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Executive summary

This Staff Working Document (SWD) is based on the results of the external mid-term evaluation of
the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP). The evaluation covered the three
components of the Instrument in line with the IcSP Regulation adopted in March 2014: (1) response to
situations of crisis or emerging crisis to prevent conflicts, (2) conflict prevention, peace-building and
crisis preparedness and (3) addressing global and trans-regional threats and emerging threats.

Based on the external evaluation, the Service considers that the IcSP is fit for purpose (i.e. achieves
the objectives for which the instrument was designed) in its contributions to the delivery of EU
external policy objectives during the evaluation period (2014 to mid-2017). It considered that the IcSP
performs a unique function of crisis response and conflict prevention, triggered by EU political
priorities, contextual needs and opportunities in fragile and conflict-affected contexts. Its multilateral
nature, the European values it promotes (including the core value of peace), its niche role, flexibility,
and ability to take risks, are seen by Member States and other donors and stakeholders as the essential
attributes which are the keys to its relevance and added value. Furthermore, it successfully provided
complementarities and synergies within the wider set of the EU’s external financing instruments. The
IcSP is considered to be aligned with the Global Strategy for foreign and security policy. It has been
responsive to beneficiary needs and to new challenges that have arisen, such as the fragmentation and
criminalisation of violent conflict, extremism and terrorism, and growing refugee and migrant flows.

Based on the external evaluation, the Service considers IcSP to be effective, delivering on its
objectives and commitments in a politically responsive manner. Findings also suggest that important
contributions to the mainstreaming of conflict prevention, democracy and good governance are being
achieved; underlining that more could still be done to mainstream gender and human rights. The role
of the instrument in promoting conflict sensitivity is recognised and could still be further expanded
(see Effectiveness, Impact and Sustainability chapter).

Among the challenges faced by the IcSP, is the question of how best to undertake immediate conflict
prevention and how to use early-warning analysis appropriately in this context. The external
evaluation cautions against an approach to conflict and crises that would focus too narrowly on EU
security. However it finds that the growing prominence of legitimate security concerns is a challenge
where the IcSP has so far not been able to engage meaningfully with all relevant actors in the security
sector. Engagement with military actors, in particular, is often key to preventing or ending a conflict
and until now the IcSP has only had very limited means for such engagement (see Relevance chapter
and reference to proposed amendment of the instrument as regards capacity building in security and
development (CBSD)).

The contribution that IcSP has made to help prevent and resolve specific conflict situations is well-
documented and, in many instances, progress is adequately captured through indicators even if,
particularly in the case of conflict prevention, evidence is hard to come by. The legislators deemed that
aggregation of results at instrument level would not provide a tangible means of judging the
performance of the IcSP and thus did not include performance level indicators in the Regulation (see
Monitoring and evaluation chapter).

The IcSP is found to be efficient due to its defining characteristics of speed and flexibility of action,
and due to its added value. It is also recognised as an important driver of EU efforts to mainstream
conflict-sensitivity. It also acts as a vector to promote complementarity with other areas of EU external
action, such as Common Security and Defence Policy actions in the context of the Comprehensive
Approach, EU engagement in the Kimberley Process1 and broader efforts to advance and support the
Women, Peace and Security Agenda.

1 The Kimberley Process (KP) brings together governments, civil society and industry with a certification scheme to reduce the flow of
conflict diamonds — i.e. rough diamonds used to finance and fuel violent conflict.



The conclusions of the evaluation are feeding into the current reflections on how to improve the
implementation of the IcSP for the remaining period until 2020, and on the future set of External
Financing Instruments for the next Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF).

1. Introduction
Purpose of the evaluation

This Staff Working Document (SWD) presents the results of the mid-term evaluation of the
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)? 2014-2020. The evaluation assesses
whether the IcSP is fit for purpose, based on its performance to-date, to deliver on its
objectives of crisis response, conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness, and
addressing global and trans-regional threats. Its purpose is to inform future work on the
instrument and its actions. It is part of a set of evaluations covering all the EU External
Financing Instruments (EFIs)3 that inform the Mid-Term Review Report’ which draws
conclusions across the External Financing Instruments.

This SWD is based5 on an external evaluation by independent consultants (see Annex 4).
Scope of the evaluation

The temporal scope of the evaluation corresponds to the requirements for the Mid-Term
Review Report set out in Article 17 of the Common Implementation Regulation (CIR),
namely, it focuses on the period January 2014 to June 2017. However, due to this short
implementation period, the data available from results are limited (see section 3 on Method).

The countries covered under the evaluation are those eligible under the IcSP which has a
global geographic coverage.

In order to usefully feed into the Mid-Term Review Report, the evaluation is set at instrument
level. In consequence it focuses, to the extent possible, on the IcSP Regulation (e.g. on its
principles and flexibility) rather than on the projects that have been put in place as a result of
the instrument. However, additional information from projects has also been included to be
able to analyse how the instrument has been implemented (see section 4 - Implementation
state of play).

