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1 Introduction 

At the request of the EU Delegation in Sudan, real-time evaluations (RTE) and other support 
services regarding the Interim Response Programme (IRP) under the Instrument contributing 
to Stability and Peace (IcSP) in Sudan1 were provided in two stages during 2015, in the 
framework of the IfS/IcSP monitoring and evaluation support services project managed by 
Transtec. A first mission was conducted from February 22 to March 4, 2015 and the report 
with the initial findings and recommendations was presented in May. A second mission took 
place from 24 May to 4 June, aimed at: (i) complementing the preliminary assessment from 
the first mission with additional sources of information and triangulation (e.g. field visits, 
meetings with beneficiaries and other stakeholders in some of the projects locations and in 
Khartoum), (ii) providing an assessment of the projects that have started in February/March 
and that were in inception phase at the time of the second mission; and (iii) comment and give 
inputs into the options being defined for the rapid reaction component of the IcSP programme 
that is expected to be allocated towards the end of 2015. Both missions were conducted by 
Fernanda Faria, senior monitor and team leader of the RTE team.  
 
An audio-visual team, led by Alban Biaussat, joined the second mission to collect audio-
visual material and produce a short audio-visual document complementing the RTE of the 
IcSP programme in Sudan2. The video was planned and filmed in close collaboration with the 
team leader of the RTE mission and the IcSP officer in the EUD in Khartoum, and possible 
thanks also to the collaboration of implementing partners (IPs) of the IcSP projects in Sudan 
and the team conducting the Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the UNDP/IOM project (JCRP II). 
This component was the subject of a separate report and is only referred to here when relevant 
to explain or illustrate specific aspects of the second mission.   
 
The present report is the second and final report of the RTE and support services to the IcSP 
in Sudan. It complements the first Sudan mission report, and presents the consolidated 
findings and recommendations of both missions with regard to the overall IcSP programme 
and the individual IcSP projects in Sudan. The next section gives an overview of the IcSP 
programme (section 2), and is followed by an explanation of the objectives, scope and focus 
of the RTE and support services missions (section 3), and their methodological approach 
(section 4).  Section 5 is about the Sudan context, particularly in the southern states3. This 
section is more extensive than would normally be in other mission reports of the Transtec 
managed RTE and services project for several reasons. First of all, it is fundamental to remind 
and understand the weight of the complexity of the Sudan context, with its multiple conflict 
factors and dynamics, and how that poses formidable political and operational challenges to 
the EU and partners. This is obviously central to understanding what can and cannot be 
realistically done in Sudan. Secondly, it served to inform the planning and preparation of the 
audio-visual mission, content-wise and with regard to the likely risks that an audio-visual 
project documenting peace building in Sudan could entail (for local stakeholders, IPs, EU and 
the consultants). Lastly, it was important to explain and illustrate to the extent possible the 
constraints and limitations for monitoring and evaluation in the Sudan context, including 
those faced by the RTE missions. The final sections of the report present the main findings 
                                                      
1 Commission Implementing decision of 29.7.2014 adopting an IRP under the IcSP, titled “Support to peacebuilding and stabilisation 

in Sudan, in particular at the border with South Sudan” 
2 The objective of the Audio-Visual component in the Transtec managed project was to contribute to EU internal capitalization and 

learning process about the IcPS. A shorter (5 minute) version of the video was extracted for EC/FPI communication purposes and 
can be visualized in: https://vimeo.com/134024300.  

3 This section is an updated version of section 4.1. of the first Sudan mission report, integrating an analysis of the electoral and post-
electoral period up to early June, when the second mission took place. 
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and recommendations of the Sudan missions. Section 6 looks at the strengths and 
opportunities of the overall IcSP programme, and the main challenges and risks faced by the 
EUD and IPs in taking forward the programme as planned. Recommendations to the overall 
IcSP programme are presented in section 7, drawing also on the concise individual 
assessments of each project of the IcSP programme in Sudan (annexes 2 to 7) according to the 
RTE criteria relevant to their implementation stage. The section includes also wider 
recommendations for future funding decisions that could enhance EU support to peace 
building in Sudan. Other complementary information is provided in the annexes.  
 
 

2 Overview of the IcSP programme  

The IcSP Programme in Sudan aims to contribute to peace, security and stability, addressing 
both recurrent and emerging needs in Sudan in the field of good governance, peace-building, 
and economic and social development. It builds upon and continues activities initiated under a 
previous Instrument for Stability (IfS) 18-month Exceptional Assistance Measure (EAM) that 
ended in December 2013. The EAM has been conceived prior to the independence of South 
Sudan and the start of the conflict in South Kordofan (SKS) and Blue Nile State (BNS), and 
was initially a whole of Sudan programme for a post-conflict situation. As the situation 
changed, it had to adapt and management of the programme was split between the EUDs in 
Sudan and South Sudan.  
 
The IcSP IRP in Sudan currently has six projects, half of which started in 2014, while the 
other half was in inception phase at the time of the second mission (see table 1):  

- The Joint Conflict Reduction Programme (JCRP II), implemented by the United Nations 
Development programme (UNDP) country office and the International Organisation for 
Migration (IOM) under separate funding contracts;  
- Strengthening Systems of Peace in South and West Kordofan, implemented by Search 
for Common Ground (SfCG); 
- Support to democratisation processes in Sudan through capacity-building of the 
National Elections Commission (NEC) and contribution to an inclusive political 
participation (NEC II) by IOM; 
- Providing Local Infrastructure and Empowerment for Cross Border Peace and 
Cooperation (CBPC) within Pastoralist and Sedentary Communities, also by IOM; 
- Secure Economies and Diversified Livelihoods for Peaceful Coexistence in South 
Darfur and South Kordofan (SEED), by CARE; and 
- Promoting Peace over Natural Resources in West and Central Darfur and in West 
Kordofan by the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). 

 
With an overall budget of 13.5 million Euros, nearly 80% of the IRP is implemented under 
indirect management with UNDP, UNEP and IOM, and the remaining is under direct 
management through grants contracts with CARE and Search for Common Ground (SfCG) 
without a call for proposals.  
 
Rationale and making of  
The current IcSP programme ensures continuity and adaptation of the activities aimed at 
strengthening the capacity of community and state level mechanisms and processes for the 
prevention and resolution of conflicts, supporting the provision of peace dividends linked to 
local peace processes. Furthermore, it seeks complementary approaches to supporting the 
prevention, mitigation and resolution of conflict and the resilience of communities through 
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support to improving and diversifying livelihoods, to cross-border trade, and the management 
of natural resources in a sustainable and conflict sensitive manner. There is a clear 
understanding that these activities won’t resolve conflict in Sudan, but enhancing common 
interests and local capacities to address root causes of local conflicts at the community and 
state level can contribute to make them less permeable to political influence and 
manipulation. At the same time, the EU is supporting through other actors and initiatives 
peacebuilding and mediation efforts at higher political level in Sudan (led by the African 
Union High-Level Implementation Panel –AUHIP), and in South Sudan (by IGAD).   
 
The design of the IcSP programme was a long process that started in last quarter of 2013. It 
was informed by contextual and conflict analysis, and benefited from the experience and 
learning from the previous IfS projects in Sudan. It was designed by the EUD with the 
involvement at headquarters level of FPI, EEAS and DEVCO, and with the support of a 
locally hired peacebuilding adviser and expert on Sudan who has a deep knowledge and 
experience of the Sudan context, and also had experience with peacebuilding projects under 
the previous IfS package for Sudan. Management procedures under the IcSP allowed the 
EUD to approach IPs on the basis of track record in Sudan, presence in the geographic areas 
targeted, capacities to work in a conflict-sensitive manner and work relations with the 
government, namely to facilitate access and implementation, but also try to connect efforts at 
local and state level with federal level policies. Identified IPs were selected also on the basis 
of a concept note they were requested to prepare and which was the basis for discussion on 
the design of the IcSP activities, thus ensuring the rationale of the overall IcSP programme 
was shared and reflected in the projects.  
 
Components and specific objectives  
The IcSP programme in Sudan has three interrelated components, with activities aimed at:  

(i) Supporting stabilisation, democratisation and good governance in Sudan (‘ internal 
component’) through the:  

• provision of technical support to local peace processes; 
• generation of direct peace dividends with local communities; 
• enhancing the leverage of existing community peace mechanisms and promoting 
inclusive political participation. 

(ii) Supporting confidence building, conflict prevention, mitigation and resolution in 
Sudan, in particular in states along the South Sudan border (‘border component’):   

• through the promotion of better cross-border relations, in particular among pastoralist 
and sedentary communities; 
• contributing to building more diversified and stable livelihoods; strengthening trade 
and economic relationships; supporting mechanisms for the shared management of natural 
resources; delivery of key services to communities; capacity building of local institutions 
and communities; 
• supporting dialogue and training for effective participation in peace building 
processes.  

(iii) Preventing the escalation of existing conflicts and the emergence of new ones (‘rapid 
reaction component’), including in relation to conflict dynamics in South Sudan, by:  

• supporting negotiations and peace talks at regional, national and local level focusing 
particularly (but not exclusively) in Darfur and the border states,  
• responding to new needs or opportunities from the evolving context and conflict 
dynamics in Sudan and/or South Sudan.   
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Figure 1 indicates which projects are under the internal component (in blue shade) and those 
that are under the border component (in white), as well as the respective IPs. Projects under 
the rapid reaction component are expected to start by late 2015 – during the second mission, 
options for the identification of projects were analysed in light of the political and security 
context, and the availability of implementing partners in the targeted areas.  
 
Figure 1 – Internal and Border components’ projects of the IcSP Programme in Sudan 
 

 
 

Source: EUD Sudan 

 
Timeline and geographic spread of projects  
The IcSP Programme in Sudan was approved in late July 2014 for the duration of 36 months. 
Half of the projects started in 2014, the other half in 2015. JCRP II, a follow-up project from 
the earlier IfS actions, started in March 2014, retroactively to the approval of the IRP in order 
to avoid gaps between phase I and II of the project and the loss of experienced human 
resources. For some projects this means a lapse of 6 to 10 months between the time the 
project proposals were submitted and the start of the project. Lengthy negotiations between 
the EC and the UN at headquarters over the new contractual procedures and templates to use 
have delayed the signature of contracts with the UN agencies (including UNDP and UNEP). 
The implementation of JCRP II and NEC II started nonetheless, as UNDP and IOM could 
step in to advance the funding, but that still had its toll on the project management and 
timeline, and reduced the EUD ability to monitor or accompany the project. Table 1 lists the 
projects under the internal and border components and their planned timeline.  
 
With the exception of the NEC II project that is country wide, the other IcSP activities focus 
on the states of Blue Nile, South Kordofan, West Kordofan (WKS), Abyei, as well as West, 
Central, South and East Darfur. The map in annex 1 provides a visual image of the states and 
locations where IcSP activities are being developed or planned.  
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Table 1 – Timeline of projects under the internal and border components of the IcSP programme 
 

 
 
 
3 Objectives of the Real-Time Evaluation of the IcSP in Sudan  

The main aim of the RTE is to assist the EU Delegation and IPs in strengthening the whole 
of the IcSP programme in Sudan and its individual projects by engaging with the EUD and 
the IPs in a joint reflection about the projects and providing an independent assessment and 
advice, as relevant. Specific objectives of the RTE missions:  

(i) Assess learning, implementation and the impact to date on peace and conflict dynamics, 
as well as the impact of conflict and political dynamics on the projects (where relevant and 
possible as per the implementation stage of each project);  
(ii) Analyse and assist partners on conflict sensitivity, 'do no harm’, and risk monitoring 
and mitigation in projects’ design and in implementation, in light of the evolving political 
environment, volatile security and conflict situations at national, state and local level;  
(iii) Explore, with the EUD and IPs, synergies and cross-fertilization among IcSP projects; 
(iv) Explore, with the EUD and key project stakeholders in Sudan and with the EUD in 
South Sudan, possible linkages and synergies with IcSP/other EU supported initiatives in 
the South Sudan side of the border; and  
(v) Provide recommendations to strengthen, refine and/or adjust elements within the 
projects, as relevant, and the overall IcSP programme, including what type of actions 
could be considered under the rapid response component of the IcSP programme to 
respond to new internal developments (e.g. arising from the Sudan post-elections 
scenario), to developments deriving directly from the peace talks between Sudan and 
South Sudan or responding to immediate new consequences of the ongoing conflict in 
South Sudan. 

 
In particular, for those projects already quite advanced in the implementation of the activities 
at the time of the RTE (i.e. projects started early-2014) and to the extent possible in the 
absence of field visits, recommendations aim to draw learning and suggest ways forward for the 
remaining or eventual iteration of the project from:  

• the assessment of the individual projects against evaluation criteria; and  

• the monitoring of follow-up and implementation of recommendations stemming from 
earlier (Phase I) IcSP staged evaluations 
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For those projects at their inception phase at the time of the RTE (i.e. projects that started 
early 2015) the aim is to provide:  

• Early recommendations to adjust activities, workplan, logframe/indicators during the 
inception phase; 
• Recommendations for risk mitigation, and ensure conflict sensitive and 'do not harm' 
principles are properly taken into account by the IP 

 
Additionally, the missions also aimed at drawing learning and best practices for the EU 
and the IcSP in particular, on the following aspects, as relevant:  

a) The use of theories of change and the extent to which these inform project design and 
implementation, the choice of indicators to track change and impact, and whether these 
are regularly checked against updated conflict analysis; 
b) Added-value of the IcSP in support of the overall EU strategy and objectives in Sudan 
and in the region, including complementarity and coordination with other EU instruments 
and actors, as well as with other international partners.  
c) Gender aspects in project design, participation and indicators for impact; 
d) EU visibility.  

 
Findings, observations and good practices drawn from the Sudan missions will contribute to 
learning in the overall support services project, and will feed into the final report of the 
project covering all field missions under this contract.  
 
Focus and scope of the RTE missions  
The first mission to Khartoum focused primarily on the three projects that were underway at 
the time of the mission: JCRP II implemented by UNDP and IOM under separate funding 
agreements; NEC II implemented by IOM; and SEED by CARE. JCRP II and NEC II are 
both follow-up projects to the previous EAM, and had been evaluated during phase I. SEED, 
one of the border component projects, was in inception phase, finalising the baseline study 
and not yet implementing activities. The remaining IcSP projects had not yet started due to 
delays in the signing of the contracts for reasons that were out of the control of the EUD or 
the IPs in Khartoum. Through the project documents and contacts with the IPs, the consultant 
acquired nonetheless an overview of these projects and of their place within the broader IcSP 
programme.  
 
Such overview of the IcSP projects provided the basis for a preliminary assessment of the 
overall strengths and opportunities of the IcSP programme in Sudan during the first mission, 
as well of the operational challenges and risks faced by the projects in the difficult and 
volatile context of Sudan, where international and national actors alike face enormous 
constraints of access and all sorts of bureaucratic hurdles and delays. The potential for the 
IcSP Programme to function as a support and network platform, exploring complementarities 
and enhancing the sharing of knowledge, experience and analysis across the projects to 
improve synergies and results, was the main focus of the preliminary recommendations of the 
first mission report. These recommendations were discussed with the EUD and IPs and their 
interests and views are taken into account on this report.   
 
The second mission to Khartoum (three months after the first mission) built on the initial 
assessment of the IcSP programme and the knowledge gathered about each of the IcSP 
projects. Its main objectives were:  

(i) to complement the preliminary assessments from the first mission with additional 
sources of information and triangulation (e.g. field visits; meetings with beneficiaries and 
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other stakeholders in some of the projects’ locations and in Khartoum; context update 
post-elections);  
(ii) to provide an assessment, from the perspective of conflict-sensitivity and ‘do no harm’ 
principles, of risk management, indicators for tracking change and results of the new 
projects that were in inception phase at the time of the second mission;  
(iii) to provide advice on the options for the rapid reaction component of the IcSP 
programme, and assess challenges and opportunities in the post-election context for on-
going and future IcSP activities under the current IRP.   

 
Project wise, the second mission focused primarily on the three new IcSP projects that started 
in the meantime and were still in inception phase: (i) CBPC by IOM (border component); (ii) 
Strengthening Systems of Peace in South and West Kordofan by SfCG (internal component, 
but in border states); and (iii) Promoting Peace over Natural Resources in West and Central 
Darfur and West Kordofan by UNEP (border component). The mission also engaged with the 
SEED project by CARE that was still in an early stage of implementation, and with the JCRP 
II and NEC II projects to further complement the assessment initiated during the first mission. 
A mid-term review of JCRP II was running in parallel with the mission. Coordination 
between the two missions was sought early on, and allowed namely the AV team to focus on 
JCRP II without duplicating interviews with interlocutors met during the first mission or 
putting an additional burden on IPs and local stakeholders. Findings from the MTR are 
integrated and referenced in this report, where relevant.  
 
It was also in the scope of the Sudan missions to explore possible linkages and synergies 
between IcSP/other EU supported projects on both sides of the Sudan/South Sudan border, 
and identify good practices and learning from the experience of IcSP projects in Sudan that 
can be potentially useful to inform future IcSP planning and projects’ design.  
  

4 Methodological approach and limitations  

The OECD DAC evaluation criteria, the OECD guidelines for evaluating peacebuilding 
in conflict and fragile settings4 and other conflict-sensitivity tools and resources5 were used as 
a point of departure for identifying strengths and weaknesses, as well as risks and 
opportunities in the implementation of the IcSP programme up to the time of the second 
mission, taking into account the Principles of good international engagement in fragile states 
and situations.  
 
Relevance, effectiveness (including of risk monitoring and mitigation strategies), efficiency, 
impact, and sustainability of the projects are assessed from a peacebuilding and conflict-
sensitivity lens, using evaluation criteria appropriate to the stage of implementation of each 
project. This includes both an assessment of how activities impact on context and conflict 
dynamics, and how context impacts on implementation of activities. Not all criteria could be 
assessed in all projects given the different stages of implementation of the IcSP projects. 
While JCRP II and NEC II were assessed against most evaluation criteria – albeit partially, in 
the absence of field visits to the projects – and monitored against recommendations from the 

                                                      
4 OECD, Evaluating peacebuilding activities in settings of conflict and fragility: improving learning for results, DAC Guidelines and 

Reference series, OECD 2012. 
5 Including namely: Conflict-Sensitivity Consortium (2012), How to Guide to Conflict-Sensitivity; DFID (2012) How to Note: Measuring 

and Managing for Results in Fragile and Conflict-Affected States and Situations; Chigas, D., Church, M., and Corlazzoli, V. 
(2014), Evaluating Impacts of peacebuilding interventions: approaches and methods, challenges and considerations, DfID. 
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phase I evaluation, other projects were in a too early stage to be assessed for all criteria. The 
RTE approach included a focus on the use of theories of change and indicators to track 
change in light of the specific country and local context. An indicative list of evaluation 
questions is provided in annex 4. 
 
In line with the overall objectives of the IfS/IcSP support services project, a mix of skills and 
methodologies were used, combining appropriate evaluation methods alongside strategic and 
operational advice. Evaluation methods included engaged observation and triangulation of 
analysis and evidence in a participatory manner (semi structured interviews and focus group 
discussions with stakeholders and key informants), as well as through the review of 
documentation made available (project documents, progress reports, previous evaluations, 
other material produced by the projects, etc). These remain however limited in the absence of 
field visits to the projects.  
 
Context and conflict analysis, as well as documentation regarding the IRP decision for Sudan 
and the IcSP projects were provided by the EU Delegation. Other additional relevant 
documentation was made available in the course of the missions by the EUDs and IPs, who 
have facilitated contacts or organised meetings with local partners and beneficiaries (see the 
mission schedule in annex 3). The period between missions allowed for further research about 
the complex context of Sudan (which the limited time allocated for preparation of the first 
mission did not allow for), and a more informed understanding of the political and operational 
conundrums of working in Sudan prior to the second mission.  
 
Field visits  
Observation and source triangulation remained, however, limited in the absence of visits to 
project locations to capture also the views of the ultimate beneficiaries of the projects6, i.e. the 
populations of the locations where the projects are implementing activities. Although it was 
initially intended the monitor and the EUD would visit some of the projects in Sudan’s 
southern states, and despite the efforts made by EUD and IPs to organise it, no field visits 
outside Khartoum could actually take place7. Security situation in the southern states had been 
worsening as the military campaign against Sudan rebels intensified over the last year and in 
the run up to the elections, the conflict in South Sudan continued and tensions were mounting 
in the Sudan-South Sudan border areas and internally. Triangulation was thus carried out 
mainly through the interviews with a limited number of beneficiaries and other local state and 
non-state actors from the concerned areas, as well as through the review of documents and in 
conversations with other organisations working in the area. 
 
Stakeholders  
Despite the travel limitations, it was nonetheless possible to interview all the IPs, as well as 
local state and non-state stakeholders coming from the field for meetings in Khartoum (JCRP 
II and SEED). Stakeholders and key informants interviewed during the missions include, in 
the EU Delegation, the IcSP programme manager, the Head of the Governance, Economic 
and Social Section, and the EUD peacebuilding adviser; implementing partners and some of 

                                                      
6 Only two out of the six IcSP projects – JCRP II and SEED – had activities running. Three IcSP projects were about to kick-off (UNEP 

and SfCG) or were still in the Inception phase at the time of the second mission (CBPC). In the case of the IOM managed project 
NEC II in support of democratisation through civic education and capacity-building of the National Elections Commission, 

activities were on hold in early 2015 and although they were expected to resume after the closure of the elections process, that 
did not happen and the project was terminated earlier (see annex 2.2) . 

7 During the second mission, permits to travel to BNS were actually obtained on the eve of the flight to the state capital (Damazine), 

but the flight was cancelled as the day of travel was declared a national holiday for the inauguration of President Bashir’s new 
mandate.  
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their local staff in the southern states, including Abyei; members of the National Elections 
Commission (NEC); Peace Councils representatives from SKS, WKS and BNS; 
representatives of line ministries at state level from SKS and East Darfur; academic 
institutions and scholars (including from some of the southern border states and Darfur) and 
local civil society organisations (CSOs). In addition, the consultant interviewed also civil 
society actors external to the IcSP programme but still coming from some of the regions or 
areas of concern for the IcSP Programme, like for example a representative from a women 
organisation, a local academic expert on land issues, and a member of the staff of a local 
Sudanese economic group. Those interviews provided a useful view and analysis of the 
general context, or of state mechanisms and issues the IcSP projects are focusing on. Some 
were relevant also for triangulation in the absence of field visits to the projects.   
 
The meetings were held in different formats: individual interviews; group meetings with 
CSOs; focus group discussions per state (SKS, WKS, BNS, Abyei); project meetings with 
state and local CSO partners; and steering committee meetings. The monitor could also attend 
and participate in the first two IcSP coordination meetings organised by the EUD8, where on 
each occasion the consultant debriefed the EUD and IPs on the mission.  
 
Linkages with the IcSP programme in South Sudan  
As planned, the missions sought to explore linkages and potential synergies between IcSP 
activities on both sides of the border. It was, however, difficult during the missions to do so 
beyond some general considerations.  
 
Prior to the first mission, a phone conference call took place between the IcSP programme 
manager at the EUD in South Sudan the IcSP programme manager at the EUD in Sudan, FPI 
officials and the monitor. The EUD in South Sudan was kept informed of the planning of the 
missions and its outputs shared (e.g. the Inception Notes and the reports for both missions). 
IcSP programme managers in Khartoum and Juba provided information on the shared 
rationale of projects’ objectives, the type of activities, their timeline and who the IPs are. It 
was not possible nor the purpose of the missions – whose primary focus was the IcSP 
programme in Sudan – to explore further the IcSP projects on the other side of the border in 
South Sudan.  
 
Options for engaging further the IcSP officer from South Sudan (in person or via conference 
call) in discussions on cross border linkages and synergies with the EUD and IPs in Sudan 
were proposed in the Inception Notes, but couldn’t happen partly because of the difficulty to 
combine agendas. Also, on the one hand, it seemed premature to explore cross border 
linkages without exploring first linkages and synergies within the IcSP Programme in Sudan. 
On the other hand, most projects of the border component were either in inception phase or 
yet to start, and thus in a too early stage to explore operational synergies. Only SEED out of 
the three IcSP projects on the border component was implementing activities, but not in the 
vicinity of the border with South Sudan, where security and access restrictions further 
condition the possibility to develop and monitor activities. CBPC (by IOM), which includes a 
border management component and as such will be operating in the border area (if it will be 
allowed to), was in the inception phase and still in the process of defining exact project 
locations. The other relevant project (JCRP II), even though not in the border component, will 
be ending in 2015, although learning and results from this project could be explored on both 
sides of the border, especially as the implementers (UNDP and IOM) are also engaged in 

                                                      
8 The IcSP Coordination meetings were held on 4 March 2015 and 4 June 2015. The second meeting  
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South Sudan. Furthermore, the operational hurdles faced by IPs and their local partners are 
such that projects get bogged down in the daily management.  
 
 

5 Sudan’s multi-layered conflicts and complex context  

Even after the break out of South Sudan on July 9, 2011, Sudan remains one of the largest and 
richest countries in Africa in terms of ethnic, linguistic, cultural and religious diversity. The 
simplified portray of a country divided between a largely Arab Muslim North and a mainly 
black Christian South hides a much more complex picture. Sudanese peoples have a history 
of interwoven relations that includes both coexistence of multiple ethnic groups, cultures and 
religious beliefs within those broad categorisations, as well as internal strife and historic 
rivalries within and between some of them. Customary systems of governance and 
mechanisms for the management and resolution of local conflicts have for centuries 
‘regulated’ relations within and between its peoples, including the use of land and water 
resources. But traditional mechanisms for management and resolution of local conflicts are 
under strain and eroded by decades of political and military conflict, and increasingly under 
pressure also from other factors. Demographic, environmental, economic and social changes 
have increased pressure on and competition for natural resources. Political mismanagement 
has further contributed to generate or exacerbate tensions over resources (land, water, oil and 
gold), and is fuelling conflict between the Government of Sudan (GoS) and its peripheries as 
well as between communities. Especially after Sudan’s independence in 1956, politics of 
Arab supremacy and exclusion of other Sudanese groups by successive Khartoum regimes 
have deepened societal and political fragmentation, failed to forge a sense of national identity, 
and exacerbated tension and political polarisation around shifting alliances.  
 

5.1 Enduring legacies of a history of conflicts and unfulfilled political agreements 

Conflict over access and control of resources, wealth and power system that revolves around 
Khartoum are interlinked and have plagued Sudan’s stability and development from even 
before it got independence in 1956, and for much of its nearly 60 years as an independent 
state. Sudan’s conflicts (mainly internal) have deepened political, economic and social 
polarisation; weakened the country’s economy; and entrenched the regime in security and 
military led approaches to political survival and against what it considers are secessionist 
agendas from armed and political opposition groups. The regime’s ‘divide and rule’ type of 
strategies, including the creation or support of militias and paramilitaries that have proven 
elusive to control and act with impunity, are fuelling intra-tribal conflict, internal 
fragmentation and are a liability for political solutions to the crisis in Sudan9.  
 
Conflict with South Sudan rebels has been a constant feature in Sudan’s post-colonial 
history. Two long civil wars (1955-1972 and 1983-2005), over the same issues and lack of 
implementation of earlier agreements, opposed the Government in Khartoum to autonomy 
movements in the South. Rebel leaders in the South accuse the North of political 
marginalization of the South through under representation, discrimination, and barring South 
Sudanese from administrative and political posts; deliberate retardation and neglect of socio-
economic development of the South; imposition of Arabic culture and Islamic values and 

                                                      
9 See namely analysis by Sudan Democracy First (in particular its piece on Musa Hilal, the ICC indicted former Janjaweed 

commander in SDFG, April 2015), and International Crisis Group publications (ICG 2014, 2015a, 2015b). Conflict Barometer 
2014 points to more than a thousand deaths as a result of violence between non-state armed groups in Sudan in 2013.  
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deliberate attempt to destroy the South’s African culture and heritage; denial of equal 
citizenship by defining the Sudanese identity in Arab and Islamic terms; and a series of 
human rights violations, including indiscriminate targeting and killing of civilians leading to 
massive displacements, denial of food and basic humanitarian assistance, political 
persecutions and extra-judicial executions, amongst others10. These accusations still resonate 
with and drive opposition groups and armed rebel movements in Sudan today, especially in 
SKS, in BNS and in Darfur. 
 
In Darfur , conflict is on going since 2003 having caused over 200,000 deaths and the 
displacement of 2,5 million people to date (i.e. about a third of the total Darfur population), 
according to UN estimates. Allegations of genocide in Darfur have prompted the International 
Criminal Court (ICC) to indict Sudan’s President Omar al-Bashir, in office since taking 
power in a coup in 1989. Various peace agreements have been signed – the latest is the 2011 
Doha Document for Peace in Darfur (DDPD) –, but only by a fraction of the Darfur rebels. 
Rebel groups in the Sudan Revolutionary Front (SRF)11 refuse to sign the DDPD and call 
instead for a holistic and comprehensive resolution to all the Sudan crises, while the ruling 
party wants to address them separately and continues to instigate division and fragmentation. 
Violence is again increasing in Darfur12. Conflict motives have evolved and grown more 
loose and complex. A superposition of national, state and local conflict agendas and 
multiplication of armed actors makes it is increasingly difficult to disentangle and address 
conflict dynamics in Darfur, which are pitching rebels against government, pro-government 
militias and paramilitaries against regular Sudanese armed forces and non-Arab communities, 
militias against each other (especially intra-Arab fighting). Conflict over natural resources 
and more recently gold has fuelled inter-tribal conflicts in North Darfur over rights to land 
between traditional settlers and nomad tribes. The latter are increasingly becoming more 
sedentary, raising tensions over land rights between those who have traditionally occupied the 
lands and nomadic tribes looking for the right to settle/use land. The gold rush is furthermore 
bringing with it arms, militias and a rise in banditry that has further aggravated insecurity. 
 
