive nature of the EUAM mandate in supporting high level 
governance reforms, several staff noted that the EUAM was insufficiently politically engaged 
to create the space and enabling conditions to pursue its mandate. In this regard, it was noted 
that the political engagement of the EUAM was largely focused on middle rank and operation 
management levels, rather than the highest political levels where resistance to change remained 
the most evident. No official meetings were held with the Prime Minister in the first year of EUAM’s 
mandate, and it is unclear if the EUAM officially met with the President during this time. In this 
regard, several staff noted that the effectiveness of the EUAM was undermined by the inability of 
the EUAM to engage politically at the high levels where transformational change needs to be 
achieved. Equally, staff noted that there remained ambiguity as to the extent to which the HoM is 
expected to engage at such levels, and whether he should initiate requests for such meetings. The 
staff also noted that it was currently unclear as to the extent to which the EUAM should provide 
briefings to the HoD on ongoing or planned political engagements. The lack of political engagement 
regarding sensitive reforms, notably anti-corruption, was also noted by some interviewees as a 
limitation of the EUBAM approach. In this regard, the 2012 evaluation noted that various activities, 
including study trips, public awareness campaigns, were insufficient to tackle pervasive corruption, 
which would require greater engagement and effort from the top.7  

At Delegation level, an increase in joint meetings of political section and operational staff 
with Ukrainian counterparts was noted to contribute towards a more active engagement by 
the political section on matters related to SSR. The active cooperation between the sections was 
most prominent in the area of anti-corruption efforts, which remains a very sensitive political issue 
in Ukraine. High profile actions, such as the EU Association Agenda and Visa Liberalisation, were 
also noted to contribute towards focusing some of the political messaging of the EU; however, they 
did not cover the full breadth of engagement or EU priorities related to SSR. While the PFCA 
contributed towards a shared view on political priorities, staff interviewed noted that it remained 
unclear to what extent it remained used or relevant one year after its drafting. In this regard, 
interlocutors commonly noted that there is still no clear and agreed vision on what needs to be 
done and how between the EEAS and Commission.   

The EUAM strategic review and staff interviewed during the case studies voiced concerns 
that there was a lack of political commitment to the EUAM mandate. The EUAM was 
established following a request from the Ukrainian Minister of Foreign Affairs for a CSDP mission 
that could ‘’contribute to de-escalating of the situation’’.8 The informal requests for the mandate 
were cited in the CMC. However, no formal MoU or agreement on expectations or the EU specific 
objectives was reached with national counterparts. The status of Mission Agreement signed in 
November 2014 makes only references to provisions related to status and immunities of the EUAM 
and does not outline any agreed performance commitments between the two parties. None of the 
key documents outlining the specific objectives or planned activities of the EUAM, including the 
OPLAN, CONOPS or CMC, were shared with national counterparts, as they are classified. Staff noted 

                                                             
7 Evaluation of EUBAM, p 41 (October 2012) 
8 Letter from H.E. Minister Andrii Deschchytsia to H.E Baroness Catherine Ashton (8 May 2014) 
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in the interview that a lack of clarity in the mandate of the mission, the large number of diverse 
activities, and continually changing approach of the EUAM contributed to confusion amongst 
Ukrainian counterparts and other donors as to the role and aims of EUAM. Interlocutors noted that 
despite its high profile, the EUAM had not yet developed a distinct identity or carved a niche within 
the overall complex system of donor support to the sector beyond simply being the only example of 
a cross sectoral programme.  

RQ 4 - HOW IS THE EU COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH APPLIED IN THE EU SUPPORT TO 
SSR?  

Ukraine is an example where the EU has deployed a combination of political, technical, and 
financial support through various parallel instruments, including budget support, 
development programmes and CSDP missions. However, interviews and reports highlight 
the on-going deficits in coordination, planning and information flows.   

While tremendous effort has been made to ensure coherence in action at all levels, one of the 
remaining gaps found related to developing effective sequencing and harmonisation of 
timelines. As an example, the development of the State Building Contract and EUAM CMC were 
undertaken at roughly the same period, yet used parallel processes that were not aligned either at 
field level or in headquarters. The State Building Contract, which is a budget support mechanism, 
mentions conditionality measures for disbursement that include legislative reforms concerning the 
judiciary and prosecution. However, there is no reference made to the key objectives of the EUAM 
mission (see Box 1). Currently, the selected conditionality measures are largely selected to 
reinforce the work of the Justice Sector Reform project. Several interviewees noted that the 
exclusion of EUAM objectives in the variable tranche of the State Building Contract was a missed 
opportunity that could have provided greater political leverage to the EUAM mission. In addition, 
within the various planning documents there is little sequencing or prioritisation between the 
multitude of objectives and activities.   

Box 1 - State Building Contract 
 
Performance indicators tied to conditionality for disbursement of the Variable Tranche of the 
State Building Contract in Ukraine include: 

 Finalised alignment of Criminal Code of Ukraine with international standards (in 
particular according to recommendations of GRECO and OECD), including on liability of 
legal persons 

 Aligning the crime of illicit enrichment (a significant increase in the assets of public 
official that cannot be explained by his lawful sources of income) in the Criminal Code of 
Ukraine into line with the UN Convention Against Corruption. Availability of statistics 
on the number of cases of illicit enrichment investigated by prosecutors, sent for trial by 
end of June 2015 