In accordance with the EU Better Regulation Guidelines6, the following evaluation criteria
were used: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, and EU added value.
Complementarity, synergies, sustainability, impact and leverage of the instrument were also
considered.

The external evaluation included short-term non-programmable and long-term programmable
components, spanning the range of intervention-types as defined in Articles 3, 4 and 5 of the
IcSP Regulation, namely:

2 Regulation (EU) No 230/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014, OJ L77.

3 The Development Cooperation Instrument, the European Neighbourhood Instrument, the European Instrument for Democracy and Human
Rights, the Greenland Decision, the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace, the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance, the
Instrument on Nuclear Safety Cooperation, the Overseas Countries and Territories Decision, the Partnership Instrument and the Common
Implementing Regulation. For the purpose of this exercise, the evaluation of the Overseas Countries and Territories Decision is included
within the evaluation of the 11th European Development Fund.

4 In line with Article 17 of the Common Implementing Regulation (CIR), Regulation (EU) No 236/2014 of the European Parliament and of
the Council of 11 March 2014 laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the Union's instruments for financing
external action, OJ L77, p. 95

5 It also takes into account the Impact Assessment (1A) realised in 2011, SEC(2011) 1481

6 Commission Communication Better regulation for better results — An EU Agenda, COM (2015) 215, and Commission Staff Working
Document Better Regulation guidelines, SWD (2015) 111.



. in a situation of crisis or emerging crisis, to contribute swiftly to stability by providing
an effective response designed to help preserve, establish or re-establish the conditions
essential to the proper implementation of the Union's external policies and actions in
accordance with Article 21 Treaty European Union7 (Article 3 IcSP).

. to contribute to the prevention of conflicts and to ensuring capacity and preparedness
to address pre-and post-crisis situations and build peace (Article 4 IcSP).
. to address specific global and trans-regional threats to peace, international security and

stability (Article 5 IcSP).

2. Background of the initiative
Description of the initiative and its objectives

The External Financing Instruments take up a major part of the Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF)8 — Heading IV Global Europe, which provides the EU with the tools
necessary to reinforce its role on the world stage and to ensure that it is able to live up to its
ambitions in promoting its interests and values such as democracy, human rights, peace,
stability, solidarity, and poverty reduction and to help safeguard global public goods.

Adopted in early 2014, the External Financing Instruments were designed to facilitate and
support policy implementation, with the intention of remaining relevant until the end of 2020,
thereby enabling the EU to implement external action policy as needed within the defined
principles and objectives. In particular, the ICSP is a

means for the EU to respond immediately to crisis _-
situations in third countries world-wide, to build Development Cooperation Instrument 19 662

. . . hildi European Neighbourhood Instrument 15433
capacity for conflict prevention, peace-building and Instrument for Pre-acoession assistance | 11 699

crisis preparedness and to address global and trans-  Humanitarian aid 6622

regional threats with a security or stability Instrument contributing to Stability and 5.9
i i Peace

dimension. Common Foreign and Security Policy 2339

With a total initial budget of EUR 2.34 billion for  Margin _ 2286

2014-2020 (3.5% of the overall budget for Global /Adencies, EU Aid Volunteers, 1396

- Emergency Response Centre and others
Europe, Heading IV10) the IcSP operates as a  European Instrument for Democracy

subsidiary or complementary instrument, meaning  and Human Rights _ 1333
that it can only be mobilised in situations where an ~ Guarantee fund for External actions 1193

] . Partnership Instrument 955
adequate and effective response cannot be provided  \jacro-financial Assistance 565
under other EFIs11. Instrument for Nuclear Safety 995

. . . i . Cooperation

Such cases arise where the action required is outside  Greenland 218
the scope or mandate of other EFIs; where EDF 30 506

procedures and processes limit the ability of other ~ Table 1: External Financing Instruments
) . highlighted in blue

EFIs to respond in a timely manner; where the

essential clauses of international agreements are  gqrce:

invoked to suspend or restrict the use of other http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/index_en.cfim

7 Article 21 TEU has defined common overarching principles and objectives for the external action of the Union, inter alia to “preserve
peace, prevent conflicts and strengthen international security and to assist populations, countries and regions confronting natural or man-
made disasters.

8 Council Regulation (EU, EURATOM) No 1311/2013 of 2 December 2013 laying down the multiannual financial framework for the years
2014-2020, OJ L 347/884, p. 884.

9 The Multi-annual Financial Framework is divided into six broad groups of expenditure called "Headings". The EFls make up the majority
of Heading 1V: Global Europe.

10 The MFF 2014-20 is divided into six categories of expense (‘headings’) corresponding to different areas of EU activities. The heading
'Global Europe' covers all external action (‘foreign policy') by the EU.