In South Kordofan (now divided into two states: West and South Kordofan) and in Blue 
Nile State, conflict between SPLM/A-N and the Sudanese Armed Forces (SAF) and its proxy 
militias broke out in 2011 prior to South Sudan independence. Part of the “unfinished 
business” of the CPA as explained ahead13, conflict motives in SKS and BNS are very similar 
to what drove the war between South and North. It is rooted in identity politics and a 
combination of a struggle for political power and scarce natural resources, aggravated by the 
economic downturn after the loss of South Sudan and the oil revenues. The CPA foresaw 
popular consultation in these areas, whose results and acceptance was marred by problems 
linked to voter registration and constituency demarcation, illustrative of the power strategies 
both the National Congress Party (NCP) and SPLM-N embarked on in the run up to South 
Sudan independence. Military confrontation continues, causing massive displacement and 

                                                      
10 Riek Machar listed these and others accusations in the 1990s (Machar 1995), when part of the leadership of the Sudan People's 

Liberation Army/Movement (SPLA/M), which still mirror many of the grievances of various Sudanese groups today. 
11 The SRF is an alliance of secular and Islamist rebel movements in BNS, SKS and Darfur, created after the break away of South 

Sudan. It brings together SPLM/A-N and rebel movements in Darfur: the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) and the two main 
splinter groups of the Sudan Liberation Movement/Army – the Abdul Wahid al Nur faction (SLM/A-AW) and Minni Minnawi’s 
(SLM/A-MM). The SRF have conducted some joint offensives against the regime forces and have found agreement on some 

divisive issues. A Small Arms Survey working paper on the SRF has an extensive analysis of the SRF (McCutchen 2014).  
12 According to UNOCHA, there were 430,000 newly displaced persons in Darfur in 2014 alone, which is more than at the height of 

the conflict a decade ago (UN OCHA 2015).  
13 See Aly Verjee (Rift Valley Institute) analysis: “Unfinished Business: The May 2011 State Elections in Southern Kordofan” (March 

31, 2011, available in the Sudan Tribune website). 
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affecting livelihoods, but rebel held areas remain largely off limits even for humanitarian 
relief organisations14. 
 
Similarly, Abyei was scheduled to have a referendum in January 2011, as part of the CPA, to 
decide whether it would join the North or the South, but Khartoum and Juba disagreed on 
who would be eligible to participate. Violent clashes between the SPLA and Messiria 
fighters15, and between the SPLA and Sudan government troops (who were supposed to team 
up in joint patrols of the border as Joint Integrated Units) have aggravated tensions and 
caused the displacement of many. The killing of the Ngok Dinka chief and a unilateral 
referendum by the Ngok Dinka in 2013 (not recognised by the parties or internationally) have 
further polarised positions. As summarised by an analyst, “the issues around Abyei have 
become a mixture of national prestige, border determination and local antagonism”16. The 
United Nations Interim Security Force for Abyei (UNISFA) has frozen the situation in Abyei 
and prevented an escalation, but the resolution of the status of Abyei is still pending and the 
implementation of the post CPA agreement that foresaw the creation of a Safe Demilitarised 
Border Zone and the establishment of a Joint Border Verification and Monitoring Mechanism 
(JBVMM) has known little progress. The current stalemate serves no one and can escalate the 
conflict and/or transfer it into other areas, as pressure on livelihoods drives the tribes to search 
for alternative routes/grazing lands.  
 

5.2 The Comprehensive Peace Agreement  

Agreed in 2005, the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) between the GoS and Sudan 
People’s Liberation Army (SPLA) was an important landmark and an opportunity to address 
many of the grievances and claims of the South, as well as of other groups who felt 
marginalised and excluded by the Khartoum administration. The mechanisms established by 
the CPA include a federal system of government and a substantial allocation of national 
resources to the states, thus addressing the wider issue of political reforms and 
democratisation in Sudan. 
  
However, partial implementation of the CPA (focused mainly on South Sudan self-
determination) further exacerbated deceit and isolation in large segments of the Sudanese 
society whose grievances and claims remained unaddressed, and triggered a re-composition 
of alliances between rebels groups and with the political opposition. Fearing further 
disintegration of the state, the regime has responded instead with greater centralisation, 
closing up of the political space and military offensives. Prospects for greater regional 
administrative autonomy were dealt a blow by the amendments to the Interim Constitution in 
early 2015 by which State Governors will be appointed. But as some local actors argue, this 
only institutionalizes a de facto situation of control of the state authorities by a centralized 
and hierarchical power system that appoints, vetoes or overpowers the state administration as 

                                                      
14 Sudan’s official Humanitarian Aid Commission (HAC) has tight control over access to SKS and BNS. Given the experience of 2009, 

when the GoS expelled humanitarian agencies from Darfur, many humanitarian agencies have either no access or refrain from 
engaging in rebel-held areas for concerns it could compromise their activities in other areas of the country. HAC’s control extends 

also to trying to pressure which Sudanese nationals were hired by UN agencies (IRIN, 21/10/2013) and NGOs and putting all 
sorts of bureaucratic barriers to delay or derail activities by local and international NGOs. This has a negative impact also on trust 
and cooperation between agencies/organizations.   

15 The right of the Misseriya to seasonally graze their cattle in Abyei (essential for the livelihood of these pastoralists), regardless of 
the referendum’s result, was enshrined in the Abyei Protocol and reaffirmed in the 2009 border ruling. Whether because of 
misinformation, tribal rivalry, interference of other political agendas, or a combination of factors, this seems to have nonetheless 

fuelled tensions and inter-tribal violence.  
16 Craze 2014, p. 13. 
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per its convenience, and distributes funds to the peripheries on the basis of political or 
patronage purposes, rather than on the basis of social and economic development strategies17.  
The break away of South Sudan opened also a whole range of issues that had not been 
initially contemplated by the CPA18. Key among those is the delimitation of borders, and with 
it territorial claims and rights over oil wells, fertile agriculture lands and grazing areas. These 
unresolved issues are poisoning relations with the new South Sudan state and are fuelling 
division and conflict within and between both countries. Increasingly, internal conflicts in 
Sudan and in South Sudan are merging into an intricate web of interconnected conflicts, 
political and military alliances that combine cooperation, competition and destabilisation 
strategies by proxy as Sudan and South Sudan governments exchange accusations of support 
to rebels19.   
 

5.3 Cross-border conflict dimensions and resilience 

Flows of refugees and internal displacement as populations flee conflict or are pushed away 
from their lands by higher commercial interests (e.g. commercial farming, oil exploration) are 
putting additional strain on limited resources in both sides of the border, and exacerbating 
existing tensions between the host communities and refugees. Conflict and insecurity has led 
to an increasing militarisation of the border areas, and local tribes have been co-opted and 
played against one another by the Sudan and South Sudan regimes and rebels as part of their 
political and military strategies. Communities in the border areas are especially affected and 
their livelihood systems disrupted. They are also key protagonists in these conflicts, but high-
level political negotiations often do not take into account their views and are disconnected 
from local processes and mechanisms20. New actors (e.g. commercial farmers/companies; oil 
companies) with specific economic interests and priorities that go beyond the local level are 
also shaping conflict dynamics in some of these areas, and an actor that needs to be integrated 
into local and cross-border peacebuilding processes. They are protagonists in local conflicts 
and equally affected also by cross-border dynamics. 
 
The demarcation of the 2010 km border between Sudan and South Sudan and agreement on 
contested border areas is a highly political issue, but for local communities it is primarily 
about their livelihoods. In the South, communities rely heavily on trade routes from the 
North; pastoralists in the North depend on access to grazing lands in the South Sudan side of 
the border. Although the parties agreed to the establishment of a Safe Demarcation Border 
Zone and ten border crossing points, none are yet established. Regardless, cross-border trade 
and seasonal access to lands continues to take place in some border areas, negotiated between 
the communities through local systems and mechanisms on the basis of mutual interests. In 
other areas, like Abyei, cross-border exchanges have been disrupted and turned violent; local 
mechanisms seem to have been overcome or manipulated by political agendas beyond the 
local interests. More generally, the actual demarcation of borders, when it will happen, should 
facilitate cross-border trade and exchanges, but also risks becoming a point of contention if 
the demarcation process fails to take into account what the local communities consider is their 
effective border, and what type of border allows for the continuation of local livelihoods 
systems21.   

                                                      
17 Interviews by the consultant with civil society actors in Khartoum. 
18 The UNSG special report on Sudan of 17 May 2011, presented to the UN Security Council, presents a detailed account of these. 

While progress has been made on issues of debt and citizenship rights, border delimitation has known no progress.  
19 See namely ICG 2015 and, in the website of the Small Arms Survey project, the sections on Human Security Baseline Assessment 

for Sudan and South Sudan. 
20 Interview by the consultant to a local civil society organisation (March 2015).  
21 Craze 2014 
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Trade and livelihoods systems (and inter-marriage) are fundamental connectors between 
communities within and across state borders, and key elements for their resilience. Traditional 
mechanisms exist in both sides of the border to regulate trade and use of resources between 
communities on the basis of common interests, and have continued to play a key role in cross-
border dialogue and negotiations after the separation of South Sudan. They are important 
assets for local and cross-border peacebuilding, but have also come under great pressure from 
higher political agendas when Government interests are one-sided (where there has been no 
political interference, they seem to be effective), and their task made more difficult due to the 
spreading of conflict on both sides of the border22.  
 

5.4 Economic pressures and peacebuilding   

The economic boom in Sudan in the early 2000s, when the Sudan economy grew from US$10 
billion in 1999 to over US$50 billion in 2008, is an important factor to understand the more 
optimistic period of the CPA. Similarly, the economic downturn that followed Sudan’s loss of 
75% of its oil production with the break away of South Sudan, triggered social and political 
discontent, urban unrest and fuelled tensions and competition also within the ruling elite. 
Popular discontent grew over the deteriorating economic conditions, unequal development 
and the politics that have fueled endless conflicts. But they are also a measure of changes in 
the young Sudanese society that is more educated, informed and more vocal.  
 
To compensate for the loss of oil revenues, and constrained by continuing international 
economic and financial sanctions23 in place since the early 1990’s, the GoS has sought 
economic diversification, turned to gold ressources24, and looked for foreign investments in 
oil exploration and in commercial farming. This has affected namely the southern border 
areas, where oil fields and some of the most productive farming lands of Sudan are. The 
Government strategy has at least partially redressed the economy in the short-term. But it has 
also created additional competition over gold, land and water, fuelling inter-tribal clashes 
within and between traditional farmers and pastoralists. These resources were already under 
pressure as a result of population displacements due to conflict and insecurity, and of 
environmental degradation, constituting the single major source of lethal violence in Sudan. 
Traditional mechanisms for managing land resources and related conflicts have in many 
instances been sidelined (whether by higher economic, political interest and security support, 
or ignorance) or have failed to bridge differences and produce sustainable agreements. In 
some instances, decisions on land concessions for commercial farming were taken in 
Khartoum without due attention for traditional uses of the land by local farmers or 
pastoralists, or without consulting the local authorities25.  
 

5.5 Post-elections, what changes?  

Presidential and Parliamentary elections were held in Sudan in April 2015, despite the failure 
of efforts to have an inclusive national dialogue prior to the elections, and in a context of 
crackdown on the media, civil society and the opposition, who called for a boycott to the 

                                                      
22 Meetings with local peace mechanisms’ representatives from a southern Sudan state (February 2015).  
23 Trade sanctions imposed by the US on Sudan on accusation of support of international terrorism have been in place since the early 

90s. The UN Security Council in 2004 imposed an arms embargo, travel restrictions and assets freeze as a result of the war in 
Darfur that is still in place.  

24 Since South Sudan’s separation, Sudan’s gold production has increased threefold, incentivised by the Government to compensate 

for the lost oil revenues. Gold sales have risen from ten percent of Sudan’s exports to 70 percent today (Tubiana, 2014).   
25 Meetings with representatives of local peace mechanisms (February 2015). 
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elections. Unsurprisingly, President al-Bashir won re-election with 94% of the vote, 
extending his nearly three-decade rule for another five years, while the ruling NCP retained 
wide control of the National Assembly (323 out of the 426 seats).  
 
Having ensured the constitutional legality and ‘legitimacy’ of the elections, the Government 
has opened again the door to a national dialogue process, on its own terms26, while pursuing 
its military campaigns in rebel held areas. The GoS stance on the national dialogue remains, 
however, ambiguous. The political and armed opposition had also laid its terms for dialogue, 
in December 2014, in the Sudan Call27. The upscale of the Government’s military offensive 
over the last year and its determination to pursue the elections are read by many as yet 
another sign of its reliance on a military solution rather than political transformation. 
Mediation by the AUHIP has had little success so far in reconciling negotiating positions of 
the parties, and overcoming entrenched mistrust between them. Western donors’ have an even 
more limited role or influence to press the President and the regime for negotiated political 
solutions. The UN in general has little leverage on the regime and relations with the Sudanese 
authorities have been deteriorating, UN senior officials expelled (including UNDP country 
representative), and the UN-AU Mission in Darfur (UNAMID) requested to leave the 
country. Sudan’s ruling power is openly averse to ‘international interference’ in Sudan’s 
internal affairs and still coming to terms with the loss of South Sudan, which some consider 
was an unnecessary concession to external pressure. 
 
Weakened politically and economically by the loss of South Sudan; facing urban unrest and 
political contestation, including from activist youths and civil society not affiliated to the 
traditional opposition parties or rebel movements; and confronted with the show of unity by 
political and armed opposition and the alliance between rebels groups from Darfur, SKS and 
BNS, the regime may be more vulnerable, but not any more open to make concessions or able 
to stand by negotiated commitments. Internal divisions and competition for power and 
resources between factions within the ruling elites and especially between the army, security 
and the Islamists, as well as the regime proxies, also undermine the GoS ability to make 
concessions to the peripheries and take forward negotiated agreements.  
 
Fragmentation both within the regime and the political and armed opposition in Sudan 
(despite the show of unity of the political and armed opposition in the Sudan Call) raises 
concerns over the risk of a descent into anarchy, which many analysts fear would profit the 
most to radical islamist groups in Sudan – Sudanese and from elsewhere in the region – that 
proclaim support and allegiance to extremist groups like ISIS28. The implications of Sudan 
potentially turning into another Lybia or Yemen are of great concern to neighbouring states 
but also more widely to the internationally community. Amid these fears, Sudan President 
ironically comes across as a key player in preventing that Sudan turns into another Libya. The 
Sudanese regime has over the years constructed a large network of Islamist groups and claims 
to have the best intelligence on the matter, but the difficulty in controlling its own internal 
proxies is illustrative of the shortcomings of such assumptions.   

                                                      
26 Sudan Tribune, “Ghandour blames AUHIP for ignoring Sudan’s position on pre-dialogue meeting”, 10/04/2015. Rows namely over 

who should attend the pre-dialogue preparatory meeting AUHIP was trying to set has meant there has been no progress at all.  
27 The Sudan Call, a German-backed initiative, is a joint approach by Sudanese political and armed opposition for a peaceful and 

popular democratic transformation, calling namely for the cessation of hostilities in Darfur, BNS and SKS/Nuba Mountains, the 
dissolution of the government militias, popular uprisings to bring about transformation, and a national transitional government to 

be put in place to address structural governance issues in Sudan prior to new elections.  
28 Amira Khair, “Chaos in Libya poses big threat to Sudan and Egypt” in Sudan Tribune, 13 May 2015.  
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6 Main Findings of the RTE on the IcSP programme in Sudan 
 
These findings regard the overall IcSP programme. They build on a general assessment of 
each of the IcSP projects (presented in annex 2) and on discussions with the EUD and IPs 
about linkages and synergies within the programme, as well as with other relevant peace 
building and development projects in Sudan.    
  

6.1 Strengths and (potential) Opportunities of the IcSP programme 

➢ Objectives and approach are relevant to and grounded in Sudan’s conflict context 

A whole-of-EU conflict analysis was undertaken by the EUD in Sudan in November 2014, 
with the support and participation of FPI, EEAS and DEVCO, and the involvement of ECHO 
(both at headquarters and country level) and EU member states in Sudan. International 
organisations (including IOM and UNDP) and local civil society actors/academics were also 
part of the process. Its objective was primarily to further a shared understanding, among EU 
actors and main international partners, of the causes and dynamics of conflict in Sudan, and to 
identify implications and priorities for the EU and international partners, including for 
peacebuilding. The conflict analysis exercise came after the IRP decision had been approved 
and did not, therefore, influence the design of the two main components of the IcSP 
programme. It confirmed, however, the analysis of the driving factors of conflict in Sudan 
that informed the design of the IcSP programme, and the relevance of its approach, namely:  

• Strengthening engagement at local level, including with state authorities (f.i. to 
provide key services), and with local communities (e.g. to disincentivize, mitigate and/or 
mediate conflict, build resilience, and strengthen capacity for participation) 
• Empowering civil society for inclusive participation and governance  
• Supporting livelihoods, employment and economic diversification 
• Supporting natural resource management, including land (the single largest source of 
conflict in Sudan)29.  

The conflict analysis also emphasized critical domains for nation-wide stability in Sudan (e.g. 
the economy), geographic areas within the country that are increasingly fragile and at risk of 
conflict (e.g. the East), social groups that are more at risk (e.g. youth), and the need to better 
link up local and higher level political processes. Future actions under the rapid reaction 
component of the IcSP programme (to be identified in the coming months) should take these 
into consideration.  
  
➢ Promoting peacebuilding across a comprehensive range of policy areas and actors 

In a context where “conflict is policy”30, peacebuilding is not the Government priority and 
entails many risks for donors and implementing partners (external and local alike). 
Peacebuilding activities risk being perceived by the Sudanese authorities as an ‘intervention 
in its internal affairs’, or being subject to political manipulation through controlled access to 
whom to engage with, where and what activities are allowed, and thus risk ending up being 
perceived by local (and international) actors as an extension of pro-government policies or 
effectively supporting them. It therefore requires walking a fine line and accepting that there 
are inevitable risks.   
 

                                                      
29 Report of the Sudan Conflict Analysis Workshop, EUD, November 2014 (internal document).   
30 idem. 
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Through the IcSP, the EU is one of the few donors engaged in peace building in Sudan 
through different entry points that are critical to address root causes of conflicts, including: 
mediation, dialogue, support to local peace mechanisms (JCRP II) and documenting local 
peace processes (SfCG project); natural resource management (UNEP project, IOM 
component of JCRP II, CBPC); trade, livelihoods, economic and social infrastructure/assets, 
employment (SEED, CBPC, part of JCRP II); supporting inclusive political participation 
through capacity-building of electoral institutions and civic education (NEC II), and by 
building capacities of local communities and civil society actors that promote their 
participation in local processes (JCRP II). The focus on vulnerable groups, namely women 
and youth, is a common feature across most projects.  
 
The IcSP is thus furthering peace building and conflict-sensitive approaches in a range of 
policy areas that cut across humanitarian, stabilization and development work, and engaging a 
range of actors at different levels, from the community to the state and national Government 
level. As a recent study by peace Direct also found, there is potential to engage with actors at 
all these levels (although this varies from location to location) and advantages in linking 
stabilisation initiatives with development, where development issues (e.g. water scarcity, 
access to basic services, livelihoods, etc) motivate or contribute to engaging in conflict31.  
 
➢ Combining ‘soft’ elements of peacebuilding with ‘hard’ tangible peace dividends.  

One of the recommendations of the evaluation of JCRP I taken up in JCRP II was the 
importance of combining the softer elements of peace dialogue, processes and networking for 
strengthening capacities and systems for peace, with tangible peace dividends. Other IcSP 
projects engage fundamentally through policy areas, like natural resources management, that 
are of general common interest or seen as more technical and less associated with the more 
political connotation of peace building, although taking a peace building approach.  
 
As approaches combining ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ components of peace building seem to be 
expanding, replicating pretty much the same model across regions in Sudan, the focus on the 
‘hardware’/peace dividends is increasingly dominant and critical for access, as the GoS is 
conditioning project approval to the delivery of concrete outputs, especially in a context of 
higher social pressures and lesser resources. Besides their significance as concrete visible 
outcomes or benefits of peace processes, peace dividends can generate new positive dynamics 
and further social cohesion. There is, however, far less attention to – or opportunities to focus 
on – the following complementary areas:  

(i) How to capitalise on peace dividends for furthering conflict prevention and social 
cohesion; and  
(ii) Connecting community, state level and national level peace mechanisms and 
processes. JCRP II is the only project currently providing capacity-building and 
accompaniment to state and community peace mechanisms and processes, but has not 
been able to link up with higher-level political processes.   
(iii) Linking peace building actors in and outside Sudan for sharing of experiences and 
knowledge, and further developing conflict prevention, mediation and resolution skills. 
JCRP II seems to be the only project providing some space for networking across local 
and international peace builders.   

 
➢ Reducing the risks of politicization by working at community level, building 
capacities to strengthen local systems and empowering civil society 

                                                      
31 Peace Direct, 2015. 
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Although omnipresent, the risk of politicisation is likely to be reduced by engaging at the 
community level, sensitising and building the capacities of a diversity of local actors (state 
and non-state) to build resilience to conflict, strengthening local peace mechanisms and 
systems in an effort to manage and mitigate local conflicts, and make them less permeable to 
other actors’ political influence or manipulation. But this also requires a good understanding 
of who’s who at the community level and the connections with higher political levels and 
conflict dynamics.  
 
➢ Enabling to connect communities with the state 

Engaging with official authorities and institutions at the state level presents many challenges, 
but also opportunities for the local communities. Various projects’ stakeholders underlined 
the disconnect between the native administration/community level structures and state 
structures, as well as between state level and national level administration, as being at the 
origin of conflicts. As mentioned by stakeholders from the JCRP II in Blue Nile, for instance, 
conflict between pastoralists and farmers is partly due to the non-respect or lack of knowledge 
of traditional corridors as land is given away to commercial farming without due knowledge 
or consultation of local authorities and communities.    
 
➢ Regular and updated local conflict analysis across various IcSP projects  

Reducing the risks of politicisation requires also a good understanding of the local political 
economy and conflict dynamics, and of the interactions with other political, economic and 
security interests and actors at different levels. This is critical to ensure conflict-sensitivity 
and ‘do no harm’ in any project. The strong focus of some IcSP projects on regular and 
updated context and conflict analysis (e.g. JCRP II; SfCG ‘conflict scans’) is an asset for all 
the projects (and beyond) if shared across the IcSP programme, creating furthermore 
opportunities for cross fertilization and shared understanding of conflict dynamics. 
  
➢ Potential synergies between the projects – building up a support network within the 
IcSP programme 

The IcSP programme brings together a wealth of expertise, learning, experience and 
relationships through the implementing partners (international and local) and their networks. 
Although spread across much of the southern border states, some projects are/will be 
operating in the same or in contiguous geographic locations, engage with the same 
stakeholders, connect to the same peace mechanisms or work in the same domains of 
intervention. These common ‘touchstones’ across the projects provide opportunities for the 
IcSP programme to operate as a support network where partners exchange information, 
analysis/studies, contacts, experiences, discuss common challenges, and explore synergies. 
IPs have welcomed the EUD proposal for closer exchange and coordination, which they all 
acknowledge is largely lacking in aid and development circles in Sudan.   
 
The main geographic areas of collaboration identified are32:  

Habila, Delling (SKS) = SfCG, UNDP/IOM 
Abu Jubalyah, Rahad, El Abassya (SKS) = CARE, UNDP/IOM 
Kadugli (SKS) =  CARE, SfCG, UNDP/IOM 
Babanusa (WKS) = SfCG, UNEP, UNDP/IOM 
Abyei-Muglad, Lagawa, El Salam (WKS) = UNEP, UNDP/IOM 

Besides shared geographic areas, the following table indicates domains/activities of the IcSP 
projects where synergies could be explored.  
                                                      
32 EUD, IcSp Coordination meeting Report, March 2015. 
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Table 2 – Potential synergies within the IcSP Programme in Sudan 
 

Areas/Activities By which 
IP/project 

Of potential 
interest to*  

Obs. 

Trainings: 

- on M&E/project 

management/ conflict-

sensitivity (i)  

 

- on conflict assessment 

and transformation 

techniques (ii) 

 

 

 

JCRP II 

 

 

 

 

SfCG 

 

 

 

 
Local partners  

 
 
 
 

UNEP, SEED, 
JCRP II local 

partners   
 
 
 

(i) A request made by other IPs 
to UNDP/IOM, who offered to 
share the list of local CSOs that 
benefitted from the trainings.  
(ii) These trainings are for local 
peace committees. SfCG may 
want to consider consulting IcSP 
or other actors providing similar 
support in order to know which 
peace committees/actors have 
received capacity-building 
trainings/on the job support to 
ensure there is no duplication 
and, if needed, step up the level 
of the training. SfCG could 
consider associating local actors 
working with other IcSP projects 
and with the local peace 
committees.  

Analysis/studies:  

- Conflict analysis  

 

- Conflict scans (in West 

and South Kordofan) 

 

- Conflict and Market  

Dynamics (SDS and 

SKS) 

 

- Market monitoring 

- Institutional capacity 

assessments 

- Relational mapping (i) 

 

JCRP II 

 

SfCG 

 

 

SEED 

 

 

 

 

UNEP 

 

All partners 

 

JCRP II; UNEP, 

CBPC, CARE 

 

CBPC, UNEP,  

JCRP II, SfCG 

 

 

SfCG, JCRP II 

and all partners  

(i) Besides SfCG and JCRP II 
who could be interested in the 
results of the mapping in 
Babanusa (WKS), the relational 
mapping methodology in 
particular may be of interest to 
other IPs.  

Information and 

Networking for local 

actors 

 

UNDP/JCRP II 

 

 

 

SfCG  

 

All partners 

IcSP IPs were invited to the 
Peace Symposium organised by 
UNDP under JCRP II in Sept. 
2015. 

SfCG radio programmes and 
mobile cinema could be a useful 
resource for other peace building 
partners in Sudan 

Monitoring:  

- M&E Framework (i) 

- Dispute monitoring 

tool (ii) 

- PIA  

 

 

JCRP II 

 

UNEP 

 

 

 

All partners 

(i) Combines M&E tools for 
‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building 
activities. May be useful as an 
example/resource for other IPs. 
(ii) Pilot not working (lack of 
interest/commitment from local 
stakeholders), but could be 
discussed if idea could be 
implemented differently 
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Mappings: 
- of peace actors  
- of peace processes 

 
JCRP II 
JCRP II, SfCG 
 

 

All partners 
 

 

* The EUD is not mentioned but is naturally an interested actor in all activities. 

 
 

6.2 Challenges and Risks 

The Sudanese context presents many challenges and risks to international and local partners 
alike. Aside from operational constraints due to the conflict situation, deteriorating security, 
and issues of access and bureaucratic hurdles, there are political dilemmas and strategic 
choices that impact on the projects’ implementation and impact and more widely on IcSP 
programme objectives.  
 
➢ Strategic gap between bottom-up and high-level peacebuilding strategies and 
initiatives: where do they meet? 

National policies of exclusion, divide and rule and conflict as a strategy by the GoS stand in 
the way of high-level political mediation and dialogue initiatives at regional and national 
level and undermine trust and peacebuilding efforts at state/community level when political or 
economic interests of Khartoum are at stake. Although supporting initiatives at regional level, 
the EU has little, if any, political leverage to influence the GoS policies. Sudan is not aid 
dependent  – at least not from the EU or traditional donors. Trade cannot be used either as a 
leverage because sanctions are still in place. There are therefore few channels to influence 
policies and political or governance reforms in Sudan, beyond the AU or IGAD, whose 
efforts have so far been of limited success. Donor/external interventions in policy areas 
beyond socio-economic foundations are generally perceived by the GoS as external 
interference. Dialogue and reconciliation activities are accepted or tolerated where that serves 
the Government policy or survival strategy.  
 
➢ Minimising the risks of politicisation by working at the local level  

The risk of politicisation is high in Sudan and starts with the controlled access and operational 
restrictions imposed by the GoS. It does not diminish the relevance of projects, but 
expectations with regard to efficiency, effectiveness and impact need to be considered in light 
of the context limitations. These risks need to be weighted against entry points in a highly 
controlled environment where political space to engage in governance related areas and build 
the capacity of local actors to address root causes and manage local conflict dynamics is 
limited.  
 
JCRP II is a good example of the dilemmas and challenges of working with state level peace 
mechanisms. The implications and sensitivity of working through these state mechanisms 
seems to have been underestimated, despite the project’s technical approach to assert its 
neutrality from any political agendas or actors. Its support to state mechanisms reinforces 
perceptions by both insiders and outsiders to the programme that it is biased towards the state, 
a key player in the ongoing conflict. On the other hand, most peace processes supported 
through these mechanisms still last and some peace dividends seem to generate other positive 
social dynamics. The SfCG project in WKS and SKS will be mapping and documenting also 
other peace processes/agreements, including community led and non-institutionalised ones. It 
is therefore a good complement to the work of JCRP II.   
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➢ Addressing the challenges of monitoring in a collaborative way  

Monitoring is one of the greatest difficulties in Sudan to the point that it is not uncommon 
that project managers from IPs never get to see the projects. Monitoring impact after the end 
of a project is an even bigger challenge, namely due to timeframes and funding allocation that 
focus on implementation and lesser consideration to observing and understanding impact 
beyond the lifetime of a project. Most projects are constrained to do remote monitoring and 
relying on local partners to provide them with information and feedback on implementation 
and impact of activities. It is therefore important to involve local partners in the thinking on 
strategic and operational monitoring challenges and planning, including on the choice and use 
of indicators to ensure those are grounded in local realities in order to capture what is change 
for local communities – the UNEP project offers a best practice example in this regard 
(indicators will be locally defined and tested with local communities). In most IcSP projects 
an inception phase allows for preparatory work and eventual adjustments to the local 
contexts.  
 