 Adoption of the law allowing reform of the Prosecutors General’s Office 
 Adoption of the amendments to the Constitution ensuring the strengthening of the 

independence of judges (as part of constitutional reform) 
 Adoption of laws setting out the status of the High Council of Justice, the justice system 

and the status of judges. 
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As a result of the large number of EU engagements from various EU institutions, the EU established 
the Ukraine Support Group to coordinate the various lines of technical and financial cooperation 
with Ukraine. The Support Group has helped to improve coordination within the Commission, 
ensured a more coherent approach, contributed to a more comprehensive approach, and has 
enabled the Commission to better pool human and financial resources. This is the first time 
the EU has taken such a measure for a non-EU accession country. The advantage of the Support 
Group is that it pooled staff from across the Commission, complementing the development 
expertise and experience of DG NEAR with the specific technical expertise of DG Justice, DG Home 
and FRONTEX. The staff interviewed noted that by pooling experts with the various backgrounds 
under a single structure, the feedback and advisory support provided to programmes and 
Delegations in the field has been more relevant and timely. Similarly, the coordinated approach of 
the Support Group has helped to bring coherence to the messaging of the Commission to the 
Ukrainian counterparts. In addition, by pooling all the various instruments under a single structure 
there has been a more coordinated and coherent approach to supporting not only SSR, but the 
wider development work of the EU in Ukraine. In this regard, the Support Group has assumed 
responsibility for managing all Commission funded development assistance and financing provided 
to Ukraine. However, the Support Group does not include the EEAS, and this was noted as a key 
limitation in the effectiveness of the mechanism. Interviewees noted that the engagement of the 
EEAS in the work of the Support Group has remained uneven, and more systematic engagement 
could strengthen the effectiveness of the Support Group as a coordination mechanism for overall 
EU engagement. Nonetheless, the Support Group provides a potential example of how the EU 
could address some of the expertise gaps of individual EU institutions by pooling resources 
through a shared structure. However, concern was raised as to what extent the EU had the 
appetite to develop such pooled mechanisms in other countries.       

The CSDP mission targets several of the leading civilian security sector institutions while the 
Supertwinning project also provides support that spans across several of the criminal justice chain 
institutions. Interviews highlighted that the sector wide approach has ensured a more balanced 
approach to the overall SSR process, correcting previous tendencies to overly focus on single 
institutions that were either of political priority for the EU or were seen as easier to work with.  
Overall, the EU engagement in Ukraine is a positive example, of an EU sector wide approach 
to justice and security sector reform. There have been examples of national institutions in 
Ukraine approaching the EUAM mission to help facilitate coordination and contact with other 
institutions in the sector, by exploiting the contacts and partnerships that the EUAM has established 
across the sector. This underlines some of the benefits of the EU’s sector-wide approach. 
Incrementally transforming EUAM into a policing mission could jeopardize the ability of the EUAM 
to support cross-sector coordination and approaches to reform, which until now has been a unique 
characteristic of EUAM within the various donor engagements.       

In various interviews staff noted that they still had little insight into what the Commission or EEAS 
were planning for future or long-term support to Ukraine related to SSR. The lack of forward 
planning can in part be explained by extraordinary one year planning cycles instituted by the EU to 
meet the needs of the dynamic and evolving situation following the crisis in Ukraine. Nonetheless, 
various staff noted that there were cases where counterparts from the EEAS or Commission did not 
inform them of new projects or changes in activities until after they were made and agreed. These 
pertained to both changes within existing programmes, as well the design and approval of new 
programmes. Some of the interviews pointed out that there was currently no periodic or systematic 
means of updating or informing their counterparts from the EEAS or Commission of planning 
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decisions. As a result such exchanges of information only occurred on an ad hoc basis or through 
the initiative of individuals. This deficiency was noted as placing the onus on programme staff 
during implementation to ensure coordination and collaboration, or to correct potential 
discrepancies in approach during the implementation phase rather than in the planning stage. 
Coordination of planning and implementation still remains a challenge. 

The mandate of the EUAM mission and the objectives outlined in the original terms of reference for 
the Support to Justice Sector Reform project are largely similar (see Table 3). Little guidance is 
provided in programming documents of how to establish a clear division of labour between the 
programmes. In this regard, both the programme and mission concept notes anticipated direct 
support being provided to police, prosecution and the judiciary. In addition, building coordination 
capacity within the sector are key objectives of both programmes, while the primary objective of 
the programmes was to develop an overarching sector strategy. While the EU Delegation project 
eventually played a key role in supporting the development of a justice sector strategy, its approach 
was slightly different from the EUAM prioritisation of a sector wide strategy that was not 
institution specific, and included a greater number of civilian security sector institutions (Eg. 
Security Service, SBU).  

During implementation, some areas of duplication were corrected, but in general there continue 
to be overlaps in programme design concepts that were not resolved at the planning stages. 
While the concept for the Justice Sector Reform project anticipated strategic support to the police 
and Ministry of Internal Affairs, to reduce overlaps and improve the division of labour with the 
EUAM, the project was amended following the inception phase.  A pillar supporting police reform 
was eventually replaced by a pillar to provide support to the execution of court decisions, which 
was identified as a key gap and need by the Ministry of Justice. In turn, it was agreed that the EUAM 
would take over responsibility for all policing activities, while the Delegation project would be the 
lead on prosecution and judiciary reforms. This is a positive example of a flexible approach.  