11 Article 2.3 of IcSP Regulation


http://ec.europa.eu/budget/mff/index_en.cfm

EFIs12 (Article 96 of the Cotonou Agreement13 in relation to the use of EDF) or where there
is a need to assist the transition between humanitarian and developmental action. In most
cases, IcSP actions remain complementary to other EFIs and ensure continuity with actions
under the latter. Support for military or purely humanitarian interventions are not within its
remitl4.

Structure

As an EU instrument, the IcSP operates firmly within the framework of the principles and
priorities of EU external action. The latter are set out under Title V, Article 21 of the Treaty
on European Union (TEU), where the priority described in paragraph (2) c) 'preserve peace,
prevent conflict and strengthen international security' is particularly relevant for I1cSP
operations. Regarding the international policy framework, the EU is committed to implement
Agenda 2030 and the IcSP addresses several of its aspects, in particular Sustainable
Development Goal 1615. The IcSP is essentially different from more traditional development
instruments as it operates as one of the largest global funds in the area of conflict, peace and
security alongside similar funds such as the UK's Conflict Stability and Security Fund.

The largest share of the IcSP budget is allocated to the crisis response component which
provides for short-term, rapid, flexible and non-programmable actions in countries and
regions experiencing situations of crisis or emerging crisis under Article 3 (at least 70% of the
funds). Based on the Impact assessment of 2011, this component placed an increased focus on
conflict prevention in comparison to its predecessor, the Instrument for Stability (IfS).

The conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness component under Article 4
(up to 9% of the funds) provides for better tailoring of longer-term assistance and responses to
peace building needs worldwide. The remaining component on global and trans-regional
threats and emerging threats under Article 5 (up to 21% of the funds) provides for global
assistance in new areas such as cyber-crime, all forms of illicit trafficking and counter-
terrorism, as well as interventions aiming at mitigating risks related to chemical, biological,
radiological and nuclear (CBRN) material or agents. Actions under both of the latter two
components are programmable and subject to scrutiny via comitology (a committee where
every EU Member State is represented).

The IcSP focuses on peace and stability in a rapid and flexible way that no other EFI was
designed to achieve. It is the key external assistance instrument that enables the EU to take a
lead in helping to prevent and respond to actual or emerging crises around the world.

The intervention logic of the IcSP was reconstructed by the external evaluators during the
evaluation and is presented hereafter (Figure 1). It shows the logical paths from inputs,
activities, outputs and outcomes to impact. Outcomes at Instrument level are achieved in part
by largely intangible processes (political engagement, confidence building, creating
opportunities for dialogue, or promoting change in attitude/ awareness/ behaviour) that are
difficult to quantify or capture by current monitoring systems.

12 Article 3.1 of IcSP Regulation

13 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/intcoop/acp/03_01/pdf/mn3012634_en.pdf

14 Articles 2.2 and 2.5 of IcSP Regulation

15 The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are a collection of 17 interrelated global goals set out by the United Nations. SDG 16 is:
"Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and
inclusive institutions at all levels".



INTERVENTION LOGIC OF THE INSTRUMENT CONTRIBUTING TO STABILITY AND PEACE (ICSP)

SPHERE OF

EXPECTED IMPACT: The EU contributes to international security and peace through the prevention of conflicts, crisis |INDIRECT INELUENCE

response, and the resilience of societies in conflict or disaster-affected countries/regions

|

|

|

| OVERALL OBJECTIVE: SUPPORT EU’S EXTERNAL ACTION PRIME OBJECTIVES OF PRESERVING PEACE, PREVENTING

| CONFLICTS, STRENGTHENING INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND ASSISTING POPULATIONS AFFECTED BY NATURAL OR MAN-MADE
/ L ISASTERS, AS LAID OUT IN ARTICLE 21 OF THE TEU

|

|

I

EXPECTED OUTCOMES: I
*Swift contribution to stability in situations of crisis or emerging crisis |

«Contributions to global conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness architectures and capacity |
«Contributions to strengthened architectures and capacity to address global and trans-regional security threats |
*Understanding and visibility of the EU and of its role on the world scene is enhanced and widened |

|

|

|

|

|

SO1: IN SITUATIONS OF (EMERGING) CRISIS TO CONTRIBUTE SWIFTLY TO STABILITY AND PRESERVE OR (RE—)ESTABLISH THE CONDITIONS
ESSENTIAL TO THE PROPER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE UNION‘S EXTERNAL POLICIES AND ACTIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE
21 oF THE TEU
S02: TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE PREVENTION OF CONFLICTS ENSURING CAPACITY AND PREPAREDNESS TO ADDRESS PRE- AND POST CRISIS
SITUATIONS AND BUILD PEACE
S03: TO ADDRESS SPECIFIC GLOBAL AND TRANS-REGIONAL THREATS TO PEACE, INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND STABILITY. I SPHERE OF

|
|
|
|
|
| SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES:
|
|
|
|
|

TYPOLOGIES OF OUTPUTS: DIRECT INFLUENCE

2 : INSTITUTION
DEVELOPMENT
. A crisis response capacity
development plan is
prepared for a regional
organisation