Projects operating in the same geographic locations/states can therefore be useful sources for 
triangulation (e.g. SfCG with regard to JCRP II supported peace processes in WKS and SKS 
during the duration of its project).  
 
➢ Taking peace building beyond the IcSP programme and into other EU instruments, 
across humanitarian and development policies.  

The IcSP instrument is essentially short-term. It’s added-value is allowing for a rapid and 
flexible response; to support activities whose nature falls outside the realm of geographic or 
thematic instruments; or to bridge between interventions by other instruments where/when 
these can not be rapidly mobilised33. It is also an instrument with limited resources that can 
not support continuity of projects/interventions beyond a certain period of time. The IRP is 
complementary to EU political efforts34 and other EU actions implemented through de-
committed funds from the 9th European Development Fund (EDF) in support of health, 
agriculture and education35, and humanitarian aid. Nonetheless, connecting with other EU 
interventions and instruments is often challenging, especially where development funds are 
not engaged in the same locations or policy areas. Apart from Darfur, there are no EU 
humanitarian or development actions in the other border states.  
 
The conflict analysis conducted at the EUD in late 2014 was important to underline the need 
for and feasibility of taking peacebuilding approaches also through other instruments. There 
is a role for IcSP to ‘educate’ and ‘showcase’ the peacebuilding logic to other EU instruments 
and interventions, and engage other EU actors in its reflections and programmatic processes. 
That would also create incentives for implementing partners to engage – for many, investing 
in such a difficult context is not worth if for l8 months only…     
 
➢ Attracting implementing partners and retaining staff.  

The delays in getting project methodologies approved, negotiating project locations, access 
and other hurdles commonly faced by IPs in Sudan mean that a significant amount of time is 
lost in bureaucratic procedures and getting the technical agreement signed before actual 

                                                      
33 The current IcSP in Sudan has, however, not been quick at all, for reasons that are beyond the Delegations, the partners or FPI 

services. Negotiations on delegated management templates between EU and UN administrations went on for a long period, 
delaying significantly the signature of projects, the disbursements of funds and the start of most projects. 

34 The EU is supporting international mediation efforts, politically and technically, in Sudan and in South Sudan through the EU 

Special representative for the Horn of Africa and with funding from the African Peace Facility Early Response Mechanism.  
35 Sudan did not ratify the Cotonou Agreement. 
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implementation of activities can start. As some IP project managers underlined, a less than 2-
year period for projects is neither realistic nor appealing for IPs in the Sudan context. This 
makes short-term timeframes rather unrealistic and should be part of the wider learning for 
the IcSP in general.  
 

➢ Shrinking space for both national and international partners to engage in Sudan, and 
peacebuilding in particular 

With many international NGOs being kicked-out of the country, and donors and international 
organisations coming often under criticism from the government, international partners 
increasingly rely on national partners and local NGOs for implementation and monitoring of 
projects. Locally based organisations generally have easier access and freedom of movement 
within states, besides being imbedded in their local realities. This is a wise and savvy 
strategy, but it does not shield projects from restrictions and control from the authorities, or 
from having the project being co-opted for national or local agendas that are not necessarily 
in line with the intended objectives. National partners are also under increasing pressure and 
even higher risk of being controlled, co-opted or shut down. As a result, cautiousness and lack 
of trust limit the level of involvement of national partners beyond operational issues of 
implementation. Despite the well-known challenges of operating in Sudan, these still go 
underestimated in risk management and mitigation strategies of the projects.  
 
➢ Getting the IPs and the EUD to invest in exploring potential synergies between IcSP 
projects 

IcSP projects spread from 2014 to 2017. The next few months are the only period when they 
will all overlap (see table 1 in section 2). As JCRP II phases out, some of the cornerstones 
underlying the IcSP programme will be weaker: e.g. the focus on political analysis, the 
support to peace processes, strengthening local capacities and mechanisms for mediation and 
conflict resolution, networking of peace actors, or lessons from the impact of peace dividends. 
There are however still opportunities for synergies, now and beyond the timeframe of some 
projects, as identified in (table 2), if leadership and investment is made by the EUD in 
facilitating, incentivising and accompanying the process, and if IPs show goodwill and invest 
some time and effort. Coordination is time consuming and challenging as the history of JCRP 
also shows. IPs need to clearly identify benefits or value-added out of potential synergies and 
existing complementarities, and be willing to give it a go. These need to be honestly 
discussed with the EUD and the other IPs.   
 
➢ Cross-border linkages across IcSP programmes in Sudan and South Sudan are 
challenging 

The need to establish and develop linkages with similar projects or initiatives across the 
border with South Sudan (but also Ethiopia) is identified and is being requested by local 
actors (e.g. it was brought up by some stakeholders of JCRP II). But if at the Sudan level the 
challenges cannot be underestimated, additional constraints limit the ability or feasibility to 
promote linkages across the IcSP programmes in Sudan and South Sudan, beyond the same 
rationale, namely: 

• Access restrictions and time-consuming bureaucratic obstacles are made worse in 
highly politically sensitive and conflict affected border areas;   
• Insecurity and conflict along heavily militarised border areas increases the security 
risks to develop and monitor activities in/with communities in the vicinity to the border, 
where synergies between programmes on both sides could have the greatest/more 
immediate impact;  
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• Unresolved border issues and demarcation between Sudan and South Sudan makes 
activities in the vicinity of the border politically sensitive and at higher risk of political 
manipulation or of ‘doing harm’. 
• Different timelines between projects across the border could limit potential synergies.  

Promoting linkages between projects across the border represents an additional task for the 
additional challenges it comes with. These need to be weighted against opportunities and 
added-value for the relative short time-span of the projects. For some of the projects it was 
more directly relevant to explore synergies with other IcSP projects working in adjacent 
geographic areas (e.g. for SEED with regard to CBPC). But there is a clear peacebuilding 
potential in linking with activities across the border that are also supporting (directly or 
indirectly) vital cross-border activities and dialogue processes. It is however also important 
that these activities are done in ways that keep a low profile and interfere the least (or not at 
all) with local inter-tribal conflict resolution mechanisms and processes. Donor activities in 
the border areas risk attracting attention from the authorities at state and higher level and 
undermine local dialogue and coping mechanisms. 

7 Recommendations 
 

7.1 For synergies between IcSP projects in Sudan 

To the EUD and IcSP implementing partners in Sudan: 
(immediate / short-term action)  

 
➢ Use the IcSP Programme as a support and network platform  
Requires a clear identification and understanding of the potential benefits of exploring 
synergies and a role for the EUD in terms of facilitating and incentivising that process, 
without adding too much on the workload of the Delegation and IPs. Table 2 in section 6 
identifies some areas where there is potential for synergies.  

• Sharing of information and analysis. Regular coordination meetings of the EUD and 
IPs of the IcSP programme should continue to serve as a platform for information 
exchange.36 The first coordination meeting was an opportunity for each IPs to present its 
project, learn about the other IcSP projects, and understand their role within the wider 
goals of the IcSP programme. At each future meeting, IPs could present and share studies, 
analysis, mapping results conducted as part of the projects, as they are available, and 
eventually, where relevant, present other relevant studies/analysis. Such sharing of 
knowledge could trigger other exchanges on operational and strategic issues (the next 
point) 
• Use the IcSP coordination meetings as a sounding board to exchange on experiences, 
peacebuilding processes, discuss common challenges and innovative ways to address 
risks to projects (e.g. access, engagement with local actors, M&E, including measuring 
impact, analysis, etc), strengthen conflict-sensitive approaches, and for learning on best 
practices. Where possible, IPs could also be a source for triangulation of IcSp projects.  
• Identify common ‘touchstones’ by mapping activities, locations, actors, outputs of the 
projects to detect complementarities and potential synergies. A more detailed map per 
region could complement the overview map already made available to all IPs (in annex 
1). This should allow IPs to identify where they can build on or connect with work 

                                                      
36 Report of the IcSP Implementing Partners’ Coordination Meeting, EUD, Khartoum, March 4, 2015. See also annex 6 (Mission 

debriefing)   
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already done or underway by other partners to avoid duplication and support their own 
activities37. As relevant and where possible, consolidate and monitor gains achieved 
through other IcSP projects. 
• Sharing peacebuilding resource persons and outputs across the IcSP programme. For 
instance, making a 'shared use' of the existing peacebuilding actors like the local-level 
peace committees, the Network of Peace Ambassadors, or the state level peace building 
mechanisms.  
• Association of activities. As/where relevant, consider the possibility to make some 
project activities open to other IPs, as for instance UNDP did with the Peace Symposium 
organised under JCRP II in early September 2015. Some examples that were discussed 
and other proposals are presented in table 2. The sharing of activities could also create 
opportunities to continue or support the sustainability of activities beyond the lifetime of 
projects (e.g. the the dispute monitoring system of JCRP II).  

 
To the EUD and FPI: 
(immediate / short-term action)  

➢  Capitalise on the audio-visual production   

• The EUD should organise a projection within the EU (including ECHO) and for IcSP 
partners in Sudan in conjunction with a discussion of the missions report, and invite all 
Khartoum based interlocutors that have participated in the film.  
• The EUD could also organise a projection with other like-minded donors in 
Khartoum to discuss challenges of doing peace building in Sudan and opportunities for 
coordinating/creating synergies between activities.  
• FPI should organise projections in discussions within FPI and with other EU services 
like the EEAS (e.g. K2, geographic units), DEVCO and ECHO, and in EU meetings on 
Sudan, as well as in meetings of peace building networks (e.g. civil society dialogue 
network meetings by EPLO, etc), as relevant.  

 
➢  Reinforce capacity within the EUD  
The EUD had a peace building adviser and expert on Sudan to support the EUD and namely 
the IcSP Programme Manager facilitating the coordination of the IcSP programme, to liaise 
with IPs on a regular basis, and assist them in horizontal and vertical coordination tasks, as 
well as with advice at request. This function should be maintained, especially as most IcSP 
projects will be running at the same time until the end of 2016, and at least two of them into 
2017. 

 
 

7.2 Operational recommendations for the projects in general  

➢ Continue searching for opportunities to engage with local actors at all levels  
That must of course be informed by a good contextual and relational analysis of who’s who in 
the Sudanese national, state and local context, and what interests drive each actor at every 
level. Paying attention to who’s who in the local landscape is important to ensure 
inclusiveness and conflict sensitivity of the IcSP projects. It allows also identifying which 
actors are best placed to act and be trusted at the community level and with the state 

                                                      
37 These common ‘touchstones’ could be f.i. research/methodology protocols for baseline studies used and authorised by the 

authorities; local actors already trained on relevant peace building skills (CSOs, Native Administration, peace builders); peace 
mechanisms, peace agreements and peace processes in the geographic locations of intervention (or in other locations, but 

addressing root causes of conflict that could be relevant for the projects); committed/helpful contact persons in line ministries or 
other administrative bodies at the state and national level; etc.  



          Page 30 

authorities, i.e. those the projects should seek to engage for effectiveness and results. 
Opportunities can equally arise through information exchange among international partners, 
investing in networking with a range of local actors beyond Khartoum, and building 
relationships with local CSOs effectively present or with good connections at the community 
level (and not just those that claim to have). The mapping of local actors/peacebuilders by 
JCRP and its regular conflict analysis could be useful tools for the whole of the IcSP 
programme.  

 
7.3 For cross border synergies between IcSP projects in Sudan and South Sudan 

To EUDs in Sudan and South Sudan 
➢  Promote and facilitate the sharing of experiences between IPs working in the border 
areas in Sudan and South Sudan 

This could take different forms. Some suggestions are the sharing of relevant studies or other 
resources (like recently done with the Concordis studies); or organising meetings/video 
conferences with the EUD and IPs of the IcSP programme in South Sudan working in the 
border areas. 

 
To IOM, UNDP, SfCG (operating also in the border areas in South Sudan): 
➢  Exchange information and coordinate efforts for coherent approaches on both sides 
of the border   
Especially for those projects that are starting or in inception phase, it would be useful to 
exchange information in the early stages of planning and implementation, and explore any 
potential synergies.  
 

   
7.4 For additional supporting measures/activities to the IcSP programme and EU peace 

building efforts in Sudan  

To the EUD and FPI: 
➢  Always include a small reserve of funds in the IcSP envelope for a quick and flexible 
response to opportunities or needs that could emerge during the duration of the Programme. 
The IcSP Programme in Sudan includes a portion of funds for a rapid reaction component to 
be programmed up to the end of 2015. This should be considered a best practice, i.e.: IcSP 
packages should automatically include non programmed reserve funds to allow for the 
flexibility and availability to respond rapidly to changes in context, new opportunities that 
could emerge or, exceptionally, address unexpected needs of on-going IcSP projects that are 
critical to the impact or synergies of IcSP activities. However, ideally, this funding reserve 
should come with no strings attached in terms of criteria (other than those of the Instrument) 
or timing, and should follow/accompany the cycle of the IcSP programme in country, rather 
than the programming/funding cycle of the Instrument.38  
 
➢  Strengthen the ‘soft’ peace building component of the IcSP programme after the 
phasing out of JCRP II 

While JCRP II has a networking component that aims at providing a space for exchange and 
learning between peacebuilding actors in and outside Sudan, with the phasing out of JCRP II, 

                                                      
38 It should be discussed with FPI if such an option could be feasible within the limits of the EU budget and IcSP regulations. An 

alternative option – that at least could allow buying time beyond programming deadlines – could be allocating some funds 

through European Framework Contracts (FWC) to call on specific expertise or services to support the IcSP programme and 
overall EU objectives and strategy in country. 



          Page 31 

this dimension will be weakened in the IcSP programme, and does not seem to exist in other 
peacebuilding projects (e.g. by the WB, DfiD). The EU could consider extending the training 
and networking component of JCRP II and, as part of it, discuss with all IcSP IPs how it 
could be used to support the ‘soft’ peace building dimension in other IcSP projects, and how 
to build on other IcSP projects’ activities/actors – in particular SfCG in Sudan and in South 
Sudan39. This could have various advantages, allowing to:  

(i) build capacities for conflict analysis and understanding root causes of local conflicts;   
(ii) strengthen conflict prevention, mediation and conflict resolution skills of local 
stakeholders in IcSP projects and other relevant local actors;  
(iii) reinforce linkages between the ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ components of peace building, and 
how to capitalise on the latter for further transformation of conflict dynamics;  
(iv) creating a space for local actors to exchange on mechanisms and experiences to 
prevent, mitigate and resolve local conflicts (in Sudan, in South Sudan, and in other 
contexts).  

 
➢ Networking beyond the IcSP programme to learn from others, expand peacebuilding 
approaches and look for opportunities to link short-term stabilising activities with 
development 
Reach out to other local and international actors – including EUD own programmes/ 
instruments – engaged in relevant domains and in the same geographical areas that could 
potentially contribute to knowledge sharing, exchange of information and analysis, and to 
expand/support peacebuilding approaches by connecting with other types of interventions 
(ideally longer-term ones).  

• The EUD should take an active role in facilitating connections with other donor 
funded activities, as it did at the occasion of the 2nd IcSP coordination meeting, 
structuring future meetings possibly on the basis of geographic locations to allow for 
more in-depth discussions and cross fertilisation across policy domains – peace building 
is after all fundamentally interdisciplinary. To start with, UNDP 4Ws tool can provide a 
very useful mapping to identify relevant activities/actors present in the same/adjacent 
locations to IcSP projects.  
• The EUD should consider supporting development activities (and locally devised 
development plans where they exist) alongside IcSP and/or other partners’ peace building 
activities. In Darfur, where the EU has ongoing/planned humanitarian and development 
activities, the EUD should seek opportunities to link up with peace building activities and 
facilitate exchanges with IcSP IPs operating in the region.  
• Engage with local actors and other international partners on peacebuilding 
experiences and challenges as part of capacity-building and sustainability strategies.  

 

To the EU in general:  
➢  Consider, in coordination with other EU and international donors, additional areas 
or activities that would complement and strengthen the overall EU strategy in Sudan and on-
going peace building efforts 

Some options for further consideration (some could be funded by other EU instruments) 
could include: 

• Identify and support selective and targeted measures for the inclusion of Sudan in the 
economic international arena, with a good conflict-sensitive analysis of its potential 

                                                      
39 SfCG in South Sudan is implementing a national wide project on “Strategic communication for peace building in South Sudan – “I 

love my country”, in partnership with UNESCO and a local partner, Catholic Radio Network. It will be conducting similar activities 
to SfCG in Sudan, including in border areas with Sudan.    
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implications on the political and power dynamics in Sudan. Alleviating the negative 
impact of sanctions could leverage not only economic growth and development, but also 
peacebuilding efforts. As pointed out by the conflict analysis, the CPA happened in a 
context of economic growth; alleviating economic pressures could contribute again to 
open some political space and incentivise dialogue. Increasingly entrenched in a survival 
strategy mode, the regime continues to direct resources primarily to security and defence, 
while investment in the social sectors has suffered substantial cuts with the loss of state 
revenue. Lifting the ban on financial transactions, f.i., has of course risks, but it is an 
indiscriminate barrier to economic investment and growth that impacts also on economic 
and job opportunities at local level – what some IcSP and other EU activities are trying to 
promote. Identifying the right measures and strategies will require investment in 
knowledge about the effective impact of sanctions, i.e.: which Sudanese state and private 
sector actors cope with it and how; what alternative trade systems/schemes the sanctions 
regime may have contributed to boost or create; their role in Sudan’s political economy 
and implications for political and economic governance in the country. Such knowledge 
would be relevant to IcSP and other EU instruments and actors alike. 
• Support capacity-building of relevant governmental and non-governmental organs/ 
actors for an effective participation in international environmental negotiations and 
processes under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC) 
and access environmental adaptation funds40. Climate change is a shared concern of state 
and non-state actors in Sudan at all levels. It provides a window of opportunity to engage 
national actors across political, socio-economic, ethnic or religious divides, including 
local and state authorities, but whose ability to respond is limited. For the international 
community it provides also an opportunity to engage sectors of the government with 
whom there is common ground, and advance environmental, as well as development and 
peacebuilding policies.  

 
 

8 Conclusions 

In a country where “conflict is policy”, peace building is challenging and presents many 
dilemmas. The IcSP programme in Sudan is a carefully crafted and well-thought series of 
interventions to support peace building through various entry points that are critical to address 
root causes of conflict in the country. It brings together international and local partners with 
experience, varied ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building expertise, a lot of learning and contextual 
knowledge that, if connected, can be of great value and support to the EU and partners. Its 
underlying ToC, taken largely from the JCRP II, informs most IcSP projects. Even if not all 
projects explicitly make reference and develop the ToC in the project, there is a coherent – 
and repetitive – logic and approach across most projects. The IcSP programme thus 
constitutes also a good opportunity to collect evidence – so far relatively scarce – of peace 
building approaches if: a) effective monitoring is made possible and, b) it can be extended for 
a period beyond the end of project activities. Both are major challenges. The first is 
contextual. The second relates to the financial and management frameworks of donors and 
IPs. Apart from the UNEP project with DDRA and SOS Sahel, and the JCRP II (which 
continued monitoring peace agreements supported in phase I), most projects do not foresee or 

                                                      
40 Environment is not covered by the sanctions, although the ban on financial transactions with Sudan may affect the chance of 

accessing funds. UNEP is currently providing some assistance to the line Ministry in these international processes and 
negotiations. 
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envisage the possibility of monitoring beyond the immediate period after the end of the 
project. 
 
Value-added of the IcSP  
Besides allowing the EU to support peace building in Sudan and promote peace building 
approaches by humanitarian and development actors, the IcSP ensures EU presence and 
support in the volatile and fragile conflict-affected areas of Sudan’s border states with South 
Sudan, where no other EU instruments and activities are operating (with the exception of 
Darfur, where the EU is funding development and humanitarian activities). While the absence 
of other EU instruments and the presence of only few donors is challenging to the 
sustainability of activities and limits the scaling up actions and impact, it creates opportunities 
for LRRD – Linking relief, rehabilitation and development  – type or approaches. It would be 
critical to seize these, especially as demography, climate change, populations’ displacement 
and conflict continue to exacerbate the kind of social and economic pressures that are at the 
root cause of local conflicts in Sudan. 
 
IcSP flexible management procedures under the IcSP allowed the EUD to select IPs as per 
their profile, contextual presence and track record in-country, their capacities to work in a 
conflict-sensitive manner, and with entry points with the government to facilitate access and 
implementation, but also try to connect efforts at local and state level with federal level 
policies. As the context evolves, projects have the possibility to adapt the initial proposal and 
planning during the inception period, but also during implementation if need be. For the 
already mentioned reasons that are beyond the Instrument, the EUD, IPs or FPI, it has 
however not been rapid at all in the current IRP.   
 
Furthermore, implementing partners are appreciative of the opportunity for longer term 
funding in a context where most funding is for humanitarian aid, despite increasingly 
prevalent humanitarian aid fatigue in Sudan, and Darfur in particular.41 
  

                                                      
41 Key informants and project stakeholders were very vocal in their criticism of humanitarian aid, while recognizing there has been improvement 
and good initiatives are happening (e.g. more balanced approaches to the provision of services to host and displaced populations, providing services 
in villages of origin to incentivise return, generating sources of collective income etc).  
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Annex 2 – Assessment notes of the IcSP projects 

Annex 2.1.  Note on the Joint Conflict Reduction Programme, phase II  

This note provides a general assessment of JCRP II according to the objectives defined in the 
inception note for the RTE and support mission to the IcSP programme in Sudan42. It builds 
on information and views gathered through a desk review, interviews and meetings conducted 
during the first and second missions to Sudan, and the assessment by the external mid-term 
review (MTR) of JCRP II that took place in May-June 2015. During the second mission to 
Sudan, the consultant and the Audio-Visual experts in the mission coordinated with the MTR 
team, exchanged information and views, and some interviews with local stakeholders and 
Implementing Partners (IPs) were conducted jointly. This note is part of and complementary 
to the report of the RTE missions.   
 

1. Project overview  
 
Project title Joint Conflict Reduction Programme – Phase II 
Budget 4,000,000 EUR (approx. 1,38M UNDP and 2,62M IOM) 
Timeframe March 2014-February 2016 (18 months, plus a 6 months extension) 
IPs UNDP and IOM, under two separate funding agreements. 
Beneficiaries State Peace Mechanisms at regional and local level, Peace Committees, Line Ministries, Native 

Administration, peace ambassadors, local communities, CSOs, and academia including peace 
centres. 

Location South Kordofan, West Kordofan, Blue Nile State and Abyei 
Overall 
objective 

To promote social cohesion, peace consolidation and pluralism, and reduce the likelihood of 
conflict by strengthening Government and civil society peace mechanisms/initiatives. 

Specific 
objectives  
(or Outputs 
as per UNDP 
terminology) 

Implemented by UNDP:  

SO1. Effective mechanisms at the State level 
are in place supporting community-level 
conflict resolution and prevention.  

SO2. Current and future local flashpoint 
conflicts are mitigated through inclusive peace 
processes. 

SO3. Local stakeholders are linked to high-
level peace processes. 

Implemented by IOM:  

SO4. Local peace processes are sustained 
through the delivery of targeted peace 
dividends to communities. 

SO5. Initiatives are delivered to support 
community stabilization and resilience to 
violent conflict.  

Target 
group(s) 

Leaders engaged in mechanisms and processes of peace building and conflict resolution from 
government, law enforcement officials, academia, civil society and native administration. 

Main 
activities 

‘Soft’ peace building activities: capacity-development trainings and on-the-job support to state 
mechanisms, state and civil society actors, and community-led peace initiatives; facilitation of 
dialogue and peace processes at state and community levels; peace events; mapping and 
networking of peace actors; knowledge sharing infrastructures and activities (Peace Innovation 
Hub, workshops, information campaigns to local communities). 

‘Hard’ peace building activities: peace dividends prioritized by the communities, which can 
help stabilize or sustain peace, build resilience, foster peaceful coexistence (e.g. construction of 
water-yards, schools or other identified small infrastructure; cattle corridor routes demarcation).  

                                                      
42 The present note is a revised and final version. It integrates comments received from UNDP and IOM. 
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2. Background to JCRP II 
 

JCRP adapted and expanded since 2009, when the Conflict Reduction Programme was 
supporting the prevention and resolution of conflict in South Kordofan. Its core objective 
remains largely the same, but the programme enlarged its geographic coverage and its 
strategy evolved with and throughout JCRP phases I and II. It took in the lessons learned from 
earlier experiences of the programme and adapted to a changing context, especially as conflict 
erupted along areas in the south border states of Sudan in the run up to and after the break 
away of South Sudan.  
 
As part of its learning process, in addition to its ‘soft’ peace building activities implemented 
by UNDP, JCRP added a ‘hard’ peace building component of peace dividends (implemented 
by IOM) that is increasingly critical also as a strategy for access – development issues (e.g. 
water infrastructure, corridor demarcation, schools) are a less controversial entry point and 
contribute to address grievances or needs that contribute to conflict. Peace dividends provide 
immediate and tangible benefits to the communities and should contribute to sustain the gains 
from peace processes. One of the strengths of JCRP – even if that has not always been a 
smooth or easy process – is the articulation of ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building components, 
bringing together two international organisations with complementary operational strengths, 
experiences, and to a certain extent also different cultures of intervention at the cross-roads 
between humanitarian, stabilisation and development work in conflict-affected fragile 
contexts.  In order to enable each IP to focus on its areas of expertise, the EU signed two 
separate funding agreements with UNDP and IOM as recommended by the evaluation of 
JCRP I. Coordination between the IPs and the two peace building strands of work was further 
strengthened under JCRP II and seems to have benefitted from a better understanding of the 
added-value of each component and IP role during the JCRP I experience. Changes in staff 
also cleared the way for a more constructive dialogue and more effective coordination 
between UNDP and IOM. 
 
Although JCRP II’s main focus is on state peace mechanisms, its theory of change and 
strategy strengthened the support provided to civil society actors and initiatives to further 
develop their capacity to voice local perspectives and participate in peace processes. This is 
another part of the strategy to mitigate the challenges of supporting local peace processes 
solely through state mechanisms that generally lack the capacity, credibility, or political 
authority to address alone local conflicts or potential triggers.   

3. Contextual and Political Relevance  
 

As a follow-up project, JCRP II has maintained its relevance by evolving and adapting to the 
changing context, being informed by regular (quarterly) conflict analysis, and building on 
learning from earlier phases of the project. The conflict analysis by the EUD in November 
2014, undertaken with the participation of Sudanese and international actors (including IOM 
and UNDP), confirmed the analysis of the driving factors of conflict in Sudan that had 
informed the design of JCRP II, and the relevance of its approach, including:  

(i) the importance of strengthening engagement at the local level, with state authorities 
and with local communities (e.g. to mitigate and/or mediate conflict, build resilience, and 
strengthen capacity for participation), and  
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(ii) empowering civil society for inclusive participation and governance43.  

As such the project responds to objectives of the IcSP programme of supporting stabilisation, 
political participation and good governance in Sudan; preventing the escalation of conflicts; 
and promoting conflict mitigation and resolution. It is also in line with the strategies of both 
implementing organisations.  
 
The design of the project is informed by a theory 
of change (ToC), according to which the 
provision of capacity-building, technical and 
financial support to both state institutions and 
community peace builders will strengthen 
inclusive participation in local peace processes 
and mechanisms. Combined with the timely 
provision of peace dividends, these interventions 
will strengthen community resilience to conflicts 
and promote social cohesion (see box 1).  
 
While the ToC is not overly linear, it assumes the 
same approach can be equally valid or effective in 
every local context or in any combination of 
conflict drivers44. This is not to question the ToC – 
which is in any case a learning tool – but rather to 
stress the importance of a shared understanding, 
among all key stakeholders, of the limits of 
capturing in a simplified ToC what effectively 
drives or influences change in a complex and 
volatile conflict context as Sudan. That is critical 
in order to moderate expectations (especially of 
those sitting outside Sudan) as to what the project 
can realistically achieve, and to keep the flexibility 
(as allowed by the IcSP) to make adaptations (as 
relevant to each specific local situation) and seek 
innovative approaches. So far, there is a clear 
understanding among the EUD, the IPs and local 
stakeholders alike that these activities won’t 
resolve conflict in Sudan or the southern states, but enhancing common interests and local 
capacities to address root causes of local conflicts at the community and state level can 
contribute to make them less permeable to political influence and manipulation.  
 
On the other hand, as underlined also in the conflict analysis exercise, there is a need to better 
link up local and higher level political processes – the aim of SO3 in JCRP. It intends to do so 
by connecting local stakeholders with high-level peace processes, namely through support to 
the establishment of platforms for dialogue and exchange of peace building experiences at 
national level. But the challenges and sensitivity of doing so are even greater now, especially 
since the national dialogue process come to a halt at the end of 2014, compared to the start of 
the project when there was optimism around the high-level peace processes. The GoS does 

                                                      
43 Report of the Sudan Conflict Analysis Workshop, EUD, November 2014 (internal document).   
44 Each state is in fact likely to use different mechanisms to resolve local conflicts, as a recent report by Concordis on water access 

assessment in the South Sudan side of the border identifies (Concordis, 2015a - in may report list of references). This diversity of 
formal/informal institutions and processes is not likely to be much different in the Sudanese side of the border.  