Given the size and complexity of the security and justice sector in Ukraine, some overlap in 
engagement may be beneficial to ensure that a more robust approach to reform is taken. In 
this regard, interlocutors noted that there was room to better utilise the strategic level work 
of the EUAM with the more operational and tactical focused efforts of the Delegation. 
However, the current EU coordination approach in Ukraine is primarily aimed at reducing overlap 
in support rather than developing greater collaboration and complementarity in approach. This 
includes carving out spheres of responsibility for the Delegation and CSDP missions, whereby 
overlap in support and instruments is eliminated altogether. However, given the resource 
limitations of the Commission and CSDP missions, whereby no single instrument or programme can 
cover all needs simultaneously due to financial or human resource challenges, the need to develop  
a more strategic and collaborative long-term approach between the multitude of EU 
instruments was identified during the interviews as a key need. Interlocutors noted that more 
must be done to outline how the programmes should develop a more detailed risk analysis of gaps, 
duplication and competition.  Currently, CSDP and Commission planning documents provide little 
detail as to the objectives and activities of planned or ongoing EU funded programmes. Notably, 
interlocutors commented that some of the ambiguities regarding division of labour and roles and 
responsibilities were also evident between the EUAM, the ongoing EUBAM programme, and the 
Support to Border Management Sector Policy in Ukraine. The latter two programmes are managed 
by the Delegation.  
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Staff interviewed during the case study highlighted that they had good personal relations with their 
counterparts in the other EU institutions, but noted that they were not privy to all the reports 
produced by the various programmes. Information sharing between EEAS and Commission, as 
well as between the Delegation and CSDP mission, remains ad hoc, and often limited. In this 
regard, it was noted that commentaries on laws and strategies, assessments and progress reports 
developed by the EUAM were not systematically shared with the EU Delegation. Similarly, the 
Delegation and Commission were seen as often withholding information regarding political 
reporting, planning and activities of their programmes, and various outputs of their programmes. 
Commonly the interviews reaffirmed the need to review information sharing systems and reporting 
lines between the EUAM and Delegation to ensure that information sharing regarding programme 
implementation is not simply dependent on the initiative and good will of individuals. In addition, 
meetings to discuss issues of common concern were often organised in response to needs or 
specific events, rather than to periodically and proactively discuss issues before they emerge into a 
crisis.  Nonetheless, a positive development noted was the increasingly standard practice whereby 
high level visits from Brussels, including from the European Parliament, sought to meet both the EU 
Delegation staff as well as the EUAM mission staff. The mutual briefings or de-briefings were seen 
as enhancing the coherence of messaging as well as ensuring that issues of concern for the 
Delegation as well as EUAM were equally raised in high level political dialogue meetings.    

Table 3.            Comparison between EUAM and Project to Support Justice Reforms Justice 
Reforms 

EUAM  Project to Support Justice Reforms in Ukraine 

Strategic Objective: To create the conditions 
that would allow a stabilised security 
situation, re-establishment of the primacy of 
the rule of law and enhancement of Ukrainian 
authorities’ capacity to ensure adequate and 
democratic governance of institutions in 
change of internal security.  
 

Global Objective: support Ukraine in its efforts 
to launch and implement reforms shared by all 
justice stakeholders, thereby strengthening 
the rule of law.  

Mission Statement: A UA led strategic level 
civilian SSR Vision and Strategy for its 
implementation has been agreed 
 

Specific Objective: design a sector wide reform 
strategy 

Decisive Point 2.1: Ukrainian mechanisms for 
effective coordination and cooperation are 
included within Ukrainian SSR 
 
Decisive Point 1.1.1.3 Support, advise and 
mentor the appropriate UA authorities in 
establishing an inter-institutional operational 
coordination and cooperation mechanism at 
central and regional level.  
 

Specific Objective: establish a long-term and 
effective coordination structure facilitating the 
‘’division of labour’’, enhanced coordination of 
Ukrainian actors in the justice sector.  

CMC, p 17: strategic advice at central and 
regional level in planning and implementing 
short and medium term measures for reform 

Specific Objective: assist Government 
decision-makers and public administration at 
the national, regional and local levels and 
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which will achieve visible results in retaking 
control over the security services and 
demonstrate Ukraine’s commitment to 
reducing corruption, regaining capacities in 
security management and in demonstrating 
commitment to applying the rule of law.   

provide them with expertise on ongoing and 
upcoming key legislation.  

 

RQ 5/6 - HOW DOES THE EU ENGAGE IN COLLABORATION/TRUST BUILDING WITH 
NATIONAL ACTORS? & HOW IS THE CONCEPT OF HUMAN SECURITY UNDERSTOOD AND 

APPLIED IN THE EU SUPPORT TO SSR?  

Overall, the EU support to SSR in Ukraine has been confined to institutional level support in 
headquarters. Few programmes have had substantive and sustained engagement outside of Kiev.9 
The use of regional outreach teams by the EUAM has helped to rebalance the largely capital 
centric approaches typically employed by SSR programmes. By developing specific teams 
tasked with assessing the security and justice needs of municipalities and regions (“oblasts”), the 
EUAM has been able to ensure that the advice provided at Ministerial level is in line with 
operational level realities and context. One of the challenges, however, has been that the outreach 
teams are a distinct section with a separate work-stream of the Mission rather than integrated 
horizontally across the Mission. Staff noted that more integration can help to improve the 
complementarity of efforts at strategic and operational levels. Equally, the Strategic Review of the 
EUAM mission noted that more permanent field presence was required to achieve impact at field 
level.      

One of the key features of the approach of the Commission support to Ukraine was to use 
established and well-trusted institutions, such as the Council of Europe or International 
Organization for Migration, as implementing partners of EU action in the field of SSR. The 
benefit of this approach is that the EU has largely reinforced ongoing efforts rather than adding 
additional, if not parallel, support that could run the risk of further fragmenting the overall reform 
efforts. As an example, several of the Council of Europe projects working on case law which were 
financed by the Commission have had follow on projects.   