1: ANALYTICAL, PLANNING
AND STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS
o A shared situation

analysis (conflict or early
warning/risk analysis) has

3 : AWARENESS AND
CAPACITY
o National G and
regional authorities
advised/trained in line with

4 : POLITICAL DIALOGUE
AND CIVIL SOCIETY

. i are deployed
to engage with parties to
an evolving crisis

5 . INFRASTRUCTURE,
HARDWARE AND
EQUIPMENT

. Infrastructure provided to

been developed and used o Ao good practice Poli i national authority has
. . olicy dialogue and q o
as the basis for EU and Specialized staff (Ministry ., G dance on ‘do no harm’ UL been built/rehabilitated
isis of Justice Officers, lawyers, " L communication channels

donor crisis Judges, etc.) are trained on and confllql-sensltlve established between . Specmp equipment for
pre\_lenucn/response h he risk of programmingon state- and non-state the naqonal SALW

. National plans/systems for t;:\rlz:i‘;r':?::gz ‘lm‘:hr (1S.0) securitised sectors is actors authority has been
pemitiogtionand international instruments Yoo + Civil society and media o B P
preparedness developed e e «  People living in mined SO GEEIe Specific equipment for

(e.g. CBRN agents and
materials; dual use
exports control)

. Risk mitigation and
contingency plans are
identified and developed
in cooperation with local

areas have been trained on dialogue with and mine destructions has
the risk of mines . monitor observance of been provided

+  Ex-combatants received governance norms *  Arsenals/ secure
gu!d_ancel vocational . Logistical support is weapons storagg_s_and
training _ _ ) provided to enable other related f_acllmes
‘Women and girls trained in have been built/

. . parties to a conflict to habilitated o
conflict prevention and participate in talks rehabilitated or securex

. State officials/police staff
are trained on human rights
and sensitized to sexual
and gender-based violence
(SGBV)

° Admin units in charge of
migrants registration

and national authorities supported peace-building techniques . -
SPHERE OF
........... CONTROL
IcSP COMPONENTS (ACTIVITIES FALL UNDER ONE OF THE FOLLOWING):
Q
=0 <
58 oo Exception Assistance Measures (EAM) and Interim Response Programmes (IRP) (art. 7, IcSP Regulation) i
tz§
25 | [___pemoLs + - nssranceron conrerrevemon Peace Bukons o G Przmnenness.___|
L o
8%¢
SR ; .
& g B Thematic Strategy Papers and Multiannual Indicative Programmes (Art 8, IcSP Regulation) : IcSP Alignment:
g 25 IcSP Regulation;
T v < EU policy priorities and commitments
E g2 (Global Strategy; SDGs);
= - - European Parliament views;
° ! Thematic Strategy Papers and Multiannual Indicative Programmes (Art 8, IcSP Regulation) : C(?“S'S‘emw“h C;S;h"‘;“gﬂs
C y
instruments;
TYPOLOGIES OF INPUTS: Coordinated with EU Member States
P . (MS), UN and other international
OLITICAL: TECHNICAL: [PROCEDURAL: organisations, other donors;
POLITICAL: ) .« Know-how +  Consultation FINANCIAL AND HUMAN: Cooperation with other MS and non-
- EU pollt_lcal commlt_ments - Analysis « Coordination +  EU financial EU peace and security
(normative and political) . Strategy +  Examination resources funds/instruments
«  Specific priorities for partner- . \dentification * Negotiation with IP «  Human
country engagement + Formulation +  Strategic planning resources
«  Multilateral commitments . M&E

+ CIR and IcSP Regulations

«  Approvals

*  The term 'outcome’ equals the term ‘result' as in the new instructions from the Secretary General linked to the Better Regulation Guidelines and the development of Strategic
Plans of DGs. Due to the fact that the IcCSP is an external action instrument with a strong influence of OECD/DAC terminology, the term outcome is used.
**  Threats including threats to law/order, to security/safety of individuals, to critical infrastructure and to public health

ASSUMPTIONS AT OUTCOMES LEVEL

The EU makes strategic use of policy and political dialogue created by the IcSP to
leverage change;

Efforts are made to ensure that the IcSP contributes to or complements actions of other
donors, particularly Member States;

Stakeholders involved in IcSP actions effectively participate and take ownership;
Commission services promote complementarity and synergy between IcSP programmes
and the interventions of other EU EFIs (including EDF and Trust Funds); and

Efforts are made to ensure complementarity and synergy between IcSP programmes
and interventions and EU foreign and security policy (CFSP) activities.