Box 1 – JCRP II Theory of Change 

 
• IF we build the capacity of state-level 

Government peace building institutions 
and of community-level peace builders 
THEN they will be better able to 
manage the peace processes they are 
strategically best placed to deliver 

• IF we provide financial and technical 
support to local peace processes THEN 
we will have a direct impact on social 
cohesion at the community level 

• IF we provide financial and technical 
support to actors communicating local 
voices to negotiators of a peace 
agreement THEN we will have a direct 
impact on plural voices being reflected 
in the negotiation of a peace agreement 

• IF we deliver peace dividends focusing 
on services identified by communities 
after a peace agreement THEN we will 
help sustain local peace processes 

• IF we support civil society organizations 
to deliver peace dividends focusing on 
developing capacities of local peace 
actors, fostering diversity and improving 
livelihoods to target communities or 
groups that are at risk of joining violent 
conflict THEN we will support 
community resilience to violent conflict.  
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not tolerate external interference in national dialogue processes, making even the use of the 
wording ‘national dialogue’ in JCRP activities a sensitive issue. Working through local actors 
entails risks for the latter if perceived to be vehicles for external influence.  
 
The association with respected Sudanese academic institutions like the Peace Research 
Institute (PRI) of the University of Khartoum has allowed JCRP to develop initiatives aimed 
at promoting national capacities for dialogue and mediation, and exchanges of information 
and experiences between national and international peace building actors, as well as across 
the States with the linking to other academic institutions (e.g. in Darfur and West Kordofan). 
It is, however, not realistic to expect that, in the lifetime of the project, this could provide an 
entry point to effectively connecting local level peace processes with a national dialogue 
process that has stalled, and in which the University of Khartoum has no role. These 
initiatives have the potential to generate opportunities for further engagement and to widen 
the debate and range of actors, if part of a longer-term investment in peace building.   
 
Although UNDP and IOM are experienced organisations with a long-term presence and 
knowledge of the context in Sudan, and the capacity to work in a conflict-sensitive manner, 
the implications and sensitivity of working through state mechanisms seems to have been 
underestimated. In taking a technical approach, the project seeks to assert its neutrality from 
any political agendas or actors, but this seems to be partly compromised by the support to and 
work through state mechanisms, which reinforces perceptions by both insiders and outsiders 
to the programme that it is biased towards the state, a key player in the ongoing conflict, as 
underlined in the report of the MTR. Even though the project has expanded the range of 
partners with whom it engages in order to address both capacity gaps and neutrality 
concerns45, Government restrictions on project locations (applicable to the generality of 
international organisations and NGOs) mean that IPs are bound to work where and with 
whom the authorities agree to or want to include. This Government policy thus leaves aside 
key actors in local conflicts and non-Government controlled areas, which is likely to further 
exacerbate the sense of marginalisation in those areas. The approach of working through state 
mechanisms has also meant lesser opportunities to work in Abyei, although that risk has been 
anticipated and mitigation measures identified46. In addition, it leaves the project exposed to 
the periodic restructuring of state-boundaries and administration reshuffles, which obliges the 
project to start all over again… and there is relatively little that can be done about it.  
 
On the other hand, JCRP seems to be the only project supporting day-today and capacity 
development of the state mechanisms, and connecting state and community level mechanisms 
and processes, which is relevant in the Sudan context. Furthermore, state authorities offer in 
principle a more accessible/easier entry than the central Government. They are closer to the 
state realities and problems, have a vested interest in local stabilisation and conflict 
prevention, and tend to be more receptive to external support – especially if that involves 
infrastructure works – since they often lack financial resources and technical capacity.   
  

 
 
 

                                                      
45 Derived mainly from working with state peace councils and the perceptions associated with these mechanisms, as explained further 

ahead in page 6. 
46 A training in peace building, conflict analysis and non-violent communication was conducted for Abyei school teachers and peace 

ambassadors. Conflict analysis was conducted as part of the training, which allowed participants also to map potential conflict 
hotspots and preventive strategies to address these. The IPs had decided no ‘hardware’/works would be conducted as that would 
be politically sensitive and likely to be interpreted as taking sides (UNDP annual report on JCRP II). 
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4. Effectiveness 
 
But has JCRP II approach been effective? It is difficult to assess effectiveness when IPs 
international staff and donors access to project locations is rare. The monitoring of activities 
is therefore most often left to local actors involved in the programme47. On the rare occasions 
when UNDP and IOM succeeded in conducting a monitoring mission (in BNS), officials tend 
to control the discourse and who is interviewed – this was also evident in the interviews the 
consultant conducted with local stakeholders in Khartoum. Relying on the sources available, 
the individuals consulted and on the limited triangulation with sources and individuals 
unrelated to the project, the programme has made progress, albeit unequally across its five 
specific objectives/outcomes. Progress on each SOs has been assessed by the MTR. Its 
findings are consistent with the assessment by the broader RTE mission.  
 
Both UNDP and IOM have a long-term presence in Sudan and in the geographic areas 
targeted, have the capacity to work in a conflict-sensitive manner, and have a working 
relationship with the authorities at national and state level, which in principle facilitates 
access and implementation. These are important basic criteria for effectiveness, but various 
other factors are at play, some of which beyond the control of the IPs.  
 
Since 2011, JCRP has provided support to 21 peace processes: 16 of which (from phase I, 
over a period of nearly 30 months) still hold after a year; some do not require further 
accompaniment by the project; and 4 new peace processes initiated in phase II (during the 1st 
of implementation), of which 3 resulted in peace agreements. The relatively lesser number of 
peace processes in the second phase is clearly not derived from an improvement in the 
conflict situation in the targeted states, where SAF-SPLM-N, as well as inter- and intra-tribal 
conflict continue to kill people, affect communities livelihoods and increase the number of 
displaced people fueling further social tensions. On the opposite, higher-level conflicts and 
politics are affecting the effectiveness of the project, at various levels. While this is 
illustrative of the limits of JCRP approach and over ambitious objectives in the current 
context (e.g. SO3), it also highlights the need for parallel and coordinated efforts at higher 
political levels by national and international actors, including the EU.  
  

Box 2 – Key challenges to JCRP effectiveness 
 

Contextual/political challenges 

- The continuing war between SAF and SPLM-N increases insecurity, displacement and tensions 

between communities and with the State. The disconnect between NCP and SPLM-N negotiating 

positions in high-level peace processes on the one hand, and local perspectives and interrelations 

between communities across the political and ethnic divide at local level on the other hand, only 

increases the sense of marginalisation at local level and the lack of trust in state institutions.  

- Government policies/elite economic interests (e.g. oil exploration, commercial farming) with no 

direct development benefit to the local populations (e.g. no jobs) add pressure on scarce natural 

resources (e.g. land and water, pollution) and are not accountable to the state (these large 

companies that have their direct connections in the Government). There seems to be little or no 

role for the state peace mechanisms to address those tensions, which undermines credibility of the 

mechanisms and the state.  

                                                      
47 Feedback and monitoring is generally by the peace mechanisms, the peace ambassadors or NGOs/CSOs implementing activities. 

UNDP has also involved PRI from the University of Khartoum to conduct baseline studies and more independent or neutral 
assessment and monitoring.  
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- The expulsion by the GoS of the UNDP country director in December 2014 did not have a direct 

impact on the project or on UNDP activities in the regions. Nonetheless, it rendered even more 

sensitive the work related to peace building, and inhibited UNDP ability to support the project with 

higher political level backup.    

 

Operational and Financial challenges 

- Delays in the approval of the funding decision by headquarters (EU and UNDP) and in signing of 

the agreement and disbursement of funds obliged many activities to be rolled over to 2015, 

requiring a no cost-extension for UNDP, and a cost-extension for IOM in order to cover for peace 

dividends of the new peace processes. 

- Due to administrative re-organisation (the split of South Kordofan state and administration into 

two states: WK and SK), two of the three state counterparts were formed later and SPPCC in 

particular is very weak, besides the absence of a counterpart in Abyei.  

- Insecurity and access restrictions by the authorities impacts on access to locations outside the main 

towns, causes delays in implementation and prevents effective monitoring of activities.  
 

 
JCRP capacity building and training activities seem to have succeeded in generating 
awareness, sensitising state and community level actors to peaceful means of resolving 
conflict, and improving capacity of the state peace mechanisms as well as of local NGOs and 
CSOs48. According to UNDP, trainings of peace ambassadors and peace committee members 
had a multiplier effect resulting in some key agreements at community level that have 
reduced conflicts – a claim that is however difficult to verify, especially as there is no 
counterfactual – and work is ongoing with peace committees in SKS; in BNS, a consultation 
workshop between the Peace Council and local peace committees was facilitated by JCRP49  
 
But capacity initiatives, as important as they can be, are clearly not enough to ensure a 
stronger and more credible role for state peace mechanisms. In general, state mechanisms lack 
political and financial backing50, or are so controlled that they lack inclusiveness and 
credibility at the eyes of the communities (as seems to be the case of the Peace Council in 
BNS51, and SPPCC in SK). When they have political backing, as was the case with RPCM 
before the administrative reorganisation, this is likely to change with leadership and 
administrative staff rotation at the state level. Triangulation with other sources and key 
informants unrelated to JCRP echoed mixed perceptions about the capacity and trust of state 
peace mechanisms. Mitigation measures have been identified and put in place accordingly, 
including broadening the range of actors JCRP engages with and ensuring conflict sensitivity 
informs the work of IPs through regular conflict analysis. The need for conflict analysis to be 
accompanied by a real-time dispute monitoring system that serves the double purpose of early 
detection of escalation of disputes/tension and monitoring of the impact of JCRP and local 
partners’ interventions is part of the identified lessons and proposals for the way forward. 
UNDP has been trying to pilot the dispute monitoring system in WKS, but authorities and 
stakeholders involved do not seem to have either the will or the trust to put such a system in 
place. If effectively functioning, the dispute monitoring system could be a very useful tool for 

                                                      
48  JCRP role in reinforcing local NGOs and CSOs capacities is known and acknowledged by other local actors. It is referenced f.i. a 

study by Peace Direct about scaling up grassroots stability in SK, WK and Abyei.  
49 A different view is expressed in the MTR report, that found no evidence of direct work with or support to peace committees at the 

community level other than Abyei, where there is no state peace mechanism. 
50 Members of the state peace mechanisms are not paid salary and have limited budgets for activities. 
51  MTR report. Two key informant interviewed during the RTE missions and consultations by Peace Direct for the study about scaling 

up grassroots stability echoed the same observations and the perceived politicisation of JCRP in SK and in BNS, where political 
polarisation is also the greatest compared to WK.    
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the whole of the IcSP programme and IPs, who could also collaborate by providing 
information through their local partners and networks.  
 
Implementation of activities regarding SO3, on linking local stakeholders with high-level 
peace processes, has been more problematic and ambition needs to be downplayed, as there 
are currently no political conditions to take it forward as initially planned. The political 
momentum (organising such type of activities in the run up to elections would have been too 
sensitive), delays in the disbursement of funds by the EU, and lack of prioritisation of these 
activities by UNDP as well as lack of dedicated staff, have all had its share in the late start of 
activities under SO3. Post-elections, the issue of national dialogue remains sensitive and not 
without risks to all stakeholders. There needs to be also careful consideration for the 
‘how/when/by whom’ information campaigns about high-level peace processes planned under 
this SO will take place. UNDP is not always perceived as ‘neutral’ by non-state stakeholders 
since it is bound to work with the Government as per UNDP mandate, although the 
relationship with the Government is also not an easy one as illustrated by the expulsion of the 
country director in December 2014.  
 
There is clearly great interest and demand among civil society actors at community and state 
level, and by state and even some officials/ministries at national level for activities that 
facilitate/create a space to share reflection, learning and capacities for peace building through 
networking between national actors and with international peace builders. In the remaining 
time left to the project, it would be more realistic to focus on those kind of activities, and 
engage also other relevant sectors – and actors, especially the private sector – to sensitise 
them to ‘do no harm’ principles and peace building approaches. UNDP was intent in doing so 
and local private sector actors have been engaged in recent initiatives under JCRP II52.  
 
Coordination between the IPs was further strengthened under JCRP II and seems to have 
benefitted from a better understanding of the value-added of each component and IP role 
during the JCRP I experience. Changes in staff have also cleared the way for a more 
constructive dialogue and more effective coordination between UNDP and IOM. The 
accompaniment and technical advice by IOM technical experts during workshops for the 
selection of peace dividends, post-peace agreements, seems to have contributed to more 
realistic choices and planning. Despite more effective coordination, timely articulation of 
the soft and hard peace building strands of work remains challenging. A number of peace 
dividends from the later stage of the phase I peace processes were implemented during phase 
II to avoid further loss of time given the delays due to the restructuring/ dissolution of peace 
mechanisms with the administrative partition of the SKS53. It should also be noted that not all 
peace processes require accompaniment of peace dividends, but the need to reserve funding to 
accompany new peace processes, should peace dividends be identified, should have been 
anticipated.  
 
It is too soon to assess the effectiveness of the project regarding SO4 and SO5. Eight peace 
dividends are planned or have been identified under SO4 in phase II. In October 2015, other 
peace dividends have been identified and will be supported thanks to the cost extension 
granted to IOM54. Under SO5, six projects are being implemented by local NGOs55. This also 

                                                      
52 Private sector and other partners were part of the Peace Symposium organised by UNDP under JCRP II, in September 2015. 
53 Decision by the project Grants Committee (IPs, EUD, state counterpart) in September 2014. Some peace agreements come at a 

late stage of phase I, and in some cases the process of deciding on the peace dividends was long or too late to allow for 

construction before the rainy season. It was a logical decision to prioritise those, especially as no new agreements under phase II 
were yet in place.  

54 These relate to the El Forsan peace process in West Kordofan and the Dar Neala-Gulfan peace process in South Kordofan. 
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underlines the need for a monitoring phase that goes beyond the lifetime of the project or, to 
the extent possible, be included in future projects of the IPs in the region. Nonetheless, there 
is some evidence that peace dividends are effectively contributing to sustain the gains 
from peace processes and generating positive catalytic impacts56. This confirms the 
importance local stakeholders attribute to the combination of soft and hard peace building 
interventions and its effectiveness in reducing tensions and improving social relations (as 
further elaborated in section 6), even though, as the MTR found out, beneficiaries in the 
communities do not quite understand or make the link between the peace agreements and 
peace dividends.   
 

5. Efficiency  
 

Results wise, the project is broadly on track, with the exceptions of SO3 and in Abyei. Delays 
and implementation challenges, as well as mitigation measures have been explained. It is 
never too much, however, to emphasize the difficulties of working in such a controlled 
environment as Sudan. The time lost in bureaucratic petty requirements and chasing access 
permits is a well-known reality in Sudan – for local partners it is often indicative of how close 
or independent organisations are from the Government – but still goes underestimated. It can 
hold IPs and national partners for weeks and months, and even when obtained, they can be 
ignored or revoked by another government/state entity or official – a measure of how 
arbitrary the system is in Sudan. 
 
JCRP field staff are skilled and their work equally recognised by members of the state 
mechanisms’ as by local CSOs and community members, and known to other international 
and local NGOs operating in the same regions. Local partners’ capacity, at the state or 
community level, is very varied, which affects the efficiency of the project, besides the 
influence of politics that permeates state peace mechanisms, but also civil society 
mechanisms and actors. While a core element in JCRP is working to support and improve the 
capacities of the state peace mechanisms – and cannot therefore really choose its interlocutors 
at state level – it can choose which community structures and actors to work with. It should 
seek to support and engage with those that are genuinely rooted in the communities, 
community driven and be able to identify those that are antennas of political groups. That 
implies a very good knowledge of the local political economy.  
 
It is not in the objectives of the RTE mission to assess efficiency in the use of the budget. 
Regarding the shortage of funds to accompany the new peace processes, in case peace 
dividends would be identified, this should have been anticipated and discussed with the EUD. 
Although not all peace processes may necessarily require accompaniment with peace 
dividends, it is important to manage expectations at the local level. A top up of funds from the 
EU is likely to be requested, but IOM should also set as an immediate priority to explore 
possibilities to link up with other peace building activities by other donors, as well as look for 
local partnerships to deliver any critical peace dividends that emerge from the new peace 
agreements.  

                                                                                                                                                        
55 A total of 19 CSO projects were funded and implemented by 14 CSOs under phase I. To be noted that, in ‘operational’ terms and 

especially for peace dividends involving infrastructure, the timeframe of 18 months of phase II (compared to nearly 30 months in 

phase I) is shortened by the rainy season and activities under SO4 are dependant on the peace processes.  
56 IOM reports that interviews with beneficiaries of CSOs’ activities, as a follow up to participation in trainings and workshop as well as 

delivery of income generating activities, suggest that interventions have been effective in reducing conflict and tension in the 

target areas and have incorporated an element of sustainability to ensure gains are perpetuated despite the end of the project. 
Several instances of averted conflict thanks to involvement of peace committees established by CSOs have been reported by the 
organizations themselves. 
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6. Impact   
 

“The making of peace is beyond the state”. These words by a member of the state peace 
mechanism (SPPCC) in South Kordofan summarise the key contextual challenge for 
sustainable impact of JCRP. Other contextual challenges were mentioned in box 2. JCRP 
trainings, peace initiatives and dividends are recognised as having had an impact in terms of 
development of capacities of state peace mechanisms and civil society actors; providing a 
space for different groups and communities to connect and socialise – it is useful to recall that 
few public gatherings are allowed or tolerated by the GoS; raising awareness, mitigating and 
reducing root sources of local conflict, especially when related to land and water. It is 
however difficult to objectively verify the immediate impact of such activities and their 
catalytic effect, in a controlled environment and access restrictions, and if impact monitoring 
is limited to the lifetime of the project.  
 

Impact is more evident, documented and confirmed by interviewers with regard to some types 
of peace dividends. It was not possible to assess impact of peace dividends from phase II. It 
is therefore relevant to consider the impact of activities conducted under phase I and 
monitored under phase II, to get a sense of how interventions of the project appear to be 
instrumental in changing conflict dynamics at the community level. Corridor demarcation 
activities seem to have had the greatest impact (example in box 3). Another example of 
positive impact and catalytic effect of peace dividends is the school in Abu Ramad (BNS), 
with teachers appointed and paid by the State. School attendance is high, providing education 
to boys and girls (unusual in the area) from the different tribes/groups (e.g. pastoralists, 
nomads, IDPs, etc). The school has become also a vehicle for building social relations across 
tribal lines between the children and families, developing skills, improving nutrition and 
health practices, etc. It is unclear what impact and catalytic effect other peace dividends are 
having and, as underlined by the MTR report, for beneficiaries it is however not always clear 
or evident that such gains are the result of the combined ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building 
approach of JCRP.  
 

 
Unintended impacts?  
There appears to be also some unintended impacts f.i. on the corridor demarcation in BNS. 
Beneficiaries noted concerns about the quality of water, linked to the misuse of the water 
infrastructure build by the project and the intensified use of chemicals for increasing 

Box 3 – Corridor Demarcation in Blue Nile State 

Corridor demarcation in BNS significantly contributed to building confidence and reducing 

conflict between different ethnic groups, farmers and pastoralists, and raising the sense of safety 

and security1. Building water points along the corridor and into the communities had an impact on 

health of people and animals and further reduced tensions linked to water sources. ‘Soft’ 

interventions created awareness to the roots of conflict and how to avoid them, and developed a 

culture of conflict resolution and a sense of community cohesion, through festivals and public 

events. The increased sense of safety and security had a greater impact on the lives of women: 

more mobility, possibility to work and sell products, improved social status. Social relations and 

trading between pastoralists and farmers improved. Agricultural extension, income generating 

projects for youth and women carried out by local NGO/CSOs with the support of JCRP (phase I) 

contributed to improve livelihoods in these communities, relations between groups, and to create 

incentives for youth not to join the military or other armed groups. 
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production in order to compensate for the reduction in farming land as a result of the 
demarcation of the corridor57. Although not all claims were verified, it calls the attention for 
the need of proper training/development support, continued monitoring for some time after 
and eventually punctual support to ensure sustainability of the gains, which JCRP II seems to 
have ensured. 
 
 7. M&E 
On the basis of UNDP’s 2015 JCRP Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, IOM and UNDP 
finalised in June 2015 a joint monitoring and evaluation framework for JCRP. It is a well-
structured and comprehensive framework that defines implementation, outcomes and context 
monitoring tools. It identifies indicators to track and assess implementation, progress towards 
results and impact for all five SOs. It is meant to guide and ensure the quality of monitoring 
and reporting, and serve as a learning and communication tool. It is intended also to inform 
decision-making about operational aspects and/or strategic approaches that may require 
adjustments and ensure conflict-sensitivity.   
 
Most indicators identified are quantitative or quantifiable, with some verification sources 
providing also a qualitative assessment, although some are very subjective or difficult to 
verify independently given the context and access restrictions. Some indicators can be 
compared/measured against baselines (f.i. in capacity assessment before and after the 
trainings). Indicators for SO4 and 5 include also impact indicators to assess the catalytic 
effect of peace dividends. Prevention wise, the conflict monitoring system is a tool with great 
potential, but should not rely on monitoring by the peace mechanisms; community actors/ 
mechanisms and other local actors could also play a role.  
 
The main challenge to an effective M&E reside however in the access restrictions imposed by 
the GoS, which fundamentally means remote monitoring mostly by local actors involved in 
the programme, whose capacity and monitoring skills JCRP is also developing in parallel. 
When field missions are possible, officials tend to control the discourse and who is 
interviewed. Closer collaboration in the first place with other UNDP and IOM programmes in 
the same areas, where existing, for monitoring could be explored. Within UNDP that should 
also come with an effort to harmonise indicators and means of verification, where and as 
relevant, especially as different programmes contribute to the same overall objective of 
promoting and strengthening social cohesion, peace consolidation and pluralism in Sudan. 
 

8. Sustainability  
 

Sustainability of the peace structures and processes is problematic and will continue to require 
continued support at different levels. Conflict and politics at the high-political level and in 
South Sudan continue to exert pressure on social and economic systems at local level, and 
limit the space for negotiated conflict resolution mechanisms. In addition, the number of 
actors supporting capacities and processes for peace building in Sudan remains a small niche.  
 
Despite progress in the capacity of state peace mechanisms and local civil society actors, 
capacities remain weak. Peace Ambassadors report to pass on to others in the community the 
skills/learning acquired in the trainings, and apply them in addressing tensions and brokering 
agreements at the local level. The Peace Council in BNS is said to be growing less reliant on 
support by JCRP staff, although its limited financial means does not allow it to implement its 

                                                      
57 JCRP Monitoring report, December 2014. 
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plans to the dissatisfaction of local communities. CSOs also are expected to report on 
elements of sustainability introduced to the projects and demonstrate how the mechanisms 
introduced are still live one month after the end of the projects – although one month is a too 
short time span to effectively assess sustainability. Comparison of project proposals under 
SO5 of JCRP before and after NGOs/CSOs trainings in general show greater conflict 
sensitivity awareness, improvement in projects and in how proposals are written, which is 
relevant also for these organisations in terms of future resource mobilisation.       
 
Financially, the sustainability of the peace mechanisms is challenging, which hampers the 
ability of the mechanisms to effectively operate and, consequently, their credibility as well. 
While in some cases they receive support from the state and line ministries have assisted and 
supported peace dividends58, in others there seems to be no support or ownership, to the point 
that members of the mechanism identify themselves as JCRP. As stated by a key informant 
from SK: “there are many resources for security and the military, but there is no money for 
the peace mechanism”.  
 
IPs identified essential measures to ensure the sustainability of the benefits of JCRP’s work 
beyond the life of the programme. These include developing partnerships with a growing 
range of stakeholders; linkages between organizations working in peace building, and the 
capacity of peace actors are some of the measures. They should also include linking with 
relevant programmes and activities within IPs organisations. Although JCRP II will be 
phasing out as other IcSP projects are starting, there is scope to explore linkages and 
partnerships within the IcSP programme beyond the lifetime of JCRP II – this is discussed 
further in the main report.  
 

9. General observations on gender and conflict sensitivity 
 

Gender is not a specific focus of JCRP, but there is due attention and consideration of gender 
aspects across activities of the programme, with some activities specifically targeting women 
and youth. The M&E framework provides guidance to monitor, assess and report on gender 
aspects, including views, participation and impact of activities on women and youth. Baseline 
surveys and indicators disaggregate data by sex, where relevant.  
 
The participation of women and youth in peace mechanisms and peace processes is still 
marginal. Some tribes are especially reluctant to giving women a voice in conflict and peace 
related matters, although women may be present in consultations. Youth in particular is 
critical of the role of traditional peace mechanisms, where they feel excluded. This is an 
aspect to be taken into account in the support provided to state and local peace structures.  
 
Observations on conflict sensitivity are made along this note and indicative of how conflict 
sensitivity effectively cuts across the implementation and monitoring of the project. Both IPs 
are experienced and knowledgeable about the challenges and risks of operating in the Sudan 
context, and have the tools (e.g. regular conflict analysis) and capacity to work in a conflict 
sensitive manner. While conflict sensitivity should be a permanent concern, it should not keep 
the project from experimenting with innovative approaches, and daring to test some 
boundaries in consultation with the local partners.  
  

 
                                                      
58 Social infrastructures like the school at Abu Ramad in BNS do not seem to encounter sustainability problems – or at least not more 

than other schools in the state – and teachers’ salaries are secured by the state.  
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10. Recommendations 
 

As JCRP is approaching its final implementation stage, the focus should be on completion of 
activities under way or that can be closed within the remaining time, and consolidating the 
gains and sustainability of what the project has achieved so far. There is little point in 
embarking on new activities if there can be no follow-up, with the risk of creating 
expectations that may not be met, unless these can generate immediate value in terms of 
sustainability of previous/on-going actions.   
 
The recommendations in the MTR report regarding the remaining of the project (p. 20-21) 
are very relevant and consistent with the assessment of the RTE missions. Priority should 
indeed go to:  

• Implementing the Peace Dividends of phase II and ensuring the new peace agreements are 
accompanied by peace dividends, where ‘hard’ activities are critical to sustain and 
strengthen peace. This is central to the logic of JCRP and is being prioritised by the EU 
and the IPs as the cost-extension indicates. IOM should set also as an immediate priority to 
look for the engagement of the state and other local partnerships, and explore possibilities 
to link up with peace building activities by other donors in order to deliver any critical 
peace dividends that emerge from these new peace agreements.   

• Accompany the new peace agreements also with dialogue and capacity-building activities 
that can further strengthen and sustain the peace process.   

• On SO3, given the lack of political space in the current context in Sudan to connect 
communities with higher-level political processes, and the little time left for the project, a 
reorientation of activities should be discussed with the EUD. UNDP should focus on 
peace building dialogue and networking activities to connect a wide range of actors – 
including the private sector – and working through more independent actors like 
PRI/Universities in Sudan, as JCRP has been doing, and exploring further ways of 
involving women and youth.   

• Strengthen the monitoring of JCRP and looking for opportunities to take it further in time. 
Where possible, UNDP and IOM should integrate the monitoring of JCRP in their on-
going/future projects in the JCRP targeted areas as a means to collect the evidence that 
could sensitive other actors and donors to peace building approaches. Triangulation with 
other IcSP projects (e.g. CARE, SfCG), the UN family and with local and other 
international actors (e.g. WB and USAID in BNS; Peace Direct/Collaborative for Peace in 
SK) operating in the regions should also be pursued. In addition, conducting an impact 
evaluation of phases I and II combined, possibly 6-12 months after the closing of JCRP II, 
should be considered. This would allow monitoring the impact and sustainability of the 
peace mechanisms, the peace agreements and the capacity building efforts of earlier 
activities 2-3 years down the road, and assess short-term impact of JCRP II activities, as 
well as detect whether/which critical quick interventions could be needed to sustain the 
gains.  

 
Other follow-up actions could be taken by the IPs with the aim of capitalising on JCRP:  
• Within UNDP, the ongoing restructuring and streamlining of programmatic strategies 

could offer opportunities to continue/build on work done by JCRP; to connect with 
relevant local actors to ensure continuity of mentoring and on the job training where 
possible; and link these with development activities. It should also include an effort to 
harmonise indicators and means of verification, where and as relevant, especially as 
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different programmes contribute to the same overall objective of promoting and 
strengthening social cohesion, peace consolidation and pluralism in Sudan.  

• For IOM, the experience of JCRP was a rather unusual partnership combining expertise 
on ‘soft’ peace building approaches with ‘hard’/infrastructure works. It should capitalise 
on its experience and learning in JCRP to inform other projects, namely the Cross Border 

Peace and Cooperation project (CBPC) under the IcSP Programme.  
 
The main report identifies potential synergies between IcSP projects and makes some 
suggestions for building on the work of JCRP, and possibly taking forward some of JCRP 
activities relevant to the whole of the IcSP programme. Other recommendations for taking 
JCRP – or elements of it – forward to a next stage are proposed in the MTR report.  
 

11. Conclusions 
 

JCRP II is a complex, well designed and coherent programme seeking to promote peace 
building through a combination of ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building activities to address 
capacity and process issues while providing concrete benefits to the communities through the 
delivery of peace dividends. These remain the tangible face of peace building both for 
communities and state authorities, and are increasingly a necessary condition for project 
approval by the GoS.  
 
Throughout its various phases, valuable reflection and learning has gone into adapting JCRP 
approach to the changing (deteriorating) political and security environment and operational 
challenges. It developed strong and in some ways unique features. Besides its component of 
‘soft’ peace building combined with hardware interventions, it has a strong focus on conflict 
analysis. But its most unique feature is the focus on developing the capacities of state peace 
building mechanisms, which started as an opportunity in SK back in 2009, and gradually 
evolved into a more balanced approach to include support to civil society and community 
level mechanisms. The political and security context in Sudan has, however, conditioned an 
effective and full implementation of the approach.  
 