The EUAM and EUBAM approach of embedding advisors within Ministries and other 
institutions has helped to ensure that they do not create additional parallel implementation 
structures (PIUs), but rather more actively and directly provided advising support to 
counterparts. In this regard, further attention should be given to how frequently the EU deploys 
parallel implementation units as a programme management modality. It has been noted that with 
the exception of the EUBAM programme, all Commission programmes were implemented through 
PIUs and co-location was rarely used as a means of capacity building. EUAM has, in certain cases, 
struggled to develop a co-location system with individual institutions. There have been several 
notable cases where the access rights of EUAM advisors to the Ukrainian Ministries have been 
revoked or simply expired, exacerbated by the fact that there are no formalised agreements at 
senior levels (e.g. level of Minister) as to how the EUAM will work to support the institution. Certain 
advisors have been successful at embedding themselves in the institution by being more assertive 
and proactive in their approach in developing contacts with their counterparts. The frequent and 

                                                             
9 EUAM, EUBAM, and the Accountability and Effectiveness of Ukrainian Judiciary Functioning (2007) project 
are the few notable examples of regional or local level implementation outside of Kiev.  
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short-term rotations of some advisors have contributed to failing to develop sufficient trust and 
establish a reputation with counterparts.       

One of the challenges noted in the interview process was the understanding and 
commitment of management staff to the concept of local ownership. Some of the commonly 
quoted examples of success of the EU support, whether the EUAM or Commission programmes, 
included the ability of the EU to directly engage in recruitment boards for the various national 
institutions, directly inputting into legislation (‘’cut and paste’’), and taking the lead in drafting 
important policies or regulations. In this regard, these are examples of the EU playing a leading 
rather than a supporting role in the overall national SSR process. Interlocutors noted that too often 
the measurement of success of the EU support was based on visibility rather than measuring 
outcomes and behavioural changes to which the EU contributed.      

RQ 7 - HOW IS THE EU BALANCING ITS SUPPORT TO ENHANCE THE EFFECTIVENESS BUT 
ALSO ACCOUNTABILITY OF SECURITY AND JUSTICE SERVICES IN COUNTRY? 

Few EU SSR related programmes in Ukraine have had an emphasis on issues of sector 
oversight or management, and many have omitted objectives linked to governance 
altogether (see table 4). Typically, programme engagement in governance reforms has been 
limited to assisting with reforms of the legal framework or addressing operational level 
management issues. With the exception of EUAM, few programmes have engaged 
substantively in supporting the reforms at the Ministerial levels, including developing 
capacity for policy making, strategic planning, analysis and oversight of subordinate 
agencies. Overall, less than 20 percent of EU funded projects and programmes have focused on 
governance issues. The overall effort to support governance reforms is likely to be even 
significantly less, given that few of the programmes had strategic level management or 
accountability issues as primary objectives. Overall, within programmes engaging in governance 
reforms there was a strong emphasis on legislative processes, with comparatively less emphasis on 
processes and systems to manage and hold to account effective implementation of such legislation 
and policies.  

Overall, EUBAM remained primarily focused at operational and tactical level support. The 
2012 evaluation of the programme outlined that in order to achieve more sustained impact ‘’ 
EUBAM needs to adopt a holistic approach and concentrate its efforts on creating the rules, 
structures and processes at all levels of Partner Services, in order to ensure increased 
sustainability’’.10 While the EUBAM and various other EU funded programmes have contributed to 
the overall improvement in capability of the Border Guards, such reforms have typically been 
undermined by a lack of management capacity by partner institutions to effectively utilize the 
increased capacity. There were no examples of Commission funded programmes providing 
substantive and direct capacity building assistance at the Ministry level. Programmes 
commonly interacted with the Ministry of Internal Affairs or Ministry of Justice, but mostly on 
policy, legal frameworks and operational issues concerning subordinate agencies rather than 
reform of the Ministry itself.  

                                                             
10 http://www.statewatch.org/news/2014/apr/eu-eubam-evaluation-border-mission-moldova-and-
ukraine.pdf 
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The EUBAM mission has had a long-standing focus on anti-corruption and good governance,11 
including a dedicated anti-corruption strategy.12 With the exception of anti-corruption efforts, work 
on governance issues was noted as being a secondary focus of the overall EUBAM work-plan. 
Previous programmes, such as the ENI funded ‘’Accountability and Effectiveness of Judiciary 
Functioning (2005)’’ project have limited engagement in governance and accountability issues to 
court management and enforcement of judgements, which are largely operational and tactical level 
engagements. The ‘’Transparency and Efficiency of the Judicial System of Ukraine (2007)’’ Tacis 
project also limited its engagement to defining regulations and did not address system and 
structural issues related to accountability. Some of the dedicated projects in the area of 
accountability, including the ‘’Implementation and Analysis of the Criminal Procedure Code’’ have 
been largely limited in size and ambition. Positive examples of high impact programmes with low 
costs include grants to civil society to monitor the reform process. For example, Commission funded 
projects have funded monitoring of the overall implementation of the Association Agenda reform 
commitments, including police and judiciary reform, and oversight of local level recruitment of new 
prosecutors. Both initiatives have been found to significantly improve external accountability.   