ASSUMPTIONS AT OUTPUTS LEVEL

Target groups have the means/capacities to take benefit of the outputs;

Outputs are complementary or support other actions by EU or non-EU actors;

Other relevant actions implemented in the beneficiary country do not negatively impact on
the IcSP actions;

Absorption capacity of the participants/target groups is sufficient;

Activities and context are closely monitored for timely and relevant adaptation to
contextual changes;

‘Do no harm’ and conflict-sensitivity approaches are integrated into the implementation of
actions and programmes.

ASSUMPTIONS AT ACTIVITIES LEVEL

The design of decisions are in line with partner country needs and priorities, as identified
by key local stakeholders;

IcSP decision-making and programming processes are conducive to the timely
identification and implementation of interventions and their adaptation, where and as
required;

Implementation is in accordance with regulations, consistent with aid effectiveness
principles (e.g. local ownership; partnership; coordination) and cross-cutting issues are
effectively mainstreamed where relevant;

Implementing partners are willing to take risks and use the rapid and flexible procedures
allowed by the IcSP;

Coordination with other EU EFs is seen in the design and run-up to implementation of
actions/programmes;

There is adequate capacity of IcSP staff and at HQ to manage, monitor implementation
and provide guidance to EUDs and implementing partners as relevant.

ASSUMPTIONS AT INPUTS LEVEL

An IcSP organisational structure and human resources policy is in place, which is
operational and effective;

Rapid identification of action, decision-making and effective use of flexible procedures
enabling adapted and timely responses to situations of crisis/emerging crisis (Article 3);
Availability of implementing partners with the necessary contextual knowledge, capacities
and expertise;

Programming/planning is informed by dialogue with civil society, partner countries/regions
and Member States;

‘Do no harm’ and conflict-sensitivity approaches are integrated into the design of actions
and programmes;

Exit and transition strategies are part of the design of actions and programmes;
Formal/informal coordination mechanisms/processes with other EU instruments/actors
that enable the IcSP to fill gaps or bridge other EU funding in a timely way;

Clear strategies guide investments in global and regional peace and security
architectures.

**  SALW = Small Arms and Light Weapons

Figure 1: IcSP reconstructed intervention logic Source: Annex 4, p.53




Baseline

At the time of the adoption of the IcSP there was no existing baselinel6 against which to
measure progress at instrument-level. Therefore, the external evaluators took into account:-
existing project and sector-evaluations (focussing mainly on the IcSP starting from 2014 and,
where direct links existed, taking into account actions under the IfS); the IcSP regulatory
framework; an EU-specific timeline of institutional, instrument and policy developments; and
case-studies on focal themes. Contrary to other external action instruments, the IcSP
Regulation contains no performance indicators as the legislators recognised the inherent
difficulties involved in measuring the performance of conflict prevention and crisis response
activities at aggregate level. Notwithstanding, an attempt at aggregation is made for each IcSP
component (Articles 3, 4 and 5) in the relevant programme statements provided in each year's
budgetl17.

On this basis the evaluation had sufficient action/programme-level evidence (through case
studies, surveys, interviews, reports, field visits, etc to conclude that the IcSP has made
important contributions to effectively address threats to international and EU peace and
security.

3. Method

The Service for Foreign Policy Instruments (FPI) was in the lead for managing the external
evaluation. As part of a wider set of evaluations carried out in an interlinked and co-ordinated
manner, coherence of the different evaluations has been ensured by an Inter-service Steering
group (ISG). The external evaluation of the IcSP involved an inception phase; a desk report
(providing initial responses to evaluation questions); field visits to meet key interlocutors to
obtain first-hand views in-country (Jordan, Morocco, Turkey, Georgia, Somalia/Kenya, Niger,
and Colombia); a survey of EU delegations covering all instruments; an Open Public
Consultation on the draft report, which comprised a specific 12 weeks online survey as well
as targeted stakeholder consultation meetings with Member States, civil society organisations
and implementing partners in March 2017; and a final report.

The evaluators gathered evidence using a conceptual framework and a mixed methods
approach combining quantitative and qualitative data. That approach involved the application
of several tools throughout the different evaluation stages, in particular: an extensive
document review including technical, financial and reporting data; an assessment of a sample
of actions across Articles 3, 4 and 5; surveys to gather information on the implementation of
actions and perceptions of achievements; targeted interviews on an individual or group basis
structured around the evaluation questions; the above mentioned field visits; and supporting
studies.

Data analyses, synthesis and triangulation were also used to corroborate findings from
complementary and multiple sources (such as documentation, surveys and key informant
interviews). In that context, evaluators paid due attention to the different categories of
stakeholders — EU delegation and Headquarters staff, Member States government and
agencies, UN agencies, international organisations, private sector and civil society
organisations.