In a country where “conflict is policy”, promoting peace building capacities and supporting 
peace processes through the state offers opportunities and risks. The results are mixed and 
somewhat uneven from state to state, and to some extent turned into a liability to the project. 
The lack of inclusiveness and political control of most state peace mechanisms, as well as 
their perceived lack of influence even with state authorities, let alone higher political levels, 
hampers the credibility of the mechanisms and its ability to act as a mediator – beyond issues 
of capacity that JCRP is addressing. In Abyei, the lack of an administration and the political 
sensitivity has prevented the project from doing more.  
 
On the other hand, not involving the state is doing peace building ‘in a bubble’. Continuing to 
take a balanced approach, broadening partnerships, remains the best option, but it could gain 
by being more selective and rigorous in the criteria for with whom to work, while keeping 
open-minded and flexible to seize windows of opportunity as they emerge. Understanding 
better who’s who of the actors the project engages with to ensure neutrality and inclusiveness, 
and setting minimum criteria to engage with state mechanisms and civil society/community 
level actors should be part of the lessons learned to take into a future phase of JCRP or other 
peace building projects.  
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List of IOM activities under JCRP I and II (implemented and planned)  
Monitoring Report – Mission to Al Damazine, Blue Nile State, December 14-18, 2014, by 
Lisa Johnson, M&E Officer, UNDP 
Monitoring, Evaluation and Baseline Survey Report-Agady Locality (BNS), by the Peace 
Research Institute (PRI, University of Khartoum) for the Joint Conflict Reduction 
Programme, UNDP, April 2014 
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Research Institute (PRI, University of Khartoum) for the Joint Conflict Reduction 
Programme, UNDP, 2 May 2014 
IOM/UNDP Joint Conflict Reduction Programme Mid-Term Review Report, Isabel Candela 
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Evaluation of IfS programme in Sudan - JCRP I, IfS Staged Evaluations, September 2013 
Margunn Indreboe Alshaik and Yumiko Shinya. 2015. Peace by Peace: Strengthening 
National Capacities for Peace in Sudan. Journal of Peacebuilding and Development, 10:1, 
78-83. 
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Annex 2.2.  Note on Support to democratisation processes in Sudan through  
  capacity-building of the National Elections Commission and  
  contribution to an inclusive political participation (NEC II) 

 
 
In light of the earlier termination of the project, following the requested suspension of 
activities by the National Elections Commission (NEC) in the aftermath of the April 2015 
elections in Sudan, and as agreed with the EUD/IcSP programme manager, this note on the 
NEC II project focuses mainly on lessons learned. The commentary is based on a review of 
the project document, reports and the 2013 staged evaluation of NEC I; interviews with IOM 
project manager and staff; observation of a Steering Committee meeting during the first 
mission to Sudan; and updates by the project manager and staff during the second mission. 
This note is part of and complementary to the report of the RTE missions.   
 

1. Project Overview and Background 
 
Action Title Support to Democratization Processes in Sudan through Capacity-Building of National 

Elections Commission and Contribution to an Inclusive Political Participation, Phase II 

Budget Initial budget: 1,150,000 EUR, prior to de-commitment of funds 

Timeframe/ 
status 

Closed/in the process of being terminated. Started on January 1, 2014 it was planned to run for 
24 months, but was terminated for lack of conditions for the continuation of activities. 

Implementing 
Partner 

IOM Sudan 

Location All of Sudan  

Beneficiaries  National Elections Commission (NEC), youth, women, special needs groups, and Pastoralist 
communities.  

Partners Sudan National Elections Commission (NEC); Non-governmental Organizations (NGO’s), 
Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), Community based Organizations (CBOs).    

Overall 
objective 

To contribute to enhancing the democratization process in Sudan. 

Specific 
objective 

SO1 : NEC at state level has the capacity to organize and roll out elections. 
SO2 : Civil society, with a focus on youth, women and pastoralists, actively engaged in the 
electoral processes 

Expected 
results  

R1.1 NEC  High State Committee (i.e. NEC local offices) staff have the skills and knowledge 
to manage the electoral process in the country 
The following intended results were not realised due to suspension of activities at request of 
NEC and consequent earlier termination of the project: 
R2.1 Engaged civil society, youth and women in political participation and build their capacity 
to participate in the electoral process.  
R2.2 Awareness raising campaigns for pastoralist communities on voter education and electoral 
engagement produced and promoted. 

Main 
Activities 
realised 

Building Resources in Democracy, Governance and Elections (BRIDGE) methodology 
trainings (by international facilitators and 5 fully accredited NEC staff members): adaptation of 
methodology, production and translation of material into Arabic; 8 trainings (5 days each) in 4 
regions (Red Sea State, Gezira State, North Kordofan and Darfur), and weekly coordination 
meetings with relevant stakeholders to incorporate training outcomes in ongoing and planned 
processes, and to facilitate information sharing and lessons learnt among partners. 
Note: Trainings and voter education awareness raising activities, planned under SO2 on Civic 
Education and Electoral Knowledge, including gender and pastoralists specific trainings, were 
not implemented.   

 
NEC II project is a follow-up of an earlier IfS funded initiative aimed at enhancing the 
performance of the NEC, created in 2008, strengthening its capacity and the governance of 
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the electoral process, namely through a more inclusive electoral participation (e.g of women 
and the pastoralist population). Phase I of the project ended in December 2013. In line with 
recommendations of the 2013 staged evaluation of the IfS in Sudan and in accordance with 
the IcSP programme objective of supporting stabilisation, democratisation and good 
governance, a second phase of the project was approved. Its aim was to consolidate and 
broaden the capacity of NEC59 and further support the democratisation process.  
 

2. Implementation overview and main challenges 
 
Taking into account the signature of the project happened only in November, although the 
project started retroactively in January 2014, activities regarding NEC capacity-building 
component were running with little delay and according to the initial plan. The BRIDGE 
trainings for capacity development of NEC staff, were near completion at the end of 2014 and 
all planned trainings done by early February 201560. It should be noted that besides NEC 
officers (Federal and High State committee levels) and electoral officers, political parties, 
civil society actors (youth, women, pastoralists) and media, with participants from different 
backgrounds and ethnicities, were trained on the BRIDGE methodology.  
 
By contrast, activities under SO2, with a more exclusive focus on civil society – i.e. civic 
education (with a focus on women and youth) and awareness raising for pastoralists 
communities on voter education and electoral engagement – that were scheduled to start in 
the second half of 2014, were postponed for after the elections in 2015. The announcement, in 
early August 2014, that elections would take place in April 2015 regardless of the on-going 
political dialogue, come as a surprise to many (including IOM and the EUD) and sparked 
controversy and dissent. The electoral timetable collided with some of the planned activities. 
For instance, the electoral registration process was short (from end of October to mid 
November) and at too short notice to put in place the project strategy for the component 2.2, 
i.e. the voter education and awareness activities for pastoralist communities, initially 
scheduled for the second half of 201461. The lack of efficacy and transparency on the 
identification of the sites, the number and situation of the beneficiaries, or the selection of 
competent implementing partners, besides the negative political context led IOM to decide, in 
agreement with the EUD, rescheduling this and most activities under component 2 (SO2) for 
after the elections62.  
 
By the time the head of NEC announced the 2015 elections timetable, it became evident that 
organising these activities would be challenging, time-wise and because of the controversy 
surrounding the elections. Panapress reported on August 6 2014: “Except for the small pro-
government parties, almost all of the opposition parties, including the major National Umma 
Party, and even those which will take part in the government-sponsored national dialogue, 
have objected to holding the polls, arguing that the exercise should be withheld pending the 
outcome of the national dialogue.”  
As elections preparation started in late 2014/early 2015, project activities were put on hold 
and visibility and external communication reduced for operational and political sensitivity 

                                                      
59 The EU electoral observation mission to the 2010 elections in Sudan had highlighted the lack of capacity and awareness of NEC to perform its 

role competently.     
60 A total of eight BRIDGE trainings to NEC staff covering all states had been held until February 2015 (2 trainings in each of the four regions, 

with the participation of staff from all states) 
61 The project had designed an awareness intervention for pastoralist communities using community workers and NEC officers as communicators, 

going from site to site and informing communities about the procedures for voters’ registration and participation in the elections. (NEC II 

annual report by IOM, February 2015). 
62 According to the initial tentative plan, civic education trainings would be held as of September 2014.  
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reasons. Due to preparations and conduct of the electoral process, NEC was overburdened and 
all staff mobilised. It was furthermore politically sensitive and counterproductive to the 
objectives of the project for the IOM and the EUD to be seen as supporting NEC, or to 
conduct activities on voter education in a context of boycott to the elections by the main 
political and armed opposition and by civil society groups after the political dialogue process 
broke down, and amid renewed violent conflict in the southern border states, crack-down on 
political parties, media, freedom of expression and increased intimidation. During the 
selection process of NGOs/CBOs for civic education for youth and women related activities, 
some representatives of different sectors of the civil society and several NGOs/CBOs 
criticized IOM for allegedly supporting an unfair and non transparent election process. This 
prompted IOM and the EUD to clarify that the project is not linked to any specific electoral 
period, nor aimed at legitimizing any elections. IOM and EUD widely disseminated a 
declaration stressing the project was part of a medium/long term effort that started in early 
2013 (Phase I of the project), with the aim of enhancing the electoral management 
performance of NEC staff as well as supporting an inclusive electoral participation.  
 
While activities with greater visibility were put on hold, preparations for the civic education 
and electoral knowledge component of the project continued63, awaiting activities to resume 
in May after the closing of the electoral process. In May, NEC’s Chairman requested to 
withhold activities until October 2015, alleging post-elections work still to be conducted, lack 
of availability of staff and bad timing for holding trainings/meetings due to Ramadan and the 
rainy season. It was unclear whether the request by NEC was a reaction prompted by the EU 
High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy critical statement on the 
elections, or to the boycott by the opposition and civil society actors. In October, it was made 
clear there wasn’t any longer interest on the part of the Sudanese authorities to continue with 
the project, leading to its termination ahead of schedule and prior to completion of activities.  
 

3. Main shortcoming of the project risk management and mitigation plan 
 
Running SO2 activities in the aftermath of the elections would have still faced challenges 
(and could have entailed risks to local partners) in the polarised political climate that preceded 
and followed the electoral period. It would have still obliged IOM and the EUD to address 
perceptions of politicisation, similarly to what happened in the run up to the elections. One of 
the recommendations of the pastoralists study from the end of phase I of the study had been 
precisely to start immediately with civic education activities, involving the media and a wide 
range of civil society actors. No better options seem, however, available at this stage other 
than stopping the project.  
 
Although it was known from the start that elections were programmed to happen in 2015, its 
potential impact on the project does not seem to have been considered or properly taken into 
consideration, judging from the risk analysis and mitigation plan in the project document. 
Yet, it proved to be the underlying contextual factor that made most assumptions in the 
project not valid, not least the collaboration and willingness of NEC, and that of civil society 
actors, including pastoralists. With regard to NEC, regular meetings and communication or 
the signing of an memorandum of understanding between NEC and IOM64 were clearly not 

                                                      
63 The training methodology for the second component was developed; contracts prepared; customised training modules for civic education were 

done and translated; and 53 NGOs / CBOs / CSOs were selected.   
64 The MoU, signed in February 2015, was meant to serve as a general framework outlining the thematic areas for the full collaboration between the 

two parties in implementing the project components.  
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enough to ensure timely information of NEC plans that could affect the implementation of the 
project, questioning the transparency and political independence of NEC.    
 

4. Lessons learned 
 
The following are some operational and more general learning that can be drawn from the 
project experience. It should be complemented by a joint reflection between IOM staff and 
the EUD that can contribute to EU/FPI and IOM institutional learning on election support.  
 
 Operational learning:  

√ Run activities for capacity development of EMB and civil society actors in parallel 
In critical situations, where there are doubts as to the effective commitment and political 
independence of the EMB, capacity development of EMBs could possibly be made 
conditional to activities focused on widening civil society awareness and participation, or 
separate the implementation of the two components while ensuring they can run in tandem.  
 

√ Engage local civil society actor(s) from the onset as implementing partner(s) 
Implementation of civic education or awareness campaigns should not be left to EMB alone 
or made conditional to their participation. Disconnecting implementation of SO1 and 2 and 
implementing the latter under a separate partnership agreement with a civil society/academia 
local actor(s) that the project planned in any case to involve – f.i. the University or a civil 
society organisation umbrella – might have been more effective and would have made the 
project less dependent on NEC willingness to effectively implement the civil society 
component of the project. 
 

√ Timing of project is critical: avoid election years! 
Election years are always likely to be critical, both from an operational and political 
perspective. Running such activities in between election periods, rather than in the run up or 
closer to an election period, is likely to be less controversial and more effective in targeting 
both official electoral bodies and civil society.  
 
General lessons: 

√ Technical approaches to capacity-development and effectiveness of EMBs need to be 
accompanied by political incentives and pressure to ensure their independence 

Although apparently effective in building NEC technical capacity65, it was clear the greatest 
challenges are beyond the project, as stated in the project document. The main challenge lies 
in creating the conditions for open and participatory political processes, in addition to 
effective pressure for EMB to be effectively independent. After the 2010 elections delivered 
the independence of South Sudan, it was also probably not realistic to expect the GoS would 
let the process run a different course, although there was at the start of the project greater 
optimism with regard to the national political dialogue, or loosen its political reins on NEC.  
 

√ Confidence in an electoral process is determined more by the political environment in 
which it takes places than the technical capacities of the EMB 

Although not linked to the 2015 elections, the project failed to factor in its planning or risk 
management the potential impact of elections, should the political climate deteriorate further. 
Strengthening the capacities of the EMB is undoubtedly relevant, but impacted little if 

                                                      
65 The NEC Training Unit was able to organize and conduct the different trainings all over the country with the support of two international experts. 

According to IGAD electoral observation team, NEC performance improved relative to 2010 (Sudan Tribune, “IGAD endorses credibility of 

Sudan elections as vote count begins”, 18 April 2015).  
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anything on the credibility of elections and, instead, raised questions as to the neutrality of the 
EU and IOM.  
 

√ Ensure election support is a joint effort, securing engagement by other partners  
The project document stated that intention. In the reality, apart from IGAD and some punctual 
collaboration with EMBs of other African countries with NEC, no other EU member states or 
international organisations were supporting similar efforts, which reduced any possible 
leverage or ability to put pressure for a different course of events with regard to the project. 
 

5. Conclusions  
 
Although the project was based on an inclusive approach – i.e. project activities intended to 
benefit all the sectors of the society –, as a result of the implementation challenges faced due 
to the elections and the political context in which they took place, only the BRIDGE training 
activities destined mainly at development of the capacity of NEC staff were effectively 
implemented, illustrating the challenges and risks of working exclusively with and through 
electoral management bodies in fragile and highly controlled contexts.  
 
By law, the NEC is financially, administratively, and technically independent, and should 
perform its duties with impartiality and neutrality, without external interference. However, it 
is clearly not above political interference, or impermeable to the negative political context 
that surrounded the 2015 elections. Even if commitment, capacity or integrity of the NEC 
Commissioners does not seem to be under question, that clearly does not confer NEC political 
independence from the GoS/Presidency66.  
 
Contrary to 2010, when there was large international support and observation of the elections 
as part of the CPA roadmap, the 2015 electoral process happened in a very different political 
and economic context, as mentioned. Not considering the inherent risks presented by the 2015 
election period was probably the main weakness of the project. Should that have been duly 
factored into the project design and planning, two problematic features of the project might 
have been planned differently, i.e.:  

 a) Not running activities under SO1 and 2 in parallel, and before the election year;  

 b) Making the civil society component in the project dependent on NEC.  

In the project logic of contributing to a more inclusive political environment in Sudan, and in 
light of NEC’s mandate, NEC should be closely involved in and support civic education 
training and capacity building related activities in partnership with civil society actors. 
Therefore, following-up on lessons from phase I that identified the need to improve the 
relationship between NEC and civil society, the project brought the civil society component 
under the overall cooperation agreement with NEC and its Training Unit established in phase 
I of the project, making NEC an indispensable partner in conducting those activities. While 
the rationale for doing so remains relevant and has the merit of building on achievements of 
phase I, it showed the limitations and risks of having as the sole implementing partner the 
electoral management body, or of assuming NEC could “guarantee an inclusive political 
dialogue” (p. 3 of project document), especially in a highly politically controlled environment 
as Sudan.  
 
It is of course easier to question the design and planning choices of the project after the facts. 
Should the political climate have been more conducive, some activities might still have been 

                                                      
66 Selected and appointed by the President of Sudan and approved by a majority of two thirds of the members of the National Legislative Assembly. 
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conducted in 2015, and running the project throughout the election year would also have had 
the advantage of allowing for post-election results/outcome and impact monitoring. It should 
also be said that the political environment was more positive when the project started, as the 
political dialogue process was on-going. A follow-up to support to elections and democracy 
process at a latter stage could still be considered, should the political conditions provide 
opportunities to do so, taking into account learning from NEC II project. 
 
 
Project related documentation 

Project document (including logframe and risks management plan) 

NEC II 2014 Annual Report (IOM, February 2015) and Interim Report (IOM, 30 May 2015 

Pastoralists study conducted in the framework of NEC-phase I, December 2013 

Instrument for Stability Staged evaluations. IfS Programme in Sudan, Draft Country Report. 
September 2013 
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Annex 2.3.  Note on Secure Economies and Diversified Livelihoods for Peaceful
  Coexistence in South Darfur and South Kordofan (SEED)  

This note provides a real-time assessment on the project implemented by CARE, in line with 
the objectives defined in the inception note for the RTE and support mission to the IcSP 
programme in Sudan. At the time of the first mission the project was in the inception please. 
In late May, when the second mission took place, implementation phase had started, but was 
still in an early stage for the project to be assessed against all evaluation criteria. The note 
comments on the relevance of the project, its risk management and logical framework, and 
looks at its implementation approach and challenges from a conflict-sensitivity perspective, as 
well as coordination, complementarity and possible synergies with other IcSP projects, 
providing recommendations when relevant. The comments and recommendations are based 
on a review of the project document, interviews with CARE staff and meetings in Khartoum 
with local partners and project stakeholders organised by CARE during the first and second 
missions to Sudan. This note is part of and complementary to the report of the RTE missions. 
As mentioned in the main report, an additional audio-visual document produced during the 
second mission focuses also on the SEED project.  
 

1. Project Overview 
 

Action Title Secure economies and diversify livelihoods for peaceful coexistence in South Darfur and 
South Kordofan - SEED 

Budget 1 500 000 Euros 

Timeframe 26/11/2014 – 26/11/2016 (24 months) 

Implementing 

Partner(s) 

CARE 

Location Three localities in South Darfur state (SDS) and 4 localities in South Kordofan State (SKS) 

Beneficiaries  8525 households (approx. 51150 individuals) in both states, with a focus on women and youth 

Local 

partners 

State and local government institutions (e.g. Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Animal 

Resources and Fisheries, HAC, and local government authorities); Private sector actors; Native 

Administrations; farmers’ union ; pastoralists’ union ; local NGOs. 

Overall 

objective 

Contribute to achieve stability and peace in South Kordofan and South Darfur States 

Specific 

objective 

Promote peaceful coexistence and prevent through building economic relationship across 

conflicting groups, alleviating pressure on natural resource, diversifying opportunities and 

creating jobs 

Expected 

results  

R1 :  Mutual economic interest kept between conflicting groups, especially pastoralists & 

farmers and Sudanese returnees (and refugees) and hosts as a result of South Sudan conflict 

R2 : Pressure on natural resources and competition over resources alleviated through 

community managed approaches and intermediate technologies. 

R3 : Potential economic opportunities in target areas are explored, diversified and strengthened  

R4 : Youths from both sexes have increased skills & access to economic opportunities that 

meet demand in local and regional markets 

Main planned 

activities  

- Activities related to the inception phase: i.e. baseline survey and study assessing design and 

implementation plan of project; setting-up of Advisory Committee; inception workshop.  

- Infrastructure construction/rehabilitation (e.g. markets and local transportation around them; 

water points/earth dams; maintenance of demarcation routes; irrigation/water usage technology; 

veterinary service posts) 
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- Livelihoods support and services (e.g. small farms, veterinary services, community micro-

credit systems, vocational training on technological skills and apprenticeship for youth;) 

- Conflict and market dynamic studies; Value chain studies; and dialogue/trust building 

facilitation or capacity-building of community structures (e.g. Village Development 

Committees) 

 
 

2. Relevance and conflict-sensitivity 
 
The contextual relevance of the project is well summarised in the project document. The 
project focuses on building/restoring economic and social relationship across conflicting 
groups (pastoralists/farmers, host communities and displaced/refugee populations) through 
support to livelihoods (e.g. alleviating pressure on natural resource, diversifying economic 
opportunities, improving productivity and access to markets, providing skills and creating 
jobs) and enabling infrastructure construction/rehabilitation, facilitating collective 
management of shared resources and maintenance of basic services. It is expected these 
activities will help prevent conflict and promote peaceful coexistence, thus contributing to 
peace and stability. Its target populations are among the most affected by conflict, with a 
focus on women and youth. The project locations have a large presence of displaced and 
refugees.  
 
The project focus on productivity and livelihoods is especially relevant, promoting recovery 
as well as household and community resilience through a focus on productive areas and trade. 
Poverty and vulnerability levels in the targeted communities are high, as livelihoods systems 
have been deeply affected by conflict and under increasing pressure due to climate change67. 
Interviewers were very vocal in their criticism of humanitarian approaches and the need to 
promote longer-term approaches to address poverty and its root causes, and promoting 
adaptation in farming and livestock practices. Through a combination of trainings/skills 
development, micro-credits, and trade/market systems and access that can enhance business 
opportunities, diversify livelihoods and promote economic development, the project also 
creates opportunities for social gatherings, dialogue and collective action around shared 
economic interests. Simultaneously, the project aims at creating opportunities for dialogue 
and strengthening relationships and systems that can contribute to prevent and manage 
conflicts. This will require working with and investing in a range of local actors, and 
strengthening the capacity of community structures in planning, conflict management and 
delivery/maintenance of services and infrastructure local organisations. The project is thus 
fully aligned with objective (ii) of the IcSP programme (see main report). 
 
Like all other projects, its activities are confined to Government controlled areas. The project 
has, however, secured the freedom to choose freely where to work within those areas, which 
allows the project to target locations/communities that are more vulnerable/at risk of conflict 
and/or communities in strategic locations of social/economic interaction. 
 
Timely contextual updates and conflict-sensitivity 
While the situation in SDS is more stable, in SKS fighting is ongoing and the situation is 
more dynamic and complex, with a diversity of conflicts at different levels. In order to keep 
update with the evolution of the context on the ground, but also to provide relevant 
information for the activities planned (e.g. prices in the local market), the project was setting 
                                                      
67 It is estimated that 73% less land is being cultivated in SKS since the conflict erupted in 2011; grazing grounds for cattle has been reduced due to 

conflict  (no access to traditional grazing lands in Sudan across the border in South Sudan) and climate change.  
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up an informal information network through community-based workers68. A person has been 
hired with the main task of collecting and analysing the monitoring reports and following the 
situation. The system should also allow the project to better understand local dynamics, 
monitor the impact of conflict at higher levels or in South Sudan, and be responsive and 
sensitive to changes in context. As activities are implemented it will also be a monitoring tool 
to keep track of project implementation and results.   
 
Conflict analysis, including understanding power relationships at the local level, and CARE’s 
experience with implementing conflict-sensitive approaches should ensure conflict-sensitivity 
throughout implementation of the project. This is also reflected for instance in the balance 
between tribal groups and communities supported by the project, which target both farmers 
and pastoralists, host and displaced/refugee communities, as well as in the focus on good 
governance of resources and services for social justice.  

 
 3. Implementation approach and the use of Theories of Change (ToC) 

 
In alignment with the approach and priorities of the IcSP programme in Sudan, the project 
combines ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building activities. It is delivering/improving infrastructure 
and skills, while also working on processes that can promote relationship and trust across 
communities (e.g. through dialogue, negotiation, consensus building), developing the 
capacities of grass-roots organisations and community structures to influence local decision-
making and establish partnerships with other local authorities, civil society organisations and 
private sector.  
 
The project is based on the following assumptions:  

(i) If the project builds mutual economic interest and alleviates pressure on natural 
resources (e.g. water, veterinary services, corridor demarcation), then it will promote 
common interests and reduce conflict;  
(ii) If business and economic activity is promoted and people are led to discover the 
potential of value chains, then they will rely less on humanitarian aid; and 
(iii) If youth are given opportunities to develop and apply work skills they are less 
likely to pick up arms.  

 
Although this ToC is not explicitly articulated or presented as such, it is the underlying logic 
in the project, elaborated and explained in the project document. These assumptions where 
formulated through a participatory process of consultations with authorities (at state level) 
and communities. Interviews with project stakeholders confirmed indeed their awareness and 
sharing of the logic and approach underpinning the project. A study to validate or, if needed, 
adapt or refine these assumptions and the linkages with stability and peace building was on-
going at the time of the mission, and its results expected before the end of June. The project 
intends to disseminate this and other studies planned during the project as learning on peace 
building interventions. 
 
The ToC builds on some evidence that this combined approach is having beneficial impacts at 
economic and social level, contributing to conflict prevention (e.g. corridor demarcation and 
related service provision like water, vet services). In contexts where the influx of IDPs, the 
occupation of farmlands by pastoralists in search of alternative grazing lands, the loss of  

                                                      
68 Community based trainers/workers in each project location act as focal points and inform the IP, via sms (or in writing, collected in weekly 

market days), of any relevant issues. A similar approach was tested in SDS, but is not currently used there by the project as the 
situation is deemed more stable. 
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productivity due to conflict and displacement, etc, all have created additional sources of 
tension between  farmers and pastoralists, host and displaced communities. In the past, peace 
agreements/deals could be very detailed and regulate much of social life, including even a 
ranking of social tribes (e.g. in Darfur), but this traditional system is now weakened by war, 
displacement and politics: e.g. youth in particular is not respecting these agreements; the 
political system is not respecting the traditional/native administration system.  
 
An unstated assumption of the project is that the traditional systems that used to regulate 
social and economic life have been eroded by politics and need to evolve. It is important to 
underline, however, that the project does not seek to invert social change nor engineer new 
social models. An example given by the project staff illustrates how carefully assumptions 
need to be in this regard: e.g. people in Gereida (SDS) have the choice of taking complaints to 
two different courts, and chose the traditional one that has no enforcement power. The project 
aims at bringing people together so that they themselves can decide what is best/most adapted 
to their needs and interests.  
 

4. Challenges to effectiveness   
 
Despite the support of the authorities to the project and what it represents in terms of a shift 
from humanitarian approaches, the project has faced several obstacles by state authorities that 
have caused delays in the implementation of activities according to the initial plan and 
timetable. For State authorities it’s the infrastructure and services component of the project 
that is more relevant for its potential impact in reducing poverty. As stated by a HAC 
representative, there is too much focus on stabilisation and humanitarian aid, rather than on 
poverty and development, while acknowledging that instability and insecurity are a major 
blockage for greater investment.  So far, the main challenges to the project have been:   

• State burocracy  

The project has faced delays in the signing of the technical agreement, which has to be 
renewed every year (CARE got it in May, instead of January). This creates enormous 
challenges to retain international staff – its initial project manager had left and it was 
running at 75% of staff. Negotiations regarding state permission to conduct household 
surveys for the baseline methodology and on the locations for the implementation of 
activities went on for much longer than expected. As a result, it took the project 5 months 
(instead of 3) to have a baseline.   

• Sensitivity of data collection activities  

In SKS, the project was allowed to conduct only focus group discussions and gather 
qualitative data. This was complemented by partial quantitative data from the State and 
by data from other NGOs working in the area. To avoid further delays, the project 
decided to have a sample of locations for the methodology in SDS, and start negotiating 
early with the government the agreement for the conduct of value chain and conflict and 
market studies. For the baseline, different methodologies were therefore applied in SDS 
and SKS. In the meantime, CARE has been implementing those activities that were not 
dependant upon the baseline69. 

• The elections period caused further delays as some activities could not take place. It 
was not possible – and it would have been too sensitive – to conduct conflict and market 
studies (planned for April) during the election period. If they had been planned for the 
start of the project, alongside the baseline study, it would have been possible to avoid the 

                                                      
69 SEED project Activity Implementation Update – South Darfur, May 20, 2015. No similar update was given to the mission for SKS.   
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election periods and create synergies/cross fertilisation with the baseline study (as 
recommended by the consultant conducting the baseline study).  
• The Security situation was further limiting access and implementation of activities 
(e.g. carjacking and incidence of clashes between Government forces and rebels)  
• Access restrictions. Besides access restrictions imposed by the State, especially for 
international staff, access to certain locations is limited during the rainy season. Planning 
must therefore take account of seasonality. 
• Cultural barriers for the inclusion of women can also limit the possibility to attain 
certain objectives and targets in the project. 

 
CARE estimates it will, nonetheless, be able to conduct all activities within the planned 
project period. 
 
Risk Management  
The project identifies preconditions and assumptions that are critical for the implementation 
or the project, as well as risks and relevant mitigation measures, drawing on lessons also from 
previous interventions. Due consideration is given to the frequent and expected State 
obstacles, commonly experienced by other international and local NGOs. This remains an 
underestimated factor also in the project, as in most projects, although CARE has adapted its 
implementation plan in order to be able to stick to the timetable without jeopardising the 
project approach.  The main missing ‘risks’ regard political factors and the impact of 
elections:  

• No due consideration was given in the project to the timing of election and its 
potential impact for the implementation of activities, although it was known that elections 
could take place in April.  
• No mention to the possible impact of eventual resurgence/further deterioration of 
political conflict that could undermine relationships between communities and/or with 
local authorities. It may be expected that by working at the community level, building 
relationships and improving processes to address local conflict, that risk will be 
minimised. If effectively the case, that would be a relevant indicator of resilience to 
conflict.  