 The brief experience of the EUAM and the EUAM Strategic Review confirms that supporting 
governance reforms in such a politically sensitive environment is a difficult undertaking 
which requires a strategic and iterative approach, a mix of operational, tactical and strategic 
level expertise and approaches. The rapid and dynamic changes to the legal frameworks, 
structures and personnel within the security sector in 2015 alone confirms the relevance of the 
EUAM mandate13.  The window to influence and engage is these key processes was noted by staff as 
being likely limited, which places tremendous pressure on the EUAM to act quickly and effectively. 
In this regard, some staff noted that an opportunity to influence strategic level changes may be 
closed altogether in the near term once there is lesser pressure from the crisis or public to reform 
quickly.  

Staff questioned whether it were possible at the time of the Strategic Review (October 2015) to 
effectively evaluate the effectiveness of the EUAM engagement to date, given the Mission had only 
been fully operational since July 2015. Impactful results and outcomes for strategic level 
engagement typically require longer timelines. The issue is compounded by the low number of 
available baselines that preceded the work of the EUAM against which the evaluation could 
measure progress over time.   

The strategic review of the EUAM (November 2015) noted that the Government would prefer 
that operational level support complement the strategic advice provided by the Mission. In 
this regard, the EUAM mandate has not precluded more operational and tactical level work. Some of 
the achievements, such as the Simbir model police station14, are an example of the operational level 
work of the EUAM to date. The work plan and achievements of the mission to date suggest that a 
significant intensity of effort is at operational and tactical level work. Some interviews voiced 

                                                             
11 http://www.eubam.org/en/resources/ggac  
12 http://www.eubam.org/files/EUBAM_Anticorruption_Assistance_Strategy.pdf  
13 New laws on the Police, Ministry of Internal Affairs, Prosecution, Anti-Corruption Bodies have been 
promulgated in 2015, with further legal reforms expected in early 2016 (eg. prosecution reform and bureau 
of investigations).   
14 Simbir model police station was a pilot project developed by the EUAM to create processes and systems to 
enhance the response time of the local police. The project is expected to be rolled out to other regions of 
Ukraine with further support from EUAM.  

http://www.eubam.org/en/resources/ggac
http://www.eubam.org/files/EUBAM_Anticorruption_Assistance_Strategy.pdf
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concerns that a change in mandate towards more operational level support would allow the 
Government and partners to pick and choose areas of the offers for support and cooperation that 
were more comfortable, and marginalise the strategic level work altogether.  

Some staff interviewed during the case study process questioned whether an overall change 
in mandate was needed, or whether a revised approach to engaging at the strategic level 
would be more appropriate. This latter aspect included reviewing whether the right skill sets had 
been identified for the required task, whether the engagement was sufficiently targeted at the right 
senior levels of Government, and whether there was sufficient commitment within the EU to 
continue to work at the more challenging strategic levels. Several of the interviews emphasised that 
the largely operational level experience and backgrounds of the EUAM staff had contributed to the 
tendency of the EUAM to prioritise operational level support, as this was a more familiar area 
where they felt more comfortable.  This therefore begs the question as to the extent to which the 
Mission has been successful in recruiting staff with sufficient experience in supporting strategic 
level reform, or mentoring and advising at senior political levels. A comparative analysis of the 
effectiveness of the EUAM and Support to Justice Reform project could yield some interesting 
lessons identified as to the comparative strengths and weaknesses of the various approaches used 
by the programmes to address similar objectives. Such an analysis was not feasible during this case 
study. 

RQ 8 - HOW DOES THE EU ENSURE MORE FLEXIBILITY IN ITS SUPPORT TO SSR IN THE 
DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF ITS PROGRAMMES AND 

MISSIONS?  

The EU approach to supporting Ukraine has remained sufficiently flexible and adaptable 
when needed. Annual funding programming cycles deployed by the Ukraine Support Group have 
ensured that on an annual basis the Commission can review and adapt its approach and reallocate 
resources to emerging gaps if needed. The annual funding cycles were instituted as an 
extraordinary measure to respond to the dynamic and continuously changing political, economic 
and security situation in Ukraine following the 2014 crisis. Yet, inability of the EU to develop longer 
term rolling planning has been cited as a key limitation in both Delegation programmes as well as 
the EUAM. One year planning cycles have prevented programmes from iteratively addressing 
complex reforms, encouraged a ‘quick win’ approach’, and there has been little predictability of 
efforts beyond a single year. As an example, the lack of long-term planning has been noted to impact 
continuity of efforts during staff rotations of senior advisors within the EUAM. Similarly, the 
EUBAM evaluation from 2012 had specifically recommended that the programme moves towards 
more multi-annual planning. 

Over the period 2001-2012, the EU and Ukraine developed a Home Affairs Action Plan that outlined 
all the agreed reform priorities in bilateral cooperation related to SSR. The Action Plan was a 
notable example of a long-term strategic approach to cooperation beyond single 
programming or even funding cycles. Similarly, the Action Plan served as a guiding coordination 
mechanism for all EU engagement in Ukraine. Given the onset of crisis in Ukraine and the need to 
respond quickly and flexibly, the Action Plan is currently disused.      

As evidenced by recent changes to the Justice Reform Project (see section C.4), the Delegation had 
been able to change the programme objectives, budget and activities to respond to emerging 
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priority needs. In this regard, in early 2015 the Government outlined State Executive Service15 
reform amongst its top priorities within the overall justice reform efforts, yet no donor support was 
available to fill the request for support and the original programme design of the project did not 
include any foreseen support or engagement with this institution. In response, half way through 
implementation of the project the contract was amended to incorporate support to this agency to 
address this emerging gap in support.  