16 A “baseline” is defined here as the measurement of conditions at the start of a project/instrument, against which subsequent progress can
be assessed

17 Draft General Budget of the European Union for the Financial Year 2018- Working Document Part 1 - Programme Statements of
operational expenditure, COM (2017) 400, May 2017 — see under Heading IV Global Europe, Instrument contributing to Stability and
Peace, pp.543-554



Limitations — robustness of findings

The evaluation confirmed that measuring and aggregating the results of IcSP actions is
complicated as a result of several factors: the actions often play a catalytic role and are not
stand-alone; they are relatively small in size, vary significantly in nature, are spread around
the world and place a premium on being responsive to political imperatives and timely
deployment. All of these factors render the attribution of cause and effect more difficult than
it already is for larger geographical or more targeted thematic instruments. Furthermore, the
timing of the evaluation meant that most projects initiated under the IcSP were still ongoing
when the evaluation was done, (which means that outcomes were still being delivered making
it difficult to assess impact and sustainability). Other challenges encountered were:

e Measuring political (as opposed to developmental) outcomes;

e Data over-abundance in some areas and scarcity in others;

e Defining/attributing the degree to which IcSP interventions have contributed to results
(causality and attribution);

e Aggregating results to delineate broader instrument impacts.

e Access: Many of the areas of the world where the instrument is active are insecure or
difficult to access.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the evaluators expressed confidence in their findings,
drawing on a host of project and sector evaluation findings as well as a review of best
available quantitative and qualitative evidence of causalityl8 between actions and effected
changes. Extensive use was made of stakeholders’ and experts’ views, field visits, case
studies and, where appropriate, anecdotal evidence, informing the conclusions by the Service.

4. Implementation state of play
This section illustrates the progress in the implementation of the IcSP since 2014.

Up to June 1, 2017 the total commitments and payments for all Articles of IcSP (in EUR) and
its percentage (%) compared to the total IcSP 2014-2020 MFF amount are:

Category EUR allog():g':e d
Allocated 2,338,719,000
Decided 994’720’043 43% Source: Data Warehouse, based on operational
Contracted 851,641,388 36% appropriations
Paid 534,788,732 23%

Crisis response component (Article 3)

Article 3 of the IcSP remains a key element of the EU's diplomatic efforts to respond to crises
with many of the actions funded taking their cues directly from the political priorities agreed
in the Foreign Affairs Council. Overall, in the period 2014 to mid-2017, EUR 670.5 million
were committed under the crisis-response component, with over 100 financing decisions
adopted and over 220 interventions implemented (closed or ongoing). These are non-

18 See annex 1 of External Evaluation of the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace, Final Report, June 2017
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/fpi/documents/key-documents/icsp-mte-final-report-annex.pdf



programmable, short-term rapid actions (duration of up to 18 months, with possible
extensions of 6+6 months). They enable timely and flexible EU responses to prevent conflict,
support post-conflict political stabilisation and early recovery in situations of crisis, emerging
crisis or disaster. They contribute to fostering the conditions for implementation of EU
assistance and cooperation policies and programmes, when financial assistance cannot be
provided through other EU financing instruments. Activities cover a wide range of sectors:
mediation, dialogue and reconciliation, confidence building; support to democratic
institutions, rule of law, transitional justice, security sector reform (SSR) and disarmament,
demobilisation and reintegration (DDR) processes, infrastructure rehabilitation and
reconstruction, employment generation, demining, counter terrorism and countering violent
extremism (CT/CVE), stabilisation; and migration, refugees and internally displaced persons
(IDPs).

4 )
m Mediation, dialogue and
confidence building Figure 2: IcSP
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Conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness - The “Peace-building
Partnership” (Article 4)

Peace-building and conflict prevention efforts under this article19 placed increasing emphasis
on early and preventive action and strengthened capacity at community level. They allowed
the EU to build and strengthen its own capacity and that of its partners20 to prevent conflicts,
enhance resilience and build peace. Actions are set in Annual Action Programmes (AAPS)

19 in line with Council Conclusions on Conflict Prevention of June 2011:
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/122911.pdf
20 These partners as defined in Article 4.1 are international, regional, sub-regional organisations, States and civil society


https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/122911.pdf

which are based on specific Thematic Strategy Papers and the Multiannual Indicative
Programme 2014-2017 (adopted in August 2014).21 The actions address pre- and post-crisis
needs including post-conflict and post-disaster recovery. Overall, in the period from 2014 to
mid-2017, EUR 71 million were committed.

Overview of AAPs, number of actions fiches, total amounts decided

AAP year Number of Decided amount
actions fiches (EUR min)
AAP 2014 5 19,0
AAP 2015 7 25,0
AAP 2016 7 27,0
AAP 2017 7 29,0
Total 26 100,0

Assistance in addressing global and trans-regional threats and emerging threats (Article
5)

Actions under Article 5 have been funded at either a global, trans-regional or regional level.
Particular emphasis was placed on good governance and international law across the different
priorities: 1) counter threats to law and order, to security and safety of individuals, to critical
infrastructures and to public health; and 2) mitigate and prepare against risks, whether of an
intentional, accidental or natural origin, related to chemical, biological, radiological and
nuclear materials or agents.