 
5.   Resources for efficiency 

 
CARE has been operating in Sudan for 30 years. It is therefore a well-known actor with a 
long term presence in the country. It established a network of contacts and partnerships with 
local NGOs/CSOs that it is also using for this project. Nonetheless, it faces increasing 
challenges to continue operating in Sudan, like most INGOs, as the space to engage has been 
shrinking. 
 
The project builds on CARE’s country experience, results of previous activities and 
partnerships with local CSOs/NGOs, some of which CARE has been working with over 
several years and has supported their capacity development. CARE’s local staff and local 
partners allow the project a foothold in the states: one project manager is based in Nyala 
(SDS) and another in Kadugli (SKS). In SKS, there is no alternative but to work with local 
partners since INGOs are not allowed to be direct implementers. Local partners were selected 
according to criteria of positive past experience of working with CARE, community outreach 
and reputation, adequate level of the financial and organisational capacity, and as per their 
areas of expertise. Each stakeholder’s role has been defined. Provision of technical assistance 
and capacity building by CARE to local partners is also included in the project plan, which 
should contribute to efficiency. This can include secondment of CARE staff to local partners, 
as well as internships in CARE of staff from local partners.  
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It was not clear to what extent CARE has specific expertise on peace building approaches and 
conflict analysis, as this seems to be a rather new area for CARE in Sudan. It was not clear 
whether local partners, especially in SDS, have those expertise. On the other hand, its staff 
seemed knowledgeable of the local context and sensitised to the ToC and importance of a 
process approach alongside the ‘hardware’ components of the project. CARE also faces 
capacity problems due to staff shortages, which could affect its ability to deploy the resources 
it had planned. It was working at 75% of its staff, which can pose problems to the conduct of 
all planned activities. The staff member who was responsible for managing the project left 
only a few months into the project. This can affect also CARE’s ability to invest in 
coordination and synergies with other projects and actors.   
 

6.   Sustainability 
 
Sustainability is considered in its various dimensions: financial, institutional, environmental 
and at policy level. Building on what already exists as structures and engaging all 
stakeholders (line ministries and local authorities, pastoralists and farmers associations, 
community-based organisations/structures, institutions, local NGOs, etc) in project design, 
identification, planning, implementation and evaluation of activities, strengthening their 
capacities, building relationships between them and with private sector actors should create 
ownership and ensure sustainability. Communities have been mobilized to contribute to 
activities and ensure maintenance of small infrastructures. Similar approaches were being 
undertaken for the monitoring of corridors, which stakeholders identified as a need, and 
considerations for sustainability of efforts are being considered from an early stage. The 
limited resources at state level remain however problematic for the sustainability of services 
or basic infrastructure. In SDS the state seems to be investing more resources than f.i. in SKS. 
Developing the capacities of local communities is also intended as a means to improve their 
ability to lobby local and state authorities for access to state funds. 
 
 7.    M&E  
 
The project has a monitoring plan for results and activities, detailing the monitoring tools and 
recourses, the frequency of monitoring or of data collection, who is responsible for collecting 
the data and the M&E data collected. These are integrated also in the logframe matrix for the 
project, which includes quantitative and qualitative indicators to measure both results and 
outcomes. Indicators (revised in late December 2014) are aligned with the project 
objective/outcome and results and intended to capture progress/positive change in the 
reduction of conflict, in relationships between pastoralists and farmers, in the capacity to 
manage natural resources, and in economic opportunities. The logframe will be revised at the 
end of the inception phase on the basis of the baseline study, once it is finalised. The Baseline 
Study should cover conflict, gender, markets and power analysis and allow exploring other 
factors of conflict between pastoralists and farmers. It will be a relevant tool for eventual 
adaptation, if needed, of the logframe matrix and more generally of the project.  
 
Target groups and communities participate in the process of developing the monitoring plan 
and will be involved in the collection of information and data from the field against all 
monitoring plan indicators. Group meetings and individual interviews have been and will 
continue to be used to monitor the project. Group meetings in particular seem to be more 
effective for identifying the real issues, which tend to come out to the open more during group 
discussions. 
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The presence of CARE local staff in SDS and SKS, in addition to the presence of local 
CSO/NGOs partners in the geographic areas where the project is being implemented is an 
asset for the management and monitoring of the project. Getting systematic feedback from 
local partners can however be difficult and their ability to access project locations can vary.  
At the time of the mission, the project was at the stage of establishing common feedback 
mechanisms to compensate for limited access by international staff, using communication 
technologies to monitor the context and project implementation.  
 
Capacity of local partners will also be assessed and monitored through CARE’s 
Organisational Capacity Assessment Tool. CARE was in fact evaluating if it would work with 
both local partners it had identified initially in SKS. The project is also planning to do 
beneficiary verification after the trainings to test (in a sample of 30% of the trainees) if the 
skills have been effectively acquired.  
 

8.    Coordination, Complementarity or Synergies 
 
In a meeting organised by CARE in Khartoum with members of the corridor demarcation 
committee, including pastoralists and farmers associations, native administration and state 
representatives (e.g. HAC, line ministries), as well as some beneficiaries and staff program, 
other needs were identified that would be relevant for a more comprehensive approach to the 
problems identified.70 It is obvious that the project does not intend to, and cannot, address all 
needs. Coordination and complementarity with other projects (IcSP and others) could 
however support local efforts to complement the response provided by the project and thus 
create synergies between interventions.  
 
Within the IcSP 
Exchanges with other IcSP partners working in the same regions/adjacent locations have been 
taking place within and beyond the IcSP coordination meetings, especially with IOM who 
will be working also in SDS, to explore possible synergies and complementarity between 
their activities. But synergies with other IcSP projects could be explored, namely in areas like 
trainings/capacity building for conflict prevention, natural resource management, on corridor 
demarcation, etc. Suggestions are made in the recommendations section (and in the main 
report).  
 
With other EU instruments and international partners 
CARE takes part in the UN cluster system meetings, which allows for some level of 
exchange, although effective coordination does not really seem to take place in these 
meetings. Project staff lamented, furthermore, that the UN cluster system is not more 
effective in advocating for access with the government, despite that being part of its mandate.  
 
Cross-border 
The project interventions are at the community level and in localities that are not close to the 
border, except for one location in southeast of SKS where the project plans to develop 
activities. But like for other IcSP projects, the exchange of knowledge and experiences of 
peace building projects across the border with actors/organisations working in South Sudan is 
potentially useful.   
 

9.    Cross-cutting: gender 

                                                      
70 Project stakeholders have identified various needs, including capacity-building and logistic support for the monitoring of the corridors; reseeding 

and extension work for farmers; other infrastructure like slaughter houses along the cattle routes, schools, etc.  
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There is a consistent focus on women and youth across the project that appears to be very 
much supported by local officials interviewed in Khartoum. Beneficiaries of trainings were 
identified from these most marginalised groups. Especially women that head households are 
the most vulnerable group with no access to land or other livestock to sustain the household. 
One of the lessons CARE has drawn from other projects is the need to reserve space for 
women representatives and in the selection of beneficiaries, as cultural barriers for the 
inclusion of women remain a significant challenge to gender equality. Gender targets of 50% 
female beneficiaries are included across activities, including in activities targeting youth. The 
project includes also awareness on gender in trainings.  
 
Youth, in displaced communities in particular, are losing the link with community leaders and 
growing increasingly alienated from traditional systems. They are growing up in more urban-
like settings where traditional authority ability to manage community interactions, resources 
and conflict have been weakened by the disruption in the social fabric and the traditional 
systems. Vocational training and apprenticeship for youth are used as desincentives to engage 
in conflict due to the lack of viable economic alternatives.  
 
Beneficiaries involved in vocational training activities have indicated they can already feel 
the impact of livelihood diversification and income generation activities, and of the savings’ 
group, for their economic impact and because they create a space for dialogue and social 
exchanges, namely for women. As mentioned by a woman beneficiary interviewed, the skills 
learned are a complement to the seasonal farming activities, allowing women and households 
to improve revenue. It has also contributed to her self-esteem and the fact of helping in the 
family’s income has had also a positive impact in her status within the household and family.  
 

10.    Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The SEED project is coherently designed and clearly seemed to draw great interest and 
commitment from local actors, whether officials, from the Native Administration and civil 
society interviewed in Khartoum. The impossibility to visit projects in loco and the limited 
time to assess each IcSP project allow only for a limited analysis of the project 
implementation. Despite the many constraints and difficulties, CARE was moving forward 
and adapting the project plan as needed in order to progress with activities. Its experience as a 
humanitarian and development actor and long experience in Sudan are valuable assets. But 
CARE also needs to address own shortages of capacity and experience in the stabilisation and 
conflict prevention domains, which seem to be a new/little explored ground for the 
organisation. The RTE missions main recommendations regard that aspect in particular and 
invite CARE to consider coordination with IcSP and other actors as an opportunity to 
strengthen the project and address own capacity shortages and those of its local partners.  
 
Recommendations: 

• Address capacity shortages, considering alternatives ways of compensating for the 
difficulty of hiring/attracting quality staff. One possible alternative/complement could be 
to forge partnerships with other international and local actors who are experienced in the 
‘software’ of peace building.  
• Make the ToC in the project more explicit. It may help to represent it graphically and 
use it in meetings with local partners to solicit and discuss local views of how and why 
change can come about, and enhance understanding of the project. 
• M&E: The more explicit representation and discussion on the ToC can also contribute 
to identifying eventual indicators that may speak more to one community or another, and 
improving feedback from partners.  



 65

• Risk Management matrix: No mention to the possible impact of eventual 
resurgence/further deterioration of political conflict that could undermine relationships 
between communities and/or with local authorities. It may be expected that by working at 
the community level, building relationships and improving processes to address local 
conflict, that risk will be minimised. If effectively the case, that would be a relevant 
indicator of resilience to conflict.  
• Coordination/synergies with IcSP and other international and local actors: 
o Exchange with other IcSP projects that will focus on market/trade issues, natural 

resource management and other support to pastoralists and farmers along corridors 
in SDS, SKS and/or adjacent states as corridors cut across states’ administrative 
boundaries (e.g. UNEP/SOS Sahel in SKS; IOM in WKS).  

o Exchanges with other IcSP IPs on training tools, the nature of trainings and which 
local stakeholders have been involved, can avoid duplication and identify more 
targeted trainings if relevant. Similar exchanges could be useful with other partners 
that may be operating in the same locations (or plan to like the WB) and 
conducting similar types of approaches and trainings.   

o Other potential synergies, namely on process and dialogue issues, could be 
explored with the IcSP project implemented by SfCG and Badya in Kadugli, as 
well as with JCRP II. Although JCRP II is phasing out, it can be worth exploring 
possibilities to build upon what was done that can be useful for the SEED project.  

o Cross-border exchanges can be especially relevant for the market analysis and 
livelihood activities in the project location in SKS that is at the periphery of the 
border belt. It may also be relevant for the project to know what kind of 
services/support is being provided along corridor routes that connect Sudan and 
South Sudan in the geographic areas of concern to the SEED project. The EUD 
should support connections with relevant IcSP/other EU supported projects in the 
border areas of South Sudan.  

 
Project related documentation 
 
Project document and logframe 
SEED, Activity Implementation Update – South Darfur, 20.05.2015 
SEED, Monitoring Plan for activities, 24.12.2015 
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Annex 2.4.  Note on Strengthening Systems of Peace in South and West Kordofan  

This note on the project by SfCG and Badya provides a brief ‘formative’ assessment – not an 
evaluation – in line with the objectives defined in the inception note for the RTE and support 
mission to the IcSP programme in Sudan. The project is in a too early stage to assess 
implementation effectiveness, efficiency or impact – it was kicking-off at the time of the 
second mission. The assessment comments on the relevance of the project and looks at 
complementarity and possible synergies with other IcSP projects, the risk management and 
logical framework of the project (as relevant for effectiveness), and implementation 
challenges from a conflict-sensitivity and ‘do no harm’ perspective, providing advice when 
relevant. This note is based on a review of the project document and interviews with SfCG 
and its local partner, the Badya Centre for Integrated Development, conducted during the 
second mission to Sudan. It is part of and complementary to the report of the RTE missions.   
 
 1. Project Overview  
 
Action Title Strengthening Systems of Peace in South and West Kordofan 

Budget 200,000 EUR  

Timeframe March 2015 – August 2016 (18 months) 

Implementing 
Partner(s) 

Search for Common Ground with a local partner, the Badya Centre for Integrated Development 

Beneficiaries 
and target 
groups 

Government (including law enforcement officials), traditional and community leaders engaged 
in peace building and conflict resolution, and ultimately the populations of South and West 
Kordofan states 

Location South Kordofan and West Kordofan  

Overall 
objective 

To strengthen the reliance on trusted peace systems in South and West Kordofan.  

Specific 
objectives 

1. Collect and catalogue traditional and customary peace agreements in SK and WK.  

2. Disseminate findings to communities and key stakeholders at the Country, Provincial, and 
State levels. 

3. Engage local actors in the enforcement of traditional and customary peace agreements. 

Expected 
results 

R1.1 Increased knowledge of field research and data collection techniques among targeted 
community leaders.  

R1.2 Comprehensive assessment of past and current peace agreements is documented.  

R2.1 Increased key stakeholders and communities’ access to resources on local peace 
agreements and conflict resolution through “peace libraries” 

R2.2 Increased public understanding of local peace agreements through interactive radio 
programming and the production of video documentaries. 

R3 Strengthened local conflict resolution committees to support the enforcement of local 
customary peace agreements. 

Activities A1.1 Training workshop on field research and data collection for research team.  

A1.2 Collection and documentation of peace agreements in South and West Kordofan. 

A2.1 Establishment of “peace libraries” in both states (likely in Kadugli and Al-Fula).  

A2.2 Production of two radio programs on traditional peace systems in SK and WK. 

A2.3 Production of documentary and mobile cinema outreach 

A3 Training workshops on the comprehensive assessment and conflict transformation 
techniques for local conflict transformation committees. 
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2. Relevance and conflict sensitivity 
 
The idea of the project originated at the EUD and is fully aligned with the logic, objectives 
and underlying theory of change of the IcSP programme, and relevant to the local and country 
context. The project is based on the principle that local relationship and institutions play a key 
role in preventing violence and promoting stability, even amid larger political conflict 
spanning across regions and state borders. Local communities in Sudan developed creative 
and contextually appropriate conflict resolution mechanisms that have addressed the 
structural causes of local conflicts for decades, but in many instances these have been affected 
by the weakening of the native administration and traditional mechanisms and structures. The 
underlying theory of change in the project is thus that by collecting and providing the 
empirical evidence about present and past peace agreements/local stabilising approaches, 
documenting them, the project will raise awareness, understanding, and give local 
communities a basis to harmonise and legitimise existing peace systems, thus strengthening 
them. It is implicit that this would in turn promote conflict prevention and resolution and 
ultimately contribute to broader peace at national level and across the border, even if these are 
not stated objectives of the project.  
 
With high level peace processes in Sudan and on relations with South Sudan still not 
delivering concrete results and remaining de-linked from local peace systems, there is a 
strong argument to try to advance peace building at the local level and make local actors more 
resilient to broader conflict dynamics. War fatigue also creates opportunities and entry points 
to promote peace building across tribal and political divides at local level.   
 
Conflict sensitivity 
The Sudanese context presents great dilemmas to local or international organisations trying to 
do peace building in the country. While waging war, destroying livelihoods and basic 
infrastructures, the GoS is also keen in allowing donors to support income generation 
activities, the provision of basic services and the construction of essential infrastructures like 
water yards, putting pressure on peace building projects to bring hardware deliverables as the 
sine qua non condition for being allowed to operate. These can be considered part of the 
Government’s strategy to reach out and ‘buy’ support from communities affected by the war 
or drive away their support to the rebels.  
 
In this regard, the project is different from other IcSP projects, its outputs being 
fundamentally knowledge and communication infrastructures for peace building (e.g. peace 
libraries; radio and mobile cinema for information on peace agreements and processes). While 
this could have made approval of the technical agreement by the state and national authorities 
more challenging – the process was still ongoing for SK, but proceeding well –, it may 
facilitate effective neutrality by the project.  
 
In addition, both SfCG in Sudan and Badya are managed by locals and have been working in 
SK and WK for a decade or more, including with the state peace mechanisms (the 
Reconciliation and Peaceful Coexistence Mechanism, or RPCM, before the split of SK into 
two administrative units). Badya in particular, has an effective field presence in both states 
and is embedded in the local context, having good connections at community level71. SfCG 
has a long and solid expertise and experience of working in conflict affected areas, of 
applying the ‘do no harm’ principle, and navigating the dilemmas of engaging in highly 
                                                      
71 Badya is identified in the mapping exercise conducted by Peace Direct as one of the local actors working to promote peace that 

effectively have a field presence and good community connections in South and West Kordofan.   
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politicised contexts. By engaging with those who want peace at the community level and on 
either side of the conflict, the project will seek to assert its neutrality. Consultations with a 
range of state and non-state local actors and INGOs, as well as the regular conflict scans by 
the project will also be important tools for risk management and to ensure a conflict-sensitive 
approach throughout the implementation stage.  
 

3. Considerations for effectiveness 
 
The project can not yet be assessed against the effectiveness criteria since it was about to 
kick-off at the time of the mission. The intervention logic for the project is clear and the 
activities consistent with the project objectives and intended results, which are realistic even 
if risks and challenges are never too far away in the Sudanese context. Risks and mitigation 
measures are identified in the project document. The IPs knowledge of the local context, their 
effective presence on the ground and connections with local communities/actors, as well as 
their experience in peace building and project implementation, and acquaintance with the 
bureaucratic and operational hurdles of the local context are key assets to take the project 
forward. A few issues deserve, however, attention and some may require small adjustments in 
the logical framework (proposed in the recommendations section). 

 
The logical framework identifies measurable quantitative and qualitative output and outcome 
indicators, providing the implementing partners with the tools to keep track of 
implementation of activities and results to attain the objectives defined. The use of radio 
programming and mobile cinema is an adequate and attractive media to reach out to local 
communities as well as other relevant local actors, and one area where SfCG has proven 
experience and expertise. These outputs of the project could be further capitalised for 
networking activities by the IPs, other IcSP projects or other partners, aimed at connecting 
peace actors in Sudan. To be noted, however, that activity 2.3, “Production of documentary 
and mobile cinema outreach” mentioned in the project concept note, is missing from the 
logframe made available to the consultant. An omission that is most likely due to the error in 
numbering activities related to specific objective and results no. 2. There is also no specific 
result or indicators linked to that activity. It is unclear if this is due to interrogations as to 
whether this activity will effectively be included/can be done in the project.  
 

A more critical remark regards the main underlying assumption in the project, i.e. that key 
stakeholders are ready to trust local traditional and customary peace agreements, in a context 
where traditional authorities and institutions have been sidelined and weakened. It 
presupposes therefore that traditional and customary peace agreements and conflict resolution 
mechanisms can still play an effective role, and are still adequate to address the challenges 
driving conflict at the local level. While this assumption is likely to be valid in many 
instances, it is also important to carefully consider to what extent such agreements and 
mechanisms have adequately integrated contextual changes, whether social, environmental or 
other. There is a risk that some groups (e.g. youth, women) become even more 
disenfranchised or that peace agreements f.i. fail to take account of the effects of climate 
change, when they could/should in fact be spearheading climate adaptation in order to prevent 
further conflict.  

 
4. Implementation issues under consideration 

 
The lengthy, time-consuming and often arbitrary administrative procedures and obstacles of 
getting the technical agreements signed by the Sudanese authorities was near completion at 
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the time of the mission (it has taken 2 months to get it signed for WK; for SK signature from 
the national authorities was still pending). Partnering with local actors that face fewer 
constraints to operate and don’t need permission to conduct studies and surveys, like the 
Peace Research Centres at the Universities of Dilling and Al-Fula, should allow the project to 
start the implementation phase smoothly.  
 
Criteria to inform the selection of peace agreements 
SfCG and Badya were debating and reflecting upon the criteria to inform the selection of 
peace agreements/trade pacts to be documented, including f.i. how far back in time they 
should go. The following are some suggestions:  

1. Durability: agreements that still last or lasted for a long period until a not too distant 
past – it would be useful to understand why they lasted so long and, if broken, 
why/what factors or circumstances led to it; 

2. Traceability: agreements are traceable and can therefore be documented (e.g. there is 
living memory among the parties to the agreement or there is documentation available) 

3. ‘Urgency’: agreements regarding tribal groups that are currently involved in some of 
the worst intra and/or inter-tribal conflicts in the area (including with tribal groups in 
Abyei);  

4. Economic relevance: agreements are vital for livelihoods and a cornerstone for inter-
tribal/group economic and social relations (e.g. regarding the use/sharing of key 
natural resources like land or water; cattle corridors; trade agreements); 

5. Cut-across political/tribal/social divisions: agreements that regulate relations between 
groups from different/opposing political affiliations, tribal or social groups;  

6. Cross-border: agreements that regulate relations between groups/tribes across the 
border with South Sudan. 

 
Operational issues  
For the collection of information and testimonies regarding peace agreements in border 
areas, time and logistic considerations need to be carefully considered: f.i. the rainy season 
poses logistic difficulties, but is likely to be a safer time to travel to those areas as hostilities 
generally come to a halt, if carefully planned (including in terms of equipment, vehicle, etc). 
  
Communication Plan for the Project 

Broadly defined, the communication plan should be further detailed and refined in the next 
months. In addition to radio programmes and mobile cinema, the IPs were considering using 
listening clubs and connect them to the radio broadcasts. The future communication plan 
could also consider ways of targeting women and youth.  

The location of the peace library was still under discussion. The two options are the Peace 
Studies Centre at the University of Dilling or Kadugli, possibly in a building belonging to the 
Ministry of Culture. Both options have advantages and disadvantages. While Kadugli offers 
political visibility and possibly more opportunities to engage the authorities, the Peace 
Studies Centre may offer better chances of sustainability and outreach, namely to youth given 
the significant University population (e.g. 10 000 students at the University of Dilling). From 
a conflict-sensitivity perspective, it is also important to ensure that, whatever the location, the 
Peace Library is perceived and respected as an independent and neutral space. Another option 
for consideration – but likely to require additional funds – would be a mobile peace library in 
addition to or in conjunction with the mobile cinema. 
 

5. Complementarity, Coordination and Synergies  
 
With non EU projects/partners 
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In the project document, potential complementaries with a UN Democracy fund programme 
are identified (see in the Gender section below).  
 
With previous EU projects 
The project builds on builds on an earlier EU-supported project under the Instrument for 
Democracy and Human Rights (“Protect Human Rights in the Transition Areas of Sudan: 
Nuba Mountains”, October 2009-April 2013), in which SFCG and Badya supported the 
capacity of the Kadugli and Al-Fula radio stations and contributed to a local multi-stakeholder 
dialogue on conflict transformation and peacebuilding processes, emphasising also the 
concerns of youth, women and traditional leaders. 
 

With other IcSP projects 
The project complements well the work of JCRP that has, since 2009, been supporting state 
peace mechanisms and peace processes in the region for the last five years, and extends 
elements of the JCRP II approach at national level to the state level as is the case of the peace 
libraries in WK and SK (JCRP supported the creation of the peace library at the Peace 
Research Institute, University of Khartoum). The presence of other peace actors, including 
JCRP, was in fact part of the criteria for locating the project in WK and SK. The project 
document indicates the intention to “work closely with JCRP program in terms of 
coordination, information and result sharing to strengthen peace building work in Western 
and South Kordofan states”. The fact that Badya worked with JCRP in the previous phase 
should also facilitate a good understanding of complementarities and synergies.  
 
The project also involves local actors that have been collaborating with the JCRP project. It is 
the case of the RPCM (the now state peace mechanism in WK) or the Peace Studies Centre at 
the Universities of Dilling and Al-Fula. The latter, who will be conducting the baseline 
survey for the project, have also been involved in studies, monitoring and networking 
activities for the JCRP project, including a mapping of local peace actors. These connections, 
as well as coordination within the IcSP programme in Sudan should facilitate obtaining 
relevant information about local peace agreements, committees or other local mechanisms for 
conflict resolution in West and South Kordofan.  
 
This ‘co-location’ with JCRP also creates opportunities for collaboration in terms of 
monitoring, which remains a major challenge to donor funded projects and international 
implementing partners in particular. SfCG and Badya could be a useful source for 
triangulation and monitoring of sustainability, impact and catalytic effect of JCRP supported 
peace agreements and mechanisms in these states during the duration of the project. 
 
Badya’s participation in the mapping of local actors for the Peace Direct/Collaborative for 
Peace in Sudan study72 is also a very useful knowledge base for the project. Furthermore, it 
provides a network of local actors that could be mobilised to identify relevant past and current 
peace agreements to document. As the project will be mapping and documenting peace 
agreements and processes, including community led and non-institutionalised ones, it should 
contribute to identify the true peacemakers. This could be useful knowledge also for other 
(current and future) IcSP/EU and other partners’ activities. Furthermore, conflict scans and 
information on peace agreements coming out of this project can inform other IcSP projects in 
WK and SK and vice-versa (e.g. UNEP in WK and CARE in SK).  
 

                                                      
72 Peace Direct, Scoping study for scaling up grassroots stability in South & West Kordofan and Abyei, April 2015.   
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Cross-border 
Although the project is not part of the border component of the IcSP programme, SfCG and 
Badya are well well-positioned to use their networks in Abyei and South Sudan and look at 
peace agreements and processes that connect (or use to connect) tribal groups across the 
border and in the Abyei area.  
 
The main report identifies further areas of complementarity and potential synergies between 
this and other IcSP projects. Some concrete recommendations in this regard are also made in 
the recommendations section.   
 

6. Gender 
 
Gender is not included at the level of objectives, results or in indicators, and presumably it is 
so far not planned to have gender included in the baseline for the project. This can be 
explained by the fact that the project targets mainly leaders (from the community to the state 
and Government level), which in the social and cultural context of Sudan generally means 
few or no women and youth are likely to be found in that category. There is, however, scope 
and opportunities to target women and youth in the dissemination and understanding of local 
peace agreements under specific objective and results 2. This would be relevant given the 
marginalisation and the risk of further alienating these social groups in traditional peace 
mechanisms, and their instrumentalisation in peace agreements (of women in particular, often 
treated as compensation or exchange commodity to mend tribal relationships). Youth in 
particular tends to feel excluded from traditional systems; yet, they are increasingly players in 
local and higher level conflicts. Since the IPs are also working together on a UN Democracy 
Fund programme to enhance the role of women as peacemakers in the context of the conflict 
in SK, it would be very relevant to pursue synergies between the two projects (an intention 
that is signalled in the project document), and build on the earlier EU/EIDHR funded project.  
  

7. Main Recommendations 
 
To the IPs: 
On gender related aspects in the project and logframe 
• As the communication plan for the project is developed, the logical framework should be 

adapted accordingly and include the participation of women and youth in the indicators at 
the level of results 2, possibly also of result 3 (e.g. the inclusion of women and youth as 
members of local conflict transformation committees), and set up realistic targets as per 
the baseline. IcSP and other partners operating in the area (e.g. Collaborative for Peace 
network) may have useful information about youth and women participation in local peace 
structures and processes that could inform the project baseline in this regard.  

• Integrate the activity “Production of documentary and mobile cinema outreach” in the 
logical framework for the project, under activities as well as in result and indicators 2.2 
(e.g. adding ‘and mobile cinema’ to “ through interactive Radio programming” in R2.2; 
and change its indicator to “% of other listeners and viewers”). This should then be 
reflected in the indicators for specific objective 2. 

 
Complementarities/Synergies 
• Consider associating, as observers, local actors/organisations working with other IcSP 

projects in the same locations or state in the trainings on conflict assessment and 
transformation for local peace committees, including peace building state actors like if 
SfCG and Badya estimate it would non be detrimental to the activity or affect their image 
of neutrality and independence by the local stakeholders.  
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• Get more information from UNDP and the state peace mechanisms about the Dispute 
Monitoring System developed under JCRP II, as this could be a useful tool for the project 
regular conflict scans. 

• Draw on UNEP relational mapping as a background resource for SfCG/Badya work in 
Babanusa (WK) and eventually to inform/tailor the trainings to that specific 
area/communities. 

• Use UNDP/JCRP II hotspots locations map to inform the project communication strategy 
and which areas/communities to target in West and South Kordofan. 

• In addition to own networks, solicit IcSP international and local partners, and their local 
networks, any relevant information on peace agreements in WK and SK or that impact 
communities in the area73. When peace agreements documented are linked to activities 
supported by other IcSP projects, share your observations with the respective IPs.  

 
For communication and outreach 
• Be gender-sensitive when elaborating the communication plan (e.g. consider what type of 

locations or events could allow to target also women and youth; tailor the communication 
message to women and youth audiences)  

• Consider exploring the possibility of a mobile peace library in addition to the peace library 
in Dilling/Kadugli and the mobile cinema. This option could also be explored with local or 
international organisations/institutions developing educational programmes.   

 
For the EUD:  
• Continue facilitating connection with other IcSP implementing partners and international 

actors, as relevant  
• Use and share the conflict scans, not just among IcSP partners, but also with other EU 

programmes and actors, as relevant.  
• Regular dialogue with the IPs to discuss any changes/additions to activities if/when these 

could maximise the potential of the project, and to explore cross-border dimensions given 
SfCG presence with a similar project in South Sudan (namely in areas across the border) 
and Badya’s network with local community actors in South Sudan from earlier activities. 