The Government had frequently approached the EUAM with various tactical and operational 
requests. These were typically been turned down by the EUAM due to limitations in mandate and 
resources. Interlocutors noted that a clear and limited mandate had at times allowed for the EUAM 
to retain a strategic approach and resist a temptation to overstretch limited resources by 
continuously responding to requests that are not aligned to the strategic aims of the mandate. The 
incorporation of the Sambir Model Police station amongst the key activities of the EUAM was an 
example of ability of the EUAM to adapt and seize windows of opportunity as they emerged, albeit 
on a small scale basis. In this regard, such operational and tactical level support was not foreseen in 
the 2014 OPLAN.  

Within the overall EU approach there has often been a tendency to focus on ‘’quick win’’ or ‘’quick 
impact’’ projects. The challenge, however, has often been that the short-term focus on ‘’quick 
impact’’ has often become a permanent implementation approach whereby one ‘’quick 
impact’’ project is succeeded by another without a gradual transition to more strategic and 
higher level reforms. In this regard, within Commission programmes there was generally a focus 
on providing direct training support to judges or border guard staff. The training was viewed as a 
mechanism to quickly address gaps in continuous education or basic competencies of staff. Yet, 
such programmes did not address the systemic issues associated with poor quality of training or 
education provided by the national institutions. Equally, less attention was given to ensuring 
effective internal and external mechanisms are in place to promote accountability of staff for their 
performance. 

RQ 9 - HOW IS THE EU ENSURING ADEQUATE AND TIMELY SSR EXPERTISE AND SUPPORT 
FOR ITS PROGRAMMES AND MISSIONS? 

EUAM has been the beneficiary of regular training since its establishment. Organized under the 
aegis of ESDC, three in-mission SSR trainings were held in October 2014 and June 2015. Unlike 
other ESDC SSR courses, these in-mission trainings specifically targeted the country context and 
key areas of the mission’s mandate. As Coordination and Cooperation and Strategic SSR Advice are 
identified as key Lines of Operation in the mission’s OPLAN, the sessions of the in-mission trainings 
primarily focused on strategic planning, principles and tools for SSR advising and strategic 
communication. According to post-course evaluation results, these in-mission trainings contributed 
to enhancing the SSR capacity of the mission and individual staff. In addition, the training has also 
contributed to developing a common understanding of SSR within the mission. This should not be 
underestimated, given that the staff members come from very different backgrounds and law 
enforcement or legal systems. Regular trainings and capacity enhancing mechanisms provided 
to EU personnel have steadily increased the effectiveness of the EUAM mission. However, with 
EUAM only reaching full operational capability in July, and given its high staff turnover, a majority 

                                                             
15 State Executive Service is responsible for the execution of judicial decisions and falls under the Ministry of 
Justice 
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of the personnel have not benefitted from such SSR training. In total 59 of the estimated 150 
mission personnel participated in the in-mission trainings. 

These in-mission trainings have also acted as a link between the mission and other relevant 
trainings held by Member States within the framework of ESDC. These are increasingly seen as an 
asset when recruiting personnel in the area of SSR. In addition, most EUAM personnel received pre-
deployment training. The primary responsibility for training lies with Member States, and ensuring 
pre-deployment training must be seen as a necessity – if not an obligation – for all States 
contributing personnel to a mission. There are currently monthly pre-deployment trainings 
containing SSR sessions arranged in Brussels in cooperation with CPCC. Ensuring the awareness of 
these pre-deployment trainings with the Member States and increasing participation in could in 
part contribute towards establishing a joint knowledge-base of SSR.  

While expertise on SSR is steadily increasing, interlocutors found that the main challenge for 
EU engagement was recruiting personnel with sufficient experience in strategic 
management, governance, mentoring and advising. In addition, the CPCC currently has 
comparatively less capacity and networks to recruit justice experts than the Commission. This is 
largely because of the ability of the Commission to recruit through sub-contracting or by 
partnership agreements with other multilateral agencies or EU Member State agencies. Deploying 
temporary, high-level strategic advisory support, focusing on specific mission tasks or project 
phases, could draw on existing capacity and assist in meeting this challenge, especially if Member 
States are hesitant to release staff for continuous long term deployments. Such temporary strategic 
support has been deployed by the EU in Moldova with good results.16 The EUBAM, which is an ENI 
financed programme, also demonstrates an innovative approach to staffing development assistance 
programmes with secondments from EU Member States. Equally, interlocutors noted that EUAM 
would benefit from direct secondments of staff from the Commission into the EUAM structures. 
This could help to facilitate interactions between the CSDP mission and the Commission, as well as 
providing the EUAM with needed expertise and familiarity with EU procedures and its institutions.  

Within recruitment criteria outlined in vacancy notices and terms of reference, commonly little 
emphasis is made on defining and testing the necessary soft skills for advisors and experts. Criteria 
outlined in terms of reference for experts and advisors is typically limited to ‘’experience as 
national or international law enforcement official or civil servant of an EU Member State or EU 
institution’’.17 The EUAM has placed greater emphasis on outlining the variety and qualities needed 
for advisors18: 

 occupied a role as a member or a first level Advisor to, a national cross governmental 
security sector coordination body for a period of at least two  

 Experience of advising on Security Sector Reform at the national level  

 Be able to demonstrate political and diplomatic acumen 

 Ability to mentor and motivate staff, to review and edit the work of others 

 Excellent interpersonal and communication skills 

 Ability to engage with senior officials 

                                                             
16 Three high-level SSR advisors were engaged to provide strategic guidance and policy advice to the 
Moldovan Government during a limited period of 6-12 months 
17 http://jobs.undp.org/cj_view_job.cfm?cur_job_id=32514  
18 http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/opportunities/2014/ukraine/annex_1_cfc_2-2014.pdf  

http://jobs.undp.org/cj_view_job.cfm?cur_job_id=32514
http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/opportunities/2014/ukraine/annex_1_cfc_2-2014.pdf
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Table 4. Overview of EU Support to SSR in Ukraine 2005-2015 
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1. EUAM (2014) CSDP 13,100,000 X X X   X  