While IcSP Article 5 activities are divided into the priorities listed above, there are naturally
some interlinks. As the lines between threats such as terrorism, organised crime, maritime and
cybercrime, and chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear (CBRN) related threats
become blurred, the different themes also seek synergies, both within the two overall
objectives as well as across them. Overall, in the period from 2014 to mid-2017, EUR 275.55
million were decided through annual financing decisions. These funds are divided between
the different priorities, identified in the Thematic Strategy Paper and the Multiannual
Indicative Programme 2014-2017, and presented as follows.
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21 Commission Implementing Decision C(2014)5607 of 11.8.2014



Monitoring and evaluation

Project/programme and sector evaluations are used to assess and measure the progress and
results of IcSP actions. Limited means existed to aggregate this information to instrument
level. Work is ongoing through the further elaboration of an IcSP manual of outcome
indicators and the use of Theories of change22 to better capture performance. A new, large
knowledge-sharing platform, OPSYS, will provide appropriate better means for IcSP and
other instruments to advance in this regard.

The fact that IcSP actions are meant to be, and usually are, part of a comprehensive response
strategy involving many EU actors, often playing a catalytic role, further complicates the task
of quantifying how much value IcSP has concretely added. The legislators deemed that
aggregation of results at instrument level would not provide a tangible means of judging the
performance of the IcSP and thus did not include performance level indicators in the
Regulation. This does not stop lessons being learnt from its implementation but it does
present limitations and challenges in a context where performance-based budgeting is
becoming the norm.

Lastly, the Commission's decision to create dedicated IcSP sections with a regional remit in
key delegations to manage devolved actions under Articles 3 and 4 (as of September 1, 2017)
will provide an additional means of ensuring more consistent monitoring of projects.

5. Answers to the evaluation questions

5.1 Relevance

To what extent do the overall objectives (IcSP Regulation) and the design of the IcSP
respond to: (a) EU priorities and beneficiary needs identified at the time the Instrument
was adopted (2014)? And (b) Current EU priorities and beneficiary needs, given the
evolving challenges and priorities in the international context (2017)?

Overall answer: the objectives and design of the IcSP in 2014, when the Instrument was
adopted, were and remain today aligned with the evolving EU priorities, strategies and
external action policy23, namely the IcSP responds to the priorities set out in Article 21 of the
Treaty of the European Union, it supports the Global Strategy24, it takes an integrated
approach to conflicts and crises, supports cooperative regional orders, and promotes global
governance.

When the IcSP was adopted in 2014, it incorporated several lessons learned from its
predecessor, for example by further enhancing the flexibility of the Instrument through the
possibility of longer (and extendable) implementation periods.

The IcSP is also seen to have stood the test of time by accommodating important new policy
developments, notably the adoption of the Global Strategy25 where the principles and

22 The on-going process of reflection to explore change and how it happens. It describes how and why change happens, and what the role of
actions/programmes is in that particular change process. In articulating that understanding of change, it also challenges the thinking by
questioning the underlying assumptions and exploring different pathways to change. It gives the big picture, including contextual factors and
actors that influence change but which %" % out of the control of the project, acknowledging the complexity of change.

23 See page 14 of Annex 4.

24 “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy” (2016)
(referred to as the ‘Global Strategy’) https://europa.eu/globalstrategy/en/global-strategy-foreign-and-security-policy-european-union

25 “Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy” (2016)
(referred to as the ‘Global Strategy’) https://europa.eu/globalstrategy/en/global-strategy-foreign-and-security-policy-european-union
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priorities for EU action on peace and security are set. IcSP actions are now aligned to support
the implementation of the Global Strategy (notably in the realms of security, promoting state
and societal resilience) and IcSP continues to adapt its actions in line with the needs and
priorities of the specific context. The present uncertain security environment and the
emergence of various new security threats and challenges underscore the political relevance
of the 1cSP, which provides the Union with an instrument that can promptly respond to
various needs and requirements in crisis and conflict contexts, as recognised by stakeholders'
replies to the Open Public Consultation (OPC)26.

Article 3 actions on response to situations of crisis or emerging crisis to prevent conflicts
often provide a rapid way to implement new or urgent policy priorities identified by the EU
Foreign Ministers (e.g. Security and Development Strategy for the Sahel; European Agenda
on Migration, etc.), and other policy frameworks agreed within broader regional or
international frameworks (e.g. the EU-Africa Partnership, UN Resolutions).