 
 
 
Project Related Documentation 
 
Project document and logical framework 
 

                                                      
73 F.i., UNEP documental research on how different peace agreements deal with land tenure issues, conducted under the Sudan 

Integrated Environment Program (SIEP), could be a useful source for the project (UNEP, Governance for Peace over Natural 
Resources – A Review of transitions in environmental governance across Africa as a resource for peacebuilding and 
environmental management in Sudan, April 2013). 
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Annex 2.5.  Note on Providing Local Infrastructure and Empowerment for Cross 
  Border Peace and Cooperation (CBPC) within Pastoralist and  
  Sedentary Communities  

This note on the project by IOM provides a brief ‘formative’ assessment in line with the 
objectives defined in the inception note for the RTE and support mission to the IcSP 
programme in Sudan. The project is in a too early stage to be evaluated/assessed against 
implementation effectiveness, efficiency or impact – it was in the inception phase at the time 
of the second mission and in the process of defining exact project locations. The note 
comments on the relevance of the project, its risk management and logical framework 
(relevant for effectiveness), and looks at implementation challenges from a conflict-sensitivity 
and ‘do no harm’ perspective, as well as complementarity and possible synergies with other 
IcSP projects, providing recommendations when relevant. The comments and 
recommendations are based on a review of the project document and interviews with IOM 
project manager and Khartoum-based staff, conducted during the second mission to Sudan. 
This note is part of and complementary to the report of the RTE missions.   
 

1. Project Overview  
 
Action Title Providing Local Infrastructure and Empowerment for Cross Border Peace and 

Cooperation (CBPC) within Pastoralist and Sedentary Communities  

Budget 2,000,000 EUR  

Timeframe February 2015 –  February 2017 (24 months) 

Implementing 
Partner 

IOM Sudan 

Location South Darfur (SD) and East Darfur (ED) 

Beneficiaries  Pastoralist and Sedentary communities at risk of conflict and destabilization, particularly the 
most vulnerable groups within those communities in South and East Darfur (approx. 900,000 
people) 

Partners Government authorities at national, state and community level : Humanitarian Aid Commission 
(HAC), The Darfur Regional Authority (DRA), State Ministry of Water (SWC), Water and 
Environmental Sanitation (WES) law enforcement (Sudanese police), local administration.  
National NGOs, and Community-Based Organizations (CBOs). International actors (e.g. 
UNAMID, UNOPS, UNDP).  

Overall 
objective 

To contribute to an enabling environment for community stabilisation and peaceful coexistence 
amongst pastoralist and sedentary communities in the border areas 

Specific 
objective 

Cross-border pastoral and sedentary communities peacefully coexist and are economically 
empowered 

Expected 
results 

R1. Community infrastructure and productive assets that sustain social stability, community 
security and resilience to crisis delivered 
R2. Community capacities are strengthened to promote co-existence and community 
stabilization.  
R3.  Local authorities are capacitated to facilitate cross-border movement and to mitigate 
conflict within the communities. 

Activities Regular analysis and mapping of regional situation.  
Construction of small basic community infrastructure identified/prioritised through community 
based participatory approaches (e.g. water points, markets, schools, health facilities, etc).  
Capacity building activities for both pastoralist and sedentary communities to promote 
coexistence and community stabilization, namely through improved skills for the management 
and sharing of resources, and improved livelihoods. 
Capacity building trainings and workshops for state-level local authorities, such as SWC/WES 
and law enforcement (police) 
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2. Relevance  
 
Aligned with the approach and priorities of the IcSP programme in Sudan, the CBPC project 
combines ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building activities to address root causes of conflict at the 
community and state level. It plans to engage with both non-state and state actors, including at 
the national level, developing state and community capacities in key areas for peaceful 
relationships between communities and stabilisation, and supporting dialogue for the 
mitigation of local conflicts.  
 
Consistently with the strengths and expertise of IOM, the project has a stronger focus on the 
delivery of ‘hardware’ for peace building, i.e.: basic small infrastructure and productive assets 
that can facilitate cross-border trade and commerce, and revitalize economic activity for 
stable livelihoods, and the prevention of conflicts (including f.i. infrastructure rehabilitation 
or construction of police stations/pre-border checkpoints). This component is complemented 
and supported by capacity building trainings on critical domains for community stabilisation 
and coexistence linked with productive activities and natural resources management74, and 
with technical capacity for law enforcement by local authorities to prevent and mitigate 
conflict, protect civilians and re-establish cross-border trade routes (e.g. demarcation of 
migratory corridors, livestock patrol, etc). The EU conflict analysis undertaken with the 
participation of EU, international and local partners and experts confirmed the relevance of 
addressing those policy areas and of the approach of supporting and strengthening both 
community and local administration capacities, and connecting State and communities.  
 
In addition, certain characteristics of the project enhance its relevance, although that is also 
likely to come with additional challenges to an effective implementation, as discussed in the 
next sections:  

• The border management component: of the three border component projects in the 
IcSP programme, CBPC is the only to include border management and capacity-building of 
law enforcement authorities/border officials, although this component is overstated in the 
project when assessed against the activities identified (see section 4); 

• The geographic focus in South and East Darfur. Although all states along the Sudan-
South Sudan border are challenging places to implement projects (for reasons explained in the 
main report), fewer international actors and projects seem to be operating in these geographic 
areas. This seems to be especially the case in the southern part of SD between South Sudan 
and the Central African Republic (CAR) and in the newly created state of ED, where the local 
administration is still in the process of being set up and lacking support and capacities75. The 
latter is home to one of the longest and worst inter-tribal conflicts in Sudan, between Reizegat 
and Ma’aliyya tribes76.  

 
3. Conflict sensitivity 

 
In general, the project pays due attention to the importance of conflict-sensitivity, seeking a 
balanced approach to activities (infrastructure and capacity-development), stakeholders (state 

                                                      
74 The trainings may include livestock programming, resource management and environmental conservation, provision of basic agricultural inputs 

and services, income generating activities and vocational training, depending on prioritisation by the communities. 
75 East Darfur was created in 2012 as a separate administrative unit out of the former territory of South Darfur. In Abu Karinka, f.i. IOM visit 

earlier in 2015 had been the first by an international in two years. 
76  The conflict between the Rizeigat and Ma’alia first broke out in 1966 over a land dispute and turned more violent after the discovery of oil in the 

disputed areas in recent years. 
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and community, tribal groups, pastoralist and sedentary) and locations within a state. Some 
aspects deserve particular attention or recognition given the risks and sensitivities involved.  
 
The project document includes a good meso-analysis of border relations and causes of 
conflict in South and East Darfur and of the tensions around the border issue, as borders are 
yet to be demarcated and agreed, with some contested areas remaining, including the enclave 
around Kafia Kingi and Hofrat en Nah (SD) and the ‘14 mile issue’ (ED). Although the 
border management activities in the project are mainly on capacity-building of state 
authorities/border officials and small infrastructure for facilitating cross-border trade, 
securing trade corridors and preventing conflict between pastoralists and sedentary 
communities, where activities will take place is of course not indifferent and is politically 
sensitive. While in ED, the identified locality for the border management component is in the 
pre-border area (Safahah), in SD two of the initially prioritised localities (Kafia Kingi and 
Hofrat en Nah) are in contested territory. During the inception phase, these localities have 
been dropped and replaced by two new localities in ED, in the area of the Bergid tribe77. This 
is a sensible decision, both from an operational and conflict-sensitivity perspective. It also has 
the advantage of concentrating the project more on ED, where fewer donors are present, and 
of balancing activities equally across tribal areas of the three main tribal groups in ED – the 
Bergid, the Ma’alliyya and the Reizegat.    
 
As acknowledged in the risk management matrix included in the project document, it is 
relevant to take into account perceptions of local communities on the state administration in 
general78 and of law enforcement actors in particular (police/border management institutions 
and officials), in order to assess and manage their potential impact on the project objectives 
and activities. It is for instance unclear whether setting up pre-border checkpoints to regulate 
cross-border can harm/impede traditional cross-border trade arrangements that are critical for 
community livelihoods, rather than facilitate it, in which case the project could risk having 
negative and reverse impacts of what is intended. Communities generally have social and 
economic ties across the border, and don’t necessarily recognise a demarcation line, even if 
agreed between the two Governments. It is therefore critical that the impact of these activities 
is carefully assessed ex-ante, to the extent possible, and implementation closely monitored to 
‘do no harm’.   
 
In light of the sensitivities related to the border issue and to the unresolved questions that 
have led to recurrent inter-tribal conflicts (e.g. land), a political economy analysis of inter- 
and intra-tribal relations and of relationships with other state and non-state actors is of critical 
importance. It is therefore important that context analysis is effectively updated on a 
constant/regular basis, as planned according to the project document, to ensure activities and 
approach are constantly informed by analysis and monitored to avoid ‘doing harm’.  
 

4. Considerations for effectiveness 
 
Theory of Change 
The project document does not outline a theory of change, but it is implicit in the rationale 
explained in the project document, and is in line with the overall logic of the IcSP programme 
in Sudan. Its underlying overall theory of change can be read as follows: conflict between 

                                                      
77 Radoom, in SD, has been maintained under the border management component. Like Safahah in ED, this locality in not in a contested area. 
78 In ED in particular, Ma’allya officials abandoned the state administration in 2014 in protest to what they perceive as not just the lack of neutrality 

of the state, but an active role of state (military) forces in the inter-tribal conflict with the Rizeigat (Sudan Tribune, “Ma’alia officials quit East 

Darfur institutions amid tribal attacks”, 21 September, 2014). 
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pastoralist and sedentary communities can be mitigated and prevented if stress factors (e.g. 
economic, social, environmental, security) are addressed through the provision of key 
services/basic infrastructure, by building capacities of communities and local administrations 
for diversified and stable livelihoods and to facilitate cross-border movement, and through 
dialogue and a collaborative approach between communities and with local authorities. The 
project can thus help foster relationships among communities and with local authorities, 
revitalise trade and economic activity, and prevent conflict.  
 
The project could however benefit from a clear spelling out of the implicit assumptions of 
how and why interventions of the project can contribute to the intended objectives. This could 
help guide and strengthen logical and operational connections between activities as these are 
identified, ensuring a coherent peace building approach throughout the implementation stage.  
 
In this regard, the identification of activities like rehabilitation or construction of police 
stations or peri-border management centres in response to governance and leadership 
shortcomings in addressing tensions or conflict and corruption in cross-border trading, 
appears overly simplistic, even if these activities are meant to be complementary to UNAMID 
capacity building of police forces in Darfur. The effort to link up with on-going efforts in this 
area is positive and can be an example of good practice example, but this component still 
comes across as rather ‘thin’ or tentative in the overall project. It appears more as a ‘pilot’ 
component rather than a fully developed one within the overall project logic.  
 
M&E  
The logical framework is aligned with the intervention logic described in the project 
document and identifies quantitative and qualitative results and outcome indicators, and some 
targets. Other indicators and results will be defined once a baseline is established, i.e. at the 
end of the inception phase. The logical framework should remain an open document that can 
be refined as the project evolves.  
 
Two dimensions could be better reflected in the logframe to better reflect the project logic and 
approach:  

• An underlying intended impact of the project is to “enhance legitimacy and support 
capacity-building between authorities and communities”79. An additional outcome 
indicator (related to result 3) could thus be included in the indicators for measuring the 
Specific Objective of the project80: e.g. ‘improved community perception on the capacity 
and role of local authorities to facilitate cross-border movement and mitigate conflict 
within the communities’, which could be verified through community surveys.  

• In addition, the first and third indicators and respective targets for result 2 could also 
specify ‘breakdown per community’ in addition to the gender breakdown, in order to 
ensure implementation is fully aligned with the balanced approach to pastoralist and 
sedentary groups that underpins the project. Although it is inherent that all concerned 
communities will be represented in the community committee established to oversee 
infrastructure construction, maintenance and/or management, for implementation and 
monitoring purposes it can be useful to include it in the indicators/targets as a reminder. 
Indicator 1 for Result 2 could thus read (addition/change in italic):  “Each infrastructure 
intervention has a community committee supporting the process (breakdown of committee 
composition per gender and community)”; and its target “1 committee per infrastructure, 

                                                      
79 Final paragraph, page 12 of the project document. 
80 In page 17 of the project document. 
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with 1 member per community and a 1:1 ratio men and women”. Similarly, indicator 3 for 
result 2 could read: “Number of community members trained in capacity building 
activities (disaggregated by gender, community and type of training)”. 

 
IOM presence and experience in Darfur, including a field office in Nyala (South Darfur) 
should allow in principle for greater proximity to the project, facilitating communication with 
the local partners and stakeholders and the engagement with the state authorities, as well as 
the regular monitoring of the project and coordination with other relevant actors. Given the 
higher concentration of activities in ED, IOM is also considering opening a small office there, 
which would be an advantage to the project. Despite the field presence, access and security 
conditions to move freely to project locations may still be challenging, especially in areas 
closer to the border and in the south of SD, and affect the pace and level of implementation 
and the ability to monitor.  
 
To the extent possible, IOM should also consider taking advantage of its presence in the field 
with other programmes and activities, namely its DTM programme, to continue monitoring 
impacts of the project beyond its lifetime. This could provide useful learning for the 
organisation, and more broadly for the humanitarian and development community (see 
recommendations). 
   
Risk management 
The risk management matrix included in the project document identifies the main challenges 
and risks to the project, which are in consonance with the prevailing assumptions. Issues of 
security and accessibility (related also to access permission and seasonality) represent the 
most severe and likely risk to any project in the southern regions of Sudan. Besides risks 
related to the regional context (e.g. spill over of conflict in South Sudan or CAR), it 
acknowledges risks related to the capacity and willingness of Government counterparts and 
local officials which can cause delays and obstacles to project implementation. In this regard, 
there needs to be some consideration and ‘testing’ with officials as to what extent there is 
effective interest and potential ownership for the border management component of the 
project. Furthermore, the often tense relations between the GoS and UNAMID, with the 
Government calling for an exist strategy by the AU-UN mission, can pose additional 
challenges and is not given much of a though in the project, mainly because seen as unlikely 
to happen in the near future, although could still affect aspects of the projects where 
UNAMID is a partner.   
 
IOM also acknowledges risks related to the capacity and willingness of communities, 
including risks related to community perceptions of legitimacy and trust of the state 
administration, although it does not consider them as likely. This may, however, vary 
according to geographic area/tribal group, and deserves due attention and careful management 
on a case by case basis. As mentioned by the IOM project manager, the appointment of a new 
state governor in ED with no tribal affiliation to any of the three main tribes could provide a 
window of opportunity.  
 
Navigating these challenges and risks will depend on the circumstances at a given time, but 
also on IP context-sensitivity and knowledge of relationships between stakeholders in the 
project, on the quality of communication and relations with local actors, and on staff ability to 
be pro-active and creative in addressing such challenges. Ensuring IOM is properly staffed 
and that the right expertise are mobilised by the project needs therefore to be part of its risk 
management strategy. 
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5. Implementation status  
 
At the time of the second mission, the project appeared to be broadly on track with regard to 
preparation studies to identify locations and local and international partners, map the context, 
and identify priorities. Adjustments to the initial planning were made, mainly with regard to 
the project locations. Various scenarios/alternative locations in case of operational 
impediments to work in SD or ED, were considered by the project team. South and East 
Darfur continue however to be most relevant, with some adjustments. The project had initially 
identified ten localities/hotspots to be prioritised in light of valid criteria defined in the project 
document. As mentioned, two localities in ED were added in replacement of Kafia Kingi and 
Hofrat en Nah. The latter, in SD, is an area key informants interviewed described as ‘no 
man’s land’, heavily militarised, where it is claimed Joseph Kony’s Lord Resistance Army 
forces are present81. Access problems and security concerns would make implementation of 
activities there especially challenging, if at all possible, besides the politically sensitive issue 
of conducting border management activities in contested territory. 
 
A joint monitoring visit with HAC to all IOM projects provided an opportunity for the project 
manager to visit all local authorities and potential partners to discuss the project. From these 
initial contacts with local authorities in ED and needs identified through IOM Village 
Assessments, a first identification of priorities emerged. Contrary to expectations, the focus 
by the local authorities was mainly on livelihoods, not on basic infrastructure. In SD, a field 
mission in spring 2014 identified water and education as priority areas through consultations 
with local leaders in Nyala, the results of IOM Village Assessment under the its Displacement 
Tracking and Monitoring Programme and UN-Habitat surveys. 
   
While IOM considers it has a good knowledge of the needs in both states and in the localities 
for the project, based on its previous work and contacts with organisations present in the area, 
recent consultation with the administration at the local level showed priorities may not be 
those expected. It is therefore important that the definition of the type of project activities is 
the result of an effective consultation process with local stakeholders, engaging communities 
and local administration – as indicated in the project document – and assessed from a conflict-
sensitivity/peace building lens. This process should allow to narrow the type of activities the 
project will focus on, in light of IOM expertise and what others are doing in the area, seeking 
complementarities, avoiding duplication and ensuring effectiveness on the use of financial 
and capacity resources.  
 
In terms of human resources of the project, IOM was building up the project team and the 
capacities needed for the project implementation. It hired new project staff, to be based in the 
IOM office in Nyala: one senior project assistant who is a Sudanese with experience of 
networking with state authorities; a technical assistant, an engineer, who has worked in Darfur 
and is familiar also with IOM; and planning to recruit a second project assistant with more of 
a peace building profile to assist the project with regular context analysis, advice/support on 
conflict mitigation activities and ensuring activities are planned and implemented in a 
conflict-sensitive manner.  
 
At the time of the second mission, IOM was seeking federal agreement to the project before it 
starts implementation. It has been trying to diversify its relationship with the Government and 
establish a relationship with the Ministry of Finance and Economy (MFE), given the non 

                                                      
81 Spittaels, S. & Weyns, Y. 2014. Mapping Conflict motives: the Soudan-South Sudan border. International Peace Information Service (IPIS), 

Antwerp, January 2014; Enough Project or Invisible Children website (the latter in http://invisiblechildren.com/conflict/kony/). 



 79

humanitarian nature of the project. It was negotiating a MoU with the MFE, instead of going 
through the HAC (Ministry of Interior). That was, however, taking time and is not likely to 
mean HAC can be avoided, whether in terms of procedural steps or during implementation in 
the field. Other IPs experience with the MFE has proven this is not necessarily a faster track, 
but diversifying relationship with Government seems nonetheless a good strategy. 
 
An Inception Report, foreseen as part of the project activities, will provide the updated 
implementation status and plan of the project with regard to team mobilisation, locations, 
baseline and mapping, local partners, interventions identified following a participatory 
process (explained) and a feasibility analysis, the decision on the implementation structure, an 
update of the context analysis, and should justify any adjustments needed to the initial plan. 
No clear delivery date was defined for the Inception Report. Accordingly to the project action 
plan, it should come after community consultations for the identification of interventions and 
the decision of the implementation structure for those interventions, i.e. around September as 
per the initial timeline.   
 

6. Complementarity, Coordination and Synergies 
 
These aspects are well taken into consideration in the project, at various stages in the project 
design and when and how it can support project implementation. Complementarity and 
synergies are identified or will be sought with other international partners within and beyond 
the IcSP Programme. For instance, project activities of the border component in particular 
were identified from the onset to be synergetic and complementary to UNAMID capacity 
building of police forces in Darfur.  
 
IOM is also building on other activities it is implementing, like the Village Assessments 
under Displacement Tracking and Monitoring (DTM) programme, as well as on the work of 
other organisations present in the area (e.g. UN-Habitat, UNAMID community assessments, 
UNEP/Tufts University research on pastoralists issues, etc) and on lessons from JCRP, jointly 
implemented by IOM and UNDP. During the inception phase, IOM also met with UNEP, 
UNDP and CARE, as well as other international donors and partners operating in the area, to 
identify linkages and synergies possible with their work. It seems to have a good overview of 
activities or resources it can connect with in both states82.   
 
These and other contacts with other international actors should serve also to gather relevant 
contextual information and analysis for the project.  
 
Cross-border linkages 
The project also acknowledges the relevance of and intends seeking synergies with similar 
efforts in the South Darfur border area and identifies relevant activities in this regard by IOM 
in South Sudan (the Peace and Stability Quick Impact Fund funded by the IcSP South Sudan, 
or the Community Security and Arms Control project). IOM should also try to link up and 
exchange with the work by Concordis, who is also supporting cross-border activities and 
dialogue processes on the other side of the border. The EUD should facilitate those contacts.  
 
 
 
 

                                                      
82 In the framework of Japan’ aid agency, JICA’s large water project, local NGOs were capacitated on management of water resources. Those 

trainees have been identified as possible resource persons for project activities in the areas of natural resource management.  
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7. Cross-cutting issues: gender and environment 
 
Gender equality and promoting the involvement of women in decision-making processes is 
clearly stated in the project and reflected in indicators and targets defined by the project (e.g. 
equal participation of men and women in infrastructure committees, in capacity building 
trainings), while acknowledging that cultural factors may make some targets difficult to 
obtain.  
 
Environmental factors are assessed or considered at various levels of the project, from the 
analysis of conflict factors to trainings (e.g. on natural resource management) or infrastructure 
construction and rehabilitation.  
 

8. Recommendations to the project 
 

• Spell out the Theory of Change underlying the project rationale 
Clarifying the implicit assumptions of how and why interventions of the project can 
contribute to the intended objectives would help ensuring logical and operational connections 
between activities as these are identified, ensuring a coherent peace building approach 
throughout the implementation stage.  
 

• Ensure peace building relevance of activities for the local communities   
Definition of the type of project activities should be the result of an effective participatory 
approach, as foreseen in the project document, engaging communities and local 
administration, based on a clear explanation of the underlying objectives and activities 
assessed from a conflict-sensitivity/peace building lens.  
 

• Rationalise capacities  
Such a process should also be guided by a realistic definition of what IOM can effectively do, 
ensuring effectiveness on the use of its financial and capacity resources, and allow to narrow 
the type of activities the project will focus on, in light also of what others are doing in the 
area, seeking complementarities and avoiding duplication. 
 
On M&E:  

1. Consider using the joint UNDP/IOM framework for M&E under JCRP II as a basis 
for developing early on a M&E framework for the project 
2. Engage early on in the implementation phase, international and local partners in 
particular in a discussion on the logframe and the underlying theory of change in the 
project, including on peace building indicators and targets. 
3. Review the logframe in light of the baseline and discussions with partners and local 
actors, and consider refining some of the indicators (suggestions made in section 4).  
4. Continue monitoring impacts of the project beyond its lifetime through IOM field 
staff and partners, integrating to the extent possible some of the project indicators into f.i. 
its DTM programme.  

 
On conflict sensitivity:  

• Any work on border related issues is highly sensitive and political (even if/when the 
approach is technical). To avoid ‘doing harm’ the project needs to ensure good 
knowledge (i.e. a political economy analysis of relationship within and between tribes, 
and with other state and non-state actors) and regular monitoring of the context, updating 
the analysis on a constant/regular basis – as indicated in the project document –, ensure 
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analysis informs project activities and approach, and explore ex-ante any potential 
impacts of border management activities.   

 
On cross-border linkages: 

• Seek synergies with similar efforts in the South Darfur border area, as relevant and as 
identified in the project document, establishing primarily regular exchanges and 
consultations with IOM in South Sudan, but also with others (e.g. Concordis). 

 
 
 
Project related documentation 
 
Project document (includes risk management and logframe) 



Final Report          Page 82 

 

Annex 2.6  Promoting Peace over Natural Resources in West and Central Darfur 
  and in West Kordofan 

This note on the project implemented by UNEP with two local NGOs, SOS Sahel and Darfur 
Development and Reconstruction Agency (DDRA), provides a brief ‘formative’ assessment, 
in line with the objectives defined in the inception note for the RTE and support mission to 
the IcSP programme in Sudan. The project, put forward to the EUD in November 2014, was 
signed in June 2015. It cannot therefore be assessed against implementation effectiveness, 
efficiency or impact. The note comments on the relevance of the project as per its Theory of 
Change (ToC) and main features, its risk management and logical framework (relevant for 
effectiveness), and looks at its implementation approach from a conflict-sensitivity 
perspective, as well as coordination, complementarity and possible synergies with other IcSP 
projects, providing recommendations when relevant. The comments and recommendations are 
based on a review of the project document and interviews with UNEP, SOS Sahel and DDRA 
conducted during the second mission to Sudan. This note is part of and complementary to the 
report of the RTE missions. 
 

1. Project Background and Overview 
 
The project originally emerges from two separate project proposals made by SOS Sahel and 
DDRA, which UNEP has helped bring together into one coherent peace building project and 
developed its methodology. Besides streamlining the proposals into two main priorities to be 
developed across all five locations of the project (SOs1 and 2), UNEP added a research and 
evidence collection dimension for learning, based on a strong M&E and the use of theories of 
change. Based on the project document, the table below provides a quick overview of the 
project. In blue are relevant aspects of the project narrative that are not mainstreamed in the 
project approach and the logical framework, although part of the project ToC. 
 
Action Title Promoting Peace over Natural Resources in West and Central Darfur and in West 

Kordofan 

Budget Initial : 3,430,000 EUR 

Timeframe June 2015 - May 2018 (36 months)   

Implementing 
Partner(s) 

UNEP, with local partners SOS Sahel and the Darfur Development and Reconstruction Agency 
(DDRA) 

Location West Darfur State (WDS), Central Darfur State (CDS), West Kordofan State (WKS) 

Beneficiaries  Agricultural and pastoral communities in five localities (approx. 230,000 people in all three 
states), with a focus on youth and women 

Local 
partners 

State and local government institutions (e.g. Ministry of Agriculture, HAC, and local 
government authorities); Private sector contractors; Native Administrations; local peace centres 
and other research institutions with expertise important to the project.  

Overall 
objective 

Contribute towards sustainable peace in Sudan 

Specific 
objective 

SO1 : Reduced incidence of local conflict over natural resources  
SO2 : Relationships over natural resources between communities and between communities 
and government are strengthened 
In line with the project strong research and M&E component, an additional SO contributing to 
the other objectives is implicit, i.e.: Evidence/knowledge collected informs peacebuilding/ 
development programming and decision-making, and best practices are replicated. 

Expected 
results  

R1 : Improved infrastructure and equitable access to services for natural resource users 
R2 : Participatory and equitable decision-making structure over natural resources strengthened 
and established in each locality 
As per the ToC (annex 1, project document), an additional result would be: Knowledge on 
peacebuilding benefits of Natural Resource Management (NRM) interventions is documented. 
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Main planned 
activities  

- Service delivery for local communities to enhance stable livelihoods and collaborative 
decision-making, including: construction and rehabilitation of water infrastructure and water 
committee trainings; reseeding of rangeland and community forests; tree nurseries and seedling 
production; para-vet training for pastoralists; vaccination campaigns; demarcation of 
rangelands and migratory routes.  
- Livelihood support to women and youth (e.g. vocational training, small enterprise training) 
and to farming and pastoral communities 
- Capacity building for native administration (e.g. mediation, conflict transformation techniques 
and natural resource issues trainings); 
- Strengthening the role of civil society through lobby and advocacy trainings and supporting 
mechanisms to enable dialogue and relationships to resolve conflicting natural resources needs 
and claims peacefully.   
In line with the additional considerations under SOs and expected results, and according to the 
justification of the project (as per the project document), the following should be added to the 
project activities: Research and data collection, and dissemination activities 

 
 

2. Relevance 
 
The contextual relevance of the project is well summarised in the project document. It points 
to the multiple factors that contribute to increased pressure and competition over natural 
resources that further deteriorate environmental degradation, undermining also state capacity 
to provide the needed services and community coping systems (e.g. pressure on livelihoods as 
a result of chronic poverty and instability linked to conflict; poor environmental governance; 
lack of state investment and capacities in development; rapid population growth). The 
absence of inclusive discussion and decision-making structures on natural resource use, 
access and management are identified also as contributing to precipitate conflict over natural 
resources. The project aims at addressing these different but complementary lines of action 
that can contribute to environmental governance, i.e.: livelihoods, infrastructure, community 
and institution capacity, and supporting dialogue for the mitigation of local conflicts. It 
includes a focus on addressing long-term grievances of pastoralists originating from a lack of 
responsiveness to their NRM and service needs by the government and international 
community, while promoting ‘viable pastoralism’ (i.e. more efficient and climate adapted 
pastoral practices).  
 
As competition over increasingly scarce environmental resources is widely recognised as 
contributing/exacerbating conflict and a shared concern at community, state and federal level 
in Sudan, cutting across political, socio-economic, ethnic or religious divides, the project 
provides a window of opportunity to engage local actors and state authorities in peace 
building, including line ministries and national level actors as relevant. The project includes 
capacity development of state and communities in key areas for stabilisation and to build 
peaceful relationships (between communities and with the state) that can support the long-
term management of natural resources at community level. This will be complemented 
through strengthening of local and inter-institutional mechanisms and trainings to capacitate 
the project stakeholders to approach resolution of conflicting natural resources needs and 
claims peacefully. As part of the sensitivities of working on peace building in Sudan, 
messaging about the project will, however, avoid the tern ‘peace building’ and refer mainly to 
environmental governance and NRM.  
 
Theory of Change  
The project intervention is based on the premises that it cannot stop conflict, but if livelihood 
needs are addressed, sustainable and equitable access to natural resources is guaranteed, 
decision making structures engaging both communities and local institutions exist and their 
capacities strengthened, then it is possible to prevent violent conflict, thus demonstrating also 
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that the cause of conflict is not natural resource driven. This is the theory of change that 
informs the project interventions. Although not explicitly mentioned, the project intends to 
show and isolate the negative impact of political factors in escalating local conflicts. The 
project logic, its assumptions on ‘why’ the planned interventions can bring about change and 
the pathways of how change would happen are visually synthesised in annex 1 of the project 
document. The project document offers an explicit narrative of why change would happen83. 
 