2. Accountability and 
Effectiveness of Judiciary 
Functioning (2005) ENPI 

5,000,000  X   X X X 

3. Transparency and 
Efficiency of the Judicial 
System of Ukraine 
(2007) Tacis 

6,000,000  X X X  X  

4. Twinning Project 
Increased Effectiveness 
and Management 
Capacities of 
Administrative Courts 
(2011) ENPI 

92,100  X   X X  

5. Strengthening the 
capacities of the National 
Academy of Prosecutors 
(2013) ENPI 

53,000  X  X X   

6. Consolidation of Justice 
Sector Policy 
Development (2014) 
ENPI 

1,115,000 X  X X X X  

7. Justice Sector Reform 
Project (2014) ENPI 

8,600,000 X X X X X X  

8. Implementation and 
Analysis of Criminal 
Procedure Code (2013) 
ENPI 

55,000    X  X  

9. State Building Contract 
(2014) ENPI 

12,500,000 aprx.      X  

10. Border Management 
Improvement: 
Equipment Supply to 
State Border (2007) 
Tacis 

5,000,000       X 

11. Supply of Mobile 
Inspection and Screening 
X-ray scanning systems 
for State Customs (2008) 
Tacis 

7,100,000       X 

12. Set up of Custody Centres 
and Temporary Holding 
Facilities for Irregular 
Migrants (2009) ENPI 

3,100,000       X 

13. Supply of Border Patrol 
Vehicles to the State 
Border Guard Services 
(2010) ENPI 

380,000       X 

14. Supply of 4WD vehicles 
to the State Border 
Guard (2011) ENPI 

1,800,000       X 

15. Establishment of Custody 
Centers and Temporary 
Holding Facilities for 
Irregular Migrants 

1,600,000       X 
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(2011) ENPI 
16. Establishment of Custody 

Centres and Temporary 
Holding Facilities for 
Irregular Migrants 
(2011) ENPI 

900,000       X 

17. Establishment of Custody 
Centres and Temporary 
Holding Facilities for 
Irregular Migrants 
(2011) ENPI 

750,000       X 

18. Supply of border 
surveillance equipment 
to the State Customs 
Service and the State 
Border Guard (2011) 
ENPI 

435,000       X 

19. Establishment of Custody 
Centres and Temporary 
Holding Facilities for 
Irregular Migrants 
(2011) ENPI 

10,400,000       X 

20. Joint Border Patrolling 
on the Green and Blue 
Border between Moldova 
and Ukraine - Laptops 
(2014) ENPI 

142,000       X 

21. Surveillance Equipment 
for the State Border 
Guards (2014) ENPI 

287,000       X 

22. Mobility and 
Surveillance Equipment 
for the State Border 
Guard (2014) ENPI 

1,054,000       X 

23. EUBAM 5,6,7,8,9,10 
(2005-2015) ENPI 

90,000,000 X X X X X X  

24. Assessment of Sector 
Policy Implementation in 
the area of border 
management (2013) 
ENPI 

105,000 X X      

25. Supply of Equipment for 
Migrant Custody Centers 
– Vehicles (2013) ENPI 

850,000       X 

26. Supply of Equipment for 
Migrant Custody and 
Holding Facilities – 
Furniture (2013) ENPI 

133,150       X 

27. Supply of Equipment for 
Migrant Custody Centres 
and Temporary Holding 
Facilities - 
Communication (2013) 
ENPI 

1,019,000       X 

28. Supply of Equipment for 
Migrant Custody Centres 
and Temporary Holding 
Facilities - IT (2013) 
ENPI 

296,500       X 

29. Supply of Equipment for 
Migrant Custody Centres 
and Temporary Holding 
Facilities – Kitchen 
(2013) ENPI 

714,000       X 

30. Sector Policy Support 
Programme (2014) 

66,000,000 X  X X X X  



65 
 

 

  

E
U

 C
o

n
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
 

(E
U

R
) 

M
an

ag
em

en
t 

(S
tr

at
eg

ic
) 

M
an

ag
em

en
t 

O
p

er
at

io
n

al
  

A
cc

o
u

n
ta

b
il

it
y 

(C
o

n
d

u
ct

) 

A
cc

o
u

n
ta

b
il

it
y 

(P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

) 

T
ra

in
in

g 

L
eg

al
 F

ra
m

ew
o

rk
s 

E
q

u
ip

m
en

t 

In
fr

as
tr

u
ct

u
re

 

Regional Projects 

a) EaP Integrated 
Management project 
(2014) 

4,480,000   X  X   

b) Strengthening Surveillance 
and Bilateral Coordination 
Capacity along the 
Common border between 
Belarus and Ukraine – 
SURCAP Phase II (2014) 

5,300,000  X   X  X 

c) Creation of an Electronic 
System of Pre-arrival 
Information Exchange 
between Customs 
Authorities of Belarus and 
Ukraine – PRINEX (2014) 

3,667,000  X X  X  X 

d) Palanca Jointly Operated 
Border Crossing Point 
(2014) 

5,000,000       X 

e) Enhancing regional CBRN 
detection capacity for the 
Border Guards in Ukraine 
and Moldova 

4,100,000       X 
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ANNEX D –  TERMS OF REFERENCE 

The Council Conclusions of 18 May 2015 launched the process of reviewing the EU SSR policies 
by mid-2016 with the aim of developing an EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR. 
Within this timeframe a certain number of steps need to be carried out to take stock of where 
the EU stands in terms of SSR, what are the main lessons identified over the last decade, what 
has been learned and how could the good practices be integrated and bring added value in 
future EU support to SSR processes in partner countries. 