Examples of IcSP actions that follow up on immediate EU political priorities:

e In Ukraine, since 2014 the IcSP has undertaken significant investments (EUR 76
million) to support the implementation of the Minsk Agreement by bolstering the
manpower and technical means of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE) Special Monitoring Mission, addressing the needs of displaced and
conflict-affected populations and complementing efforts under the Common Security
and Defence Policy (CSDP) to support the reform of the National Police of Ukraine.

e On the Syrian crisis, the IcSP has supported community resilience whilst also
assisting communities and authorities in neighbouring countries to continue coping
with the effects of displacement. Peace-building and dialogue initiatives are designed
to complement the work of the United Nations Special Envoy for Syria while efforts to
identify the victims of the conflict and to help investigate potential crimes against
humanity are necessary preparations for a time when reconciliation and transitional
justice may become possible. Overall contribution since 2014: over EUR 120 million.

e On migration, the IcSP contributed to the immediate European response to the crisis
situation in the Mediterranean as well as to address root causes of migration linked to
instability and conflicts. Such actions respond directly to priorities set in the
European Agenda on Migration as well as in the Communication on Forced
Displacement.

e With the increased threat of terrorism and violent extremism the IcSP contributed to
the response through dedicated programmes in the Middle East and North Africa, in
West Africa and the Sahel as well as in the Horn of Africa.

e The IcSP has mobilised over EUR 25 million in Colombia since 2015 to support the
peace process between the Government of Colombia and the Revolutionary Armed
Forces of Colombia—People's Army (FARC-EP), first supporting confidence-building
measures designed to buttress the peace talks in Havana, then shifting to support
rapid-response projects in the run up to signature of the final peace agreement, and
finally helping with its early implementation.

26 See page 36 — Annex 2.
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The evaluation emphasises that more and more strategic efforts to build the capacity of those
who undertake regional and multilateral conflict prevention and peace-building efforts are
warranted27. Furthermore, at present, none of the existing financing instruments within the
field of external action explicitly allows for building the capacity of the military in partner
countries in order to contribute to sustainable development, despite urgency on the ground.
This shortfall affects the efficiency and sustainability of the Union’s external action28.
Military actors, in particular, are often key to ending a conflict. A proposal to amend the
regulation to address this concern is currently under discussion29. Capacity-building in
support of security and development (CBSD) aims to tackle this shortfall and enables the
Union to enhance the capacity of the military actors in partner countries to ensure human
security in their countries. This need was also recognised by the respondents to the OPC30.

The IcSP conflict prevention, peacebuilding and crisis preparedness component (Article 4),
has also been highly relevant to the EU's external action objectives (Title V, Article 21 TEU)
and its international commitments, particularly with regard to preserving peace, preventing
conflicts and strengthening international security (Title V, Article 21 (2) ¢ TEU).

Article 4 actions on conflict prevention, peace-building and crisis preparedness are designed
to help prevent conflict, build peace and address pre- and post-crisis needs in close co-
ordination with international, regional and sub-regional organisations, and state and civil
society actors and are closely aligned with current EU conflict prevention efforts and with the
priorities set in the Global Strategy. Forty Article 4 actions were launched in the period 2014-
2017, addressing a variety of issues articulated around the five priority areas set out in the
IcSP Regulation and in the Thematic Strategy Paper.

A variety of stakeholders (Member States, International Organisations, Civil Society
organisations (CSO)) were regularly involved in the preparation and implementation of
Article 4 interventions, including through a regular political dialogue.

IcSP has supported in-country civil society actors in their endeavours to prevent conflicts and
build peace. A total of 40 actions were launched in almost 20 countries in the period 2014-
2017 focusing on themes such as mediation and dialogue, reconciliation, women
empowerment, peace and security and youth as agents for peace31.

e The project European Resources for Mediation Support (ERMES) enabled the EU to
support third parties' efforts in mediation processes. In 2016 alone, 25 assignments
related to 12 conflicts were undertaken, assisting, for example, the members of the De-
escalation and Ceasefire Committee (DCC) in Yemen; or supporting the dialogue
between the Government and the main opposition group, "Renamo” in Mozambique;
or providing political and technical support to the peace process between the
Government and the FARC, in Colombia.

e The project European New Training Initiative for Civilian Crisis Management
(ENTRI), implemented by 12 EU governmental and non-governmental partners,
helped train and prepare specialised personnel for EU Civilian Missions and other
international civilian crisis management missions to undertake their often delicate
tasks.

27 See page 14 - Annex 4

28 Joint Staff Working Document — Impact Assessment-SWD(2016) 222 final

29 See Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council COM(2016)447
30 See page 35— Annex 2

31 See Service for Foreign Policy Instruments 2014 to 2016 Annual Activity Reports
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As outlined by the evaluators32, programmes implemented under Article 5 on addressing
global and trans-regional threats and emerging threats reflect the adaptations made in the
EU’s foreign and security policy in response to increasing complexity of global threats and
mirror advances and activities under the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) as
laid down under Article 21 of the TEU. Early involvement of local stakeholders (including
c