Contribution to evidence-based learning 
There are many examples of NRM contributing to peace, but little evidence to demonstrate 
peace building impact. As mentioned, the project also aims at collecting such evidence to 
inform f.i. integrated development planning and policy-making, namely:   

1. How peace building interventions on NRM have successfully reduced local level 
conflict; 

2. How they have contributed to improve local communities’ resilience to natural resource 
3. Conflict risks or drivers; 
4. How local environmental change is influencing incidence of local level conflict; 
5. What are the local key natural resource conflict drivers and factors triggering escalation 

of conflict, and which interventions are most effective in mitigating/reducing those 
factors or drivers; 

6. How are NRM interventions improving relationships and institutions; and  
7. How gender differences factor into NRM reduction priorities and strategies.  

These are the main research questions identified by UNEP. It is expected the project will 
provide evidence that can demonstrate to local NGOs, the Government and other actors that 
the combination of hard and soft interventions can deliver immediate, tangible and 
measurable benefits for peace and support longer-term environmental governance. A national 
programme of dissemination activities is planned, according to the project document – but is 
not reflected in the logframe – for capitalization on learning beyond the community and state 
level, which can provide an opportunity to linking up with national level policies and actors, 
as well as with international actors’ programming of development and peace building 
activities in Sudan.  
 
Conflict analysis   
One of the criteria for the choice of the 5 localities was that they are all affected by conflict, 
in different degrees. An analysis of conflict in each of these localities will be conducted by 
UNEP and its local IPs during the inception phase, including a conflict workshop. IPs already 
have contextual knowledge given their experience of working in the states. This will 
complement existing knowledge by implementing partners on the specific local context, while 
promoting reflection and discussion in the communities on the causes of conflict in their 
locality.  
 
Other analysis tools will inform and complement the contextual and conflict analysis in the 
project, including: institutional assessments, market analysis, climate risk analysis, gender 
analysis, relationship metrics, and Participatory Impact Assessments (PIA) that can provide 
also a local narrative for root causes, drivers or triggers of conflict.  
 

3. Project approach and conflict sensitivity 
 

In alignment with the approach and priorities of the IcSP programme in Sudan, the project 
combines ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ peace building activities to address NRM issues that are at the 

                                                      
83 Project document, p. 1. 
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centre of conflict at community level and to meet related community needs. The articulation 
of those two work streams is complemented by a research and evidence collection and 
dissemination component and is informed by a theory of change that connects them all. Local 
IPs will be introduced and trained by UNEP on what is the ToC and its role in the project 
logic and implementation, ensuring the purpose of using a ToC is well understood.  

 
The project approach also includes a networking component for sharing of experience and 
learning between implementing partners as well as between beneficiaries for a multiplying 
effect of best practices identified.  
 
An inception period of four-months is foreseen. It will be used for the preparation of the 
project baselines, and to initiate institutional assessments and other contextual analysis in 
order to come out with a better identification of activities and definition of impact indicators, 
outputs and milestones, as well as inform the strategies to adopt throughout the 
implementation process. PIAs will be conducted during this period. They are an important 
innovative feature of the project approach and a best practice. They ensure local relevance of 
the interventions and allow identifying key NRM risk drivers, and indicators to measure 
progress and impact of the project interventions as per what local actors would see as 
meaningful success and change. Communities will thus play a role in defining the indicators 
and in assessing impact on their livelihoods and on relationships between communities and 
with local institutions.  
 
A clearer timeline for some of the project outputs and use of analysis tools that are critical for 
ensuring the project design is properly informed by an understanding of the relationship 
between natural resource management and conflict in the project areas (e.g. market, climate 
risk and gender analysis, and relationship metrics) should be provided at the end of the 
inception phase.   
 
Risk Management 
Different nature and level of risks to the planned implementation of the project and relevant 
mitigation measures are identified. Political risks linked to access restrictions or relationships 
between project stakeholders are rated as having potentially higher impact on the project. For 
instance, the resurgence of political conflict could undermine relationships between 
communities and/or with local authorities. It is expected that by working at the community 
level, building relationships and being clear in how the project informs and communicates 
with stakeholders, and promoting ownership by the local stakeholders (communities and local 
authorities) that risk will be minimised. IPs previous experience seems to validate the strategy 
and point towards some success in isolating political conflict from local conflicts. When the 
risk matrix will be reviewed on the basis of the analysis after the inception phase, it should 
also reflect the analysis of potential risks for the data collection and M&E part of the project 
(see recommendations). 
 
Conflict sensitivity  
The various analysis tools the project will use should allow for conflict sensitive 
implementation, in addition to UNEP own improved system for due diligence that will be 
included also in the project and the partners’ training. Understanding conflict sensitive 
programming and implementation in NRM interventions is furthermore one of the research 
issues UNEP will explore in the project and part of its quality control role. Lessons learned on 
conflict sensitive programming is also a planned output of the project.  
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4. Resources for efficiency 
 
UNEP research and technical expertise will provide the ‘quality control’ of the 
implementation process (e.g. 6-month payments linked to performance assessments) and of 
the monitoring and reporting, and will manage the data collection and dissemination, further 
building the capacities of the local IPs. The UNEP environmental peacebuilding unit in 
Geneva will provide support to the programme manager.  
 
UNEP relations with national environmental bodies in the GoS and para-statal policy 
institutions can also support the project, bringing the work at the community level to the 
attention of higher political levels and make the case for improved dialogue and services. 
Local IPs, on the other hand, provide valuable knowledge of the local context in areas where 
they have been engaged over a number of years, have easier access (including to areas where 
government officials may not be able to go into), and bring their local connections and 
networks. All these contributions/assets should facilitate implementation of the project.   
 
As mentioned, the inception phase will be the critical moment for making adjustments to the 
project and refine the logframe, the risk log and the workplan in light of the baseline 
assessments and community consultations, while flexibility should be maintained to make 
adjustments as the projects evolves – an option foreseen in the project document.   
 
So far, the main challenge has been the delays in the signature of the project and consequently 
in funding for reasons already explained in the main report, and which are beyond the power 
of the EUD or the UNEP office in Khartoum. In order to be ready for the kick-off of the 
project, SOS Sahel has set up an office already in 2014 in one of the locations where it would 
be working, at its own expenses, which created expectations in the communities. The delay 
also created problems for the retention of staff.  
 

5. Sustainability 
 
In order to ensure community buy-in, implementing partners will conduct community 
mobilization and sensitization campaigns in each locality to inform communities of the 
project intents and solicit engagement. Through the PIA tool, project beneficiaries will 
themselves identify locally relevant indicators for monitoring and tracking change, in addition 
to already identified indicators. Those actions should favour community ownership and 
sustainability of the project.  
 
The project approach and choice of locations where the project will be working were also 
informed by concerns of ensuring sustainability. The engagement of all stakeholders (State 
and local authorities, pastoralists and farmers associations, and community-based 
institutions), strengthening their capacities and building relationships between them are seen 
as instrumental for creating ownership and ensuring the long-term sustainability of NRM in 
the project areas. Besides UNEP engagement over the last years with some local institutions 
in the Darfur regions, the selected localities are areas where the two local partners have an 
established presence or are committed to working there over the long-term, which helps 
building trust with the communities and the local institutions. This also creates opportunities 
to monitor the peacebuilding impact of the work beyond the lifetime of the project, and to 
build on its achievements. 
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6. M&E 
 
The project M&E plan and tools are comprehensive and, in the meantime, have been further 
elaborated/detailed beyond what is in the project proposal. Being a fundamental tool for the 
research dimension and evidence-based knowledge of NRM for peace building in the project 
beyond the monitoring of implementation, M&E is elevated to the same level of attention and 
importance as the project specific objectives/outcomes.  
 
A main feature of the project M&E plan that deserves being highlighted is the inclusion of a 
9-month period of observation only, to assess the project’s impact and sustainability after 
interventions have been realised and external support has withdrawn. This hands-off 
monitoring period will only monitor impact in the short aftermath after the closing of  
activities, but is nonetheless a unique feature among the projects in the IcSP programme and 
should be considered a best practice case, not least in the EU. It will be important that local 
IPs, who are a long-term presence in the project locations, fully understand the purpose of the 
observation period and refrain from being ‘hands on’ during that stage, while their presence 
remains an asset for eventual quick and short support that could however prove critical for a 
lower-cost and longer-term sustainability of the efforts undertaken by the project.  
 
It should be mentioned also that UNEP is considering and exploring methodological 
harmonisation and mainstreaming of peace building indicators with DCPSF, linking to UNDP 
internal harmonisation efforts. If achieved, this could be a win-win situation for both IPs and 
donors alike, allowing comparison of data and increase evidenced-based knowledge on peace 
building interventions. 
 
The project M&E plan includes a six-month periodic monitoring review to monitor the 
progress made against each project output, planned milestone, deliverable and associated 
indicator, using the sources described in the project logframe. The logframe and workplan 
will be revised at the end of the inception phase on the basis of the baseline assessments and 
community consultations, as well as after the mid-term review (in year 2) based on the 
monitoring reports until then.   
 
The logframe includes quantitative and qualitative indicators. Qualitative and impact 
indicators are integrated mainly in the relationship metrics developed as part of the SIEP 
project84, but could benefit from being brought into the project document and logframe (as an 
annex). Indicators could also be made more concrete on how they will translated in each 
locality, given the likely differences in the degrees of conflict and relationships levels. As 
noted by UNEP, sustainability indicators still need to be included in the logframe, which can 
also be better done after the inception phase and once all activities are defined. 
 

7. Coordination, Complementarity or Synergies 
 
The project complements ongoing UNEP programming in Sudan and builds on UNEP 
technical expertise as well as on previous and on-going activities, particularly the Sudan 
Integrated Environment Project (SIEP). Under SIEP, policy reform related work on Water 
Resource Management in North Darfur is on-going and new approaches and tools for 
community-based natural resource management are being tested (e.g. the ‘relationships 
metrics’). The underlying theories and learning from SIEP will inform the project, including 

                                                      
84 As per the table in p. 29 of UNEP (2014).  
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its Monitoring and Evaluation framework. In addition, the project will benefit from the 
partnerships generated under SIEP 1 and UNEP intends to link it to the SIEP 2 programming. 
The project also builds on SOS Sahel and DDRA experience through previous project of 
providing infrastructure and services in relevant domains for NRM and their effective links at 
the community level. To the extent possible, the project should build on existing mechanisms 
and/or local institutions.  
 
Within the IcSP 
Exchanges with other IcSP partners working in WKS85 have been taking place within and 
beyond the IcSP coordination meetings, which should allow building on/strengthening what 
exists. The project document indicates that project planning and implementation will link up 
with JCRP II. Exchanges with UNDP have taken place on their respective activities, on 
implementation challenges, M&E tools and trainings (e.g. exchanging on training tools and 
the nature of trainings; sharing the list of local actors trained). This is especially relevant with 
regard to the planned trainings for the native administration on conflict resolution and 
negotiation skills, to avoid duplication with similar activities already conducted by JCRP II 
for the same actors, or build on those trainings to provide more targeted trainings for natural 
resource related conflict prevention and resolution. Some links already exist with JCRP 
supported institutions and actors in WKS86 that can be of help for the project, namely RPCM 
(the peace state mechanism supported by JCRP II in WKS) that can play a facilitating role for 
the provision of services identified as important mitigation factors.  
 
With other EU instruments and international partners 
The project also builds on experience, practical guidance and relevant training material 
developed in the framework of the EU-UN partnership on Land, Natural Resources and 
Conflict Prevention87, as well as other relevant UN working groups (e.g. UNDG and ECHA 
Working Group on Transition Issues). UNEP also identified relevant trainings resources by 
other international actors (e.g. Oxfam) on M&E and knowledge management. As mentioned 
earlier, although the project will not be working with DCPSF, some degree of mainstreaming 
and methodological harmonisation is being explored, which could further support the 
Research and M&E component of the project.   
 
Cross-border 
Like for other IcSP projects, the exchange of knowledge and experiences of peace building 
projects across the border with actors/organisations working in South Sudan is potentially 
useful. As the project interventions are at the community level and in localities that are not 
close to the border, it is unlikely that cross-border synergies can be explored beyond that.  
 

8. Cross-cutting: gender 
 
There is a consistent gender focus across the project, in research (e.g. gender analysis), in 
PAI, M&E indicators and across activities, with some activities in support of livelihoods 
specifically targeting women and youth (e.g. vocational training, small enterprise training, 
women’s savings groups). Regarding youth, activities are intended as desincentives to engage 
in conflict due to the lack of viable economic alternatives.  
 

                                                      
85 No IcSP projects are working in West and Central Darfur. 
86 For instance, SOS Sahel is working with RPCM in setting a mediation committee.  
87 Training material on land and conflict, extractives and conflict, renewable resources and conflict, capacity building for natural resource 

management and conflict prevention was developed under this partnership. 
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As mentioned, the project will try to get evidence with regard to how gender differences 
factor into NRM reduction priorities and strategies, assessing for instance whether men and 
women prioritise different interventions in community environmental action plans, and/or 
have different perceptions about key NRM risk drivers and how best to address them. The 
project will disaggregate data by sex and age to assess also how challenges of access may 
differ and how services and interventions will need to be tailored accordingly. No targets have 
yet been included in the logframe, although the project document identifies some88. This is 
expected after the inception phase and should include gender specific targets. 
 

9. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The project is well designed and constructed over a solid basis of thematic and country 
experience. It has notable features – notably the PIAs and the post-implementation 9-month 
monitoring period shouldered by a strong research component – that could provide useful 
learning for the peace building and development community in Sudan and beyond, although 
expectations may need to be downplayed as to how and how much data the project will be 
able to collect pending implementation conditions. This strong learning component in the 
project is driven by UNEP own concern and interest in evidence-based showcasing of NRM 
in peace building, which the EUD agreed to support. It is obviously in the interest of donor 
and implementing partners alike to understand longer-term impact, especially in peace 
building, for as difficult or approximative as it may be. Yet, remarkably lesser effort is 
generally put into M&E beyond a project lifetime, although building on what has succeeded 
and consolidating what exist should be easier and cheaper. Besides understanding and 
demonstrating the impact of peace building approaches at the community level, it would also 
be relevant to assess involvement of the private sector, any limitations of the approach as well 
as identify opportunities for scaling up similar interventions to the state level, drawing also on 
other experiences. Some recommendations/suggestions are made below: 
 
Logical framework 
Besides the planned reviews of the logframe as consultation, data and analysis are built into 
the project, it is suggested to:  

• Make more explicit in the inception report and logframe the indicators that will be 
used to assess progress and impact of SO/Outcome 2 and include the relationship metrics 
model in an annex for a clearer and quick understanding of what a ‘2 steps’ advance 
mean. While the metrics includes qualitative indicators measuring confidence, trust, 
behavioural change and interaction between communities/stakeholders for assessing inter-
linkages between outputs/results 1 and 2, it could help to be more concrete on what the 
relationship metrics would mean in terms of project specific indicators and targets. It is 
unclear if this is part of the planned logframe review.   
• Integrate sustainability indicators once interventions are identified. Sustainability of 
relationships indicators are fundamentally part of steps 5 and 6 of the relationships 
pathway89. If relationships are at the lowest level at the start of the project and do not 
progress enough to reach steps 5 or 6, can sustainability indicators be identified in earlier 
stages or would they be relevant in a lower step stage?   
• Integrate the research, collection and dissemination of evidence-based knowledge at 
the level of outcomes. At present it is included only as milestones, and no reference is 
made f.i. to dissemination plans. 

                                                      
88 Like the 40% composition goal for the participation of women and youth in community structures (e.g. the Supreme Community Affairs 

Committees).  
89 UNEP (2014), table in p. 29.  
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• It is unclear if data will be disaggregated by community/beneficiary group. This 
seems relevant in light of the ‘equitable’ dimension of the planed outcomes/SOs. 

 
Risk management matrix 
Given the importance of the evidence knowledge component in the project, potential data 
collection risks and mitigation measures could be further developed in the risk log, especially 
since M&E in Sudan faces enormous challenges related to access and permissions to conduct 
interviews/studies/surveys, as observed with other IcSP projects. While monitoring is part of 
the mitigation strategy for some of the potential risks identified, it is necessary that there can 
be monitoring in the first place. This could translate in:  

• Identifying the potential impact some identified risks could have specifically for the 
research and M&E component, and  
• Indicate potential methodological risks/limitations already identified by UNEP, for 
the sake of clarity and to manage expectations.  

 
Coordination/synergies with other IcSP projects: 
Much has already been done in this regard. Besides following up on the exchanges already 
initiated, two additional suggestions would be:  
• To link with SfCG and Badya on the learning and documentation of peace processes 

related with NRM: SfCG/Badya project can provide useful inputs in this regard while it 
could also benefit from any eventual additional information (e.g. signalling of 
past/existing agreements in WKS). 

• UNEP could consider opening the trainings on PAI to other IcSP implementing partners’ 
staff, if still relevant time-wise and pending expression of interest. 

 
 
 
Project related documentation 
 
Project document 
UNEP (2014). Relationships and Resources. Environmental governance for peace building 
and resilient livelihoods in Sudan, June 2014 
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Annex 3. Mission timetable: 22 May - 5 June 2015 

Friday, May 22, pm 
Flight to Khartoum 

Saturday, May 23, pm 
(AM: arrival and rest) 

• Jonas Horner, EUD peacebuilding adviser  
• Letizia Dell’Azin and Marcello Goletti, IOM/JCRP II  

Sunday, May 24 
AM 

• Meeting at EUD with Francesca Arato, IcSP Programme Manager  
• Anne Khal, UNDP/JCRP II (preparation of AV mission and visualization of UNDP film 
produced under the JCRP II project) 

PM 
• Isabel Candela, JCRP II Mid-term review  
• Paul Symonds, Technical Advisor to the Darfur Regional Authority (EUD)   
• Francesca Arato and Maria Luisa Troncoso, Head of Governance section, EUD (on the rapid 
reaction component)  

Monday, May 25 
AM 

• Work on the RRC options paper 
• Anne Khal, JCRP II  

PM  
• Mohamed Abdel-Razig, Operations Analyst, WB (peacebuilding programme in BNS, SKS, 
East Sudan)  

• Iris Wielders, DfID peacebuilding adviser in Sudan 

Tuesday, May 26 
AM 

• Meeting with SfCG and Badya Centre for Integrated Development  
Entisar Abdelsatif – Country Director, SfCG 
Abdeljalil Albasha and Ahmed Alasha – Badya 
Nazar Mohamed Masha – Peace Centre, University of Dilling  

     (with the participation of Jonas Horner, EUD) 

PM 
• Interviews at EUD for AV mission 
• Documentation review and preparation of meetings 

Wednesday, May 27 
AM 

• Fernando Medina and Shintaro Higashiyama, BCPB project, IOM 

PM 
• Letizia Dell’Azin, IOM/ JCRP II (on M&E) 
• Fernando Medina and Noora Mohamed, NEC II project 
• Interviews with Jonas Horner for the AV mission  

Thursday, May 28 
AM 

• Meeting with UNDP country director and staff, Francesca Arato and Maria Luisa Troncoso 
PM 

• Mohamed Ireg, SEED/CARE (interview also for AV mission) 
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• Suneeta Manandhar, M&E and Humanitarian Program Advisor, SEED/CARE 

Friday, May 29          Weekend break 

Saturday, May 30 
AM 

• Filming at Khartoum market (AV mission) 
• Documentation Review and preparation of interviews 

PM  
• Musa Adam Abdul-Jalil, Professor at University of Khartoum (expert on Darfur, land and 
livelihoods issues) and interview for the AV mission 

Sunday, May 31 
AM 

• Meeting with UNEP and local partners’ representatives, SOS Sahel and DARR:  
Cassidy Travis, UNEP 

Bradley Smith, UNEP 

Mahmoud Hussein Adam, Darfur Development and Reconstruction Agency (DDRA) 

Ismail El Khalifa, SOS Sahel 

PM 
• Work on the RRC options paper 
• Isabel Candela on JCRP II mid-term and RTE mission findings, and filming for the AV 
mission 

Monday, June 1 
All day – JCRP II Dialogue workshop 

• Interviews alongside Mid-Term review of JCRP II with project stakeholders 
• Interviews with other civil society actors from border states (non connected to JCRP II). 
Filming for AV mission 

• Side meetings with JCRP II staff, including M&E officer 

Tuesday, June 2 
• Work on the RRC options paper 
• Mr. Amar, DAL group (private sector) 
• Meeting with Iris Wielders and Francesca Arato at EUD 
• Meeting with Francesca Arato on RRC options paper 

Wednesday, June 3 
All day 

• SEED (CARE) project – Meeting with South Darfur stakeholders of SEED project and with 
project staff at CARE 

• Interviews for the AV mission 
• Zia Choudhoury, CARE country director 

Thursday, June 4 
AM 

• Preparation of Debriefing meeting 

PM 
• IcSP Coordination Meeting and Mission debriefing at EUD, with the participation of all IcSP 
IPs and UNDP/C2SP, UN Habitat, WB representatives  

• Wrap-up meeting with Francesca Arato, EUD 

 

End of mission. Departure (5 June)  
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Annex 4. Evaluation Criteria and Related Questions 

The following is an extended indicative list of evaluation questions to guide the semi-structured 

interviews and meetings during the Sudan missions and the elaboration of the reports. The phrasing of 

the questions and which questions to prioritise will be adapted to each interlocutor and meeting, as 

relevant, and selected in light of the state of implementation of each of the projects. Some questions are 

relevant to more than one criteria. Not all evaluation criteria can apply to each project. Some projects 

are in a too early stage to be assessed f.i. for impact or results, nor is that the main scope of the Sudan 

missions. Not all questions could be addressed or were relevant to every project. Conflict-sensitivity is 

a cross-cutting element of assessment across various criteria.  

 
MAIN EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 

Relevance  
Contextual relevance of the IcSP programme and activities:  

• Has an analysis of conflict and fragility dynamics been undertaken during the identification / 

planning phase of the project? Has it influenced programming and implementation choices?  

• How have Theories of Change informed the approach in the project? What changes were 

envisioned to achieve through the project?  

 

Programme and Project relevance:  

• Is the intervention addressing the driving factors of the conflict in a conflict sensitive manner? 

Does (or could) it address key tensions that have been identified as key factors in past, current, or 

possible future conflict?  

• Does the IcSP programme meet the locally / regionally defined needs and priorities in terms of 

themes/policy areas, geographical scope and stakeholders? What baseline studies or other analysis 

were undertaken?  

• Do the projects meet the country/local defined needs and priorities? Were consultations / a needs 

assessment carried-out?  

• How is conflict sensitivity incorporated in the programme design and in operations? 

• Are the needs for change and the type of interventions and approach identified in 2014 still the 

same in 2015? If different, what are they now?  

• Do implementation procedures of the IcSP (and of own organisation) allow for sufficient 

flexibility to remain relevant to the changing circumstances (at local and national level)? 

 

Forward thinking 

• Could you think of other options for the EU to engage?  

 

 

Effectiveness 
Programme effectiveness 

• How well did the project achieve its stated objective(s) or is on track to achieve them? Are the 

activities consistent with the programme/project objectives and intended results? 

• Did it attain different results for women, youth, pastoralists?  

• What were the main factors contributing to/obstructing the outcome? 

• Use of Innovative approaches? (e.g. in terms of M&E, combination of approaches like capacity-

building for dialogue and mediation with concrete peace dividends, etc) 

 

Effectiveness in relation to local as well as national context and regional conflict dynamics 
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• Use theories of change (tested and evidence based), setting out in clear cause-effect terms how 

they intend to produce outputs, outcomes and impacts? Are ToC linked to conflict analysis ? 

• Is the use of theories of change contributing to greater effectiveness?   

 

Effectiveness with regard to risk management 

• How well did HQ, Delegations and implementers anticipate and manage context-specific risks? 

 
 

Efficiency  
Assess against results, timeframe and management outputs 

• Is the project on track ?  

• Any remarks/observations regarding the management of the program/project? (e.g. local partners 

participation and capacity) 
 

Implementation challenges  

• What have been the main challenges in the implementation of the project? Are mitigation 

strategies, like f.i. working through local partners for access, effective? Can coordination within 

the IcSP programme support IPs in better addressing those challenges? 

 

 

Impact and sustainability  
Impact on context (or expected = theories of change) 

• Is the use of theories of change contributing to greater impact?   

• What are the primary and secondary effects of the activity in question: 

direct and indirect, positive and negative, intended and unintended, immediate and long-term, 

short-term and lasting effects of the activity or policy in question? 

• Does the activity exert a significant effect on key factors for conflict or peace? Drawing on the 

conflict analysis, what key drivers of conflict and fragility were affected and how? 

• What change can be observed? How has the situation changed over time and what, if any, has been 

the contribution of the intervention to those changes? 

 

Impact of context on project   

• What contextual factors have impacted the most on the project implementation and results, and 

how?  

 

Use of Impact Indicators?  

• Quantitative and/or qualitative (f.i. means of comparing/measuring capacities before and after the 

projects, or assessing cognitive and behavioural change f.i. after capacity trainings, etc?) 

• Context-based indicators vs project-based outcome indicators 

 

Local ownership  

• What steps have been taken (or are planned) to create long-term processes, structures for 

continuation? 

• Can/how has partnership/coordination within the IcSP programme contribute/d to achieving 

sustainability? 

 
Coherence, Coordination and complementarity 
Within the IcSP programme in Sudan  

• What is the potential of greater coordination with other IcSP projects? And with other donor 

activities?  
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• What are the potential risks (e.g. additional coordination burden, duplication, unclear added-value 

of coord, lack of trust in a highly controlled environment, etc?) and how to mitigate them? 

 

With other EU instruments and overall EU engagement in country and region  

(e.g. projects taken-up by other instruments?; Bridge role of IcSP; duplication or overlap with f.i. 

humanitarian activities? ) 

• In how far is the project relating to EU (and your organisation) overall strategy in Sudan?  

• How does the EU ensure complementarity, coordination and coherence between the various EU 

instruments at country level and/or regionally, if relevant? 

 

With other international partners 

• In the identification, design and implementation phase of each project, how far does the EU 

coordinate with other relevant actors? Is it well informed about other donors’ activities (and vice-

versa)? 

 

Synergies with South Sudan IcSP/other border activities  

 
CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES 
 

Gender, focus on inclusiveness in activities and conflict sensitivity  
• Do activities specifically targeting vulnerable groups, including women, youth, other vulnerable 

groups and focused on inclusivity, non-discrimination and do no harm?  

• Is there a gender-sensitive approach across the project phases ?  

• Is Gender included in baseline surveys and studies?  

• Is Gender included in logframes at the level of objectives and results? And in indicators? (e.g. 

stakeholders from different communities /ethnic groups, religious backgrounds targeted by the 

actions)  

• Could a gender focus have any undesirable / unintended negative impact on conflict dynamics?   

 

Added-value of IcSP instrument and/or evidence of catalytic effect?  
• What is the main advantage of the IcSP (EUD and IPs perspectives) in relation to other 

instruments? And how critical that has been for the EU policy in Sudan?  

• Is the IcSP influencing other EU/international/local actors in Sudan to take a peacebuilding 

approach to their work?  

• IcSP activities have strengthened positive or negative peace?   

 
EU visibility and Conflict sensitivity    
• Do EU visibility guidelines pose particular challenges in the Sudan context (e.g. facilitates of 

hinders access or trust; potential risks for staff/project/EU objs)? How much flexibility do partners 

have in applying them?  
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Annex 5: Inception Note for the Second Sudan Mission  

5 May 2015 
 
1. Introduction 
 
At the request of the EU Delegation (EUD) in Khartoum, Sudan, real-time evaluations and 
other support services regarding the Interim Response Programme (IRP) under the Instrument 
contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP) in Sudan90 are being provided over two missions in 
two stages in February/March and in May/June 2015 (see section 3). These services are part 
of the IfS/IcSP monitoring and evaluation support services project, managed by Transtec, and 
will be conducted by the senior monitor and team leader of the Transtec team, Fernanda Faria. 
A parallel mission on a complementary audio-visual (AV) component will take place at the 
same time as the second mission, led by Alban Biaussat and planned in close cooperation 
with the team leader and the EUD. The Audio-visual mission is addressed is a separate 
inception note (or synopsis for the AV component). 
 
This Inception Note (IN) recalls the objectives of the evaluation and support services being 
provided to the EUD Sudan, the methodology and the deliverables; and indicates the specific 
focus, workplan and schedule for the second mission planned from May 23 to June 4 
included. It will inform the discussions and planning between the EUD and the implementing 
partners (IPs). The IN is based on the general Terms of Reference (ToR) of the IfS/IcSP 
support services project; on communication between Transtec project manager, FPI, the Team 
Leader for the services project and the IcSP Programme Manager in Sudan. It builds also on 
the contacts and discussions with the EUD and IPs during the first Sudan mission, and on a 
review of projects’ and context related documentation.  
 
2. Context and focus of the IcSP Programme in Sudan 
 
The IcSP Programme in Sudan started in late July 2014, with a duration of 36 months and an 
overall budget of 13.5 million Euros. Its aim is to contribute to peace, security and stability in 
Sudan, addressing both recurrent and emerging needs in the field of good governance, peace-
building, and economic and social development in a context of increasing societal tension and 
political fragmentation, deteriorating economic situation due to the loss of 75% of the oil 
fields, and armed conflict between internal Sudanese factions and with South Sudan. 
Presidential and Parliamentary elections were held in Sudan in April 2015, despite the failure 
of efforts to have an inclusive national dialogue prior to the election, and in a context of 
crackdown on opposition, civil society and the media. This triggered political and armed 
opposition to unite in the call to boycott the elections. Unsurprisingly, President al-Bashir 
won re-election with 94% of the vote, extending his nearly three-decade rule for another five 
years, and the ruling National Congress Party