A lot of studies, internal and external analysis as well as evaluations and lessons learning 
exercises have been undertaken by the EU over the last decade on its support to reform 
processes in partner countries and regions worldwide. These are all very useful and are taken 
into account in the stocktaking exercise for the new EU-wide strategic framework for supporting 
SSR. To complement this work, country case studies will be carried out with a focus on three to 
six countries. The main objectives are: 1) to capture recent and hands-on experience from 
EU support to SSR across the different regions of the world; 2) to analyse what 
works/does not work; and 3) to identify the good practices to inform the new EU-wide 
framework on SSR. 

The proposal is to start work on Mali, DRC and Ukraine. These three countries are interesting 
from several perspectives. The EU is currently supporting an SSR process in these countries 
through various instruments such as CSDP missions (civilian and military), IcSP and longer-term 
cooperation instruments (including a state building contract). These countries are located in 
different geographical regions of the world and have thus different strategic and political SSR 
challenges. Furthermore, EU Member States are heavily engaged in these countries which will 
provide an opportunity to feed in concrete MS experience in the process of developing an EU-
wide framework on SSR.  

APPROACH AND TIMELINE 

Following the development of the Research Questions (RQ, see next section), this assignment 
will be structured in four phases. Phase 1 and 2 will be conducted in October 2015. Phase 2 will 
continue in November should the optional phase 3 not be implemented, while phase 4 will be 
completed in December.  

1. Literature review of strategic and political programmes and projects documents 

(planning documents, implementation and monitoring reports as well as evaluations and 

strategic reviews) related to SSR in each country.  

2. Interviews at HQ with key contacts working or having worked on the selected 

countries. 

3. Field missions (optional) in the selected countries in order to interview key 

stakeholders from the EUD, EU missions, but also beneficiaries of EU support and other 

relevant actors. 

4. Analysis of all the information collected through the three previous phases, in order to 

inform the drafting process of the new EU-wide framework on SSR.  

The end product of the assignment is a report by country presenting the key findings of the 
analysis and concrete suggestions for the new EU-wide strategic framework on SSR on ways 
forward to enhance the effectiveness and coherence of the EU support to SSR. 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The following research questions have been developed on the basis of initial brainstorming 
sessions within the EEAS, outcomes of evaluations and lesson learning exercises (both from 
Commission support and CSDP missions), as well as the draft road map for a “Joint 
Communication to the European Parliament and the Council: Elements of an EU-wide Strategic 
Framework for supporting Security Sector Reform” of September 2015. 

RQ 1: Is EU engagement based on an analysis of the security sector in country X? 

Including:  

- What is the quality and comprehensiveness of the analysis? Does the analysis encompass 

both political and technical aspects? 

- Is the analysis shared with other national and international actors engaged in the country? 

RQ 2: Is EU engagement based on a national strategy or does it start from existing national 
processes or ongoing actions in country X? 

Including: 

- Is the national strategy based on a threat assessment/analysis of insecurity and instability? 

RQ 3: How is the political dimension of SSR understood and applied in the EU support to 
SSR in country x? 

Including: 

- What is the political and strategic overall framework of EU support to the SSR process? 

- Does the EU have a political position and does it have a political dialogue on the 

governance of the security sector with the national authorities? 

- How does the EU link the political dimension and technical implementation? 

RQ 4: How is the EU comprehensive approach applied in the EU support to SSR in country 
x? 

Including:  

- What are the respective roles of and how does coordination between EU political, 

operational and CSDP actors work/take place at HQ and in the field?   

- How does coordination with EU Member States take place? 

- How does coordination with other international actors outside the EU take place? 

 

RQ5: - How does the EU engage in collaboration/trust building with national actors in 
country X? 

Including:  

- Is there real exchange and collaboration with national actors or is the EU only reacting to 

their requests? 

RQ 6: How is the concept of Human Security understood and applied in the EU support to 
SSR in country x? 
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Including: 

- Are the different actions planned/implemented meant to ultimately produce benefits to the 

population? Which kind? 

- Are any community security actions foreseen? 

- Is a specific gender dimension foreseen? 

RQ 7: How is the EU balancing its support to enhance the effectiveness but also the 
accountability of security and justice services in country x? 

Including: 

- What are the governance issues of justice and security support? 

- Are there any Internal and/or external oversight mechanisms of the security forces? 

- Is training and equipment used to support the work on accountability measures? 

- Is there a component of public finance management and fight against corruption foreseen? 

RQ 8: How does the EU ensure more flexibility in its support to SSR in the design, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of its programmes and missions in country x? 

Including: 

- Has the EU engagement been incremental and adaptive?  

- Which evolving factors has the EU engagement responded to and how? 

- What are the crisis management procedures? 

- How does the EU engagement link and coordinate short-term and long term support? 

RQ 9: How is the EU ensuring adequate and timely SSR expertise and support for its 
programmes and missions in country x? 

Including: 

- Does the EU staff in delegation seem able to manage dialogue and cooperation with the 

security sector? 

- Is the staff offered pre-deployment and in-country training specific to the country context 

and expertise needed? 

- How does the EU ensure timely deployment of staff with the necessary expertise?  

- Is there any thematic support from HQ, international partners and/or external 

consultants? 

 

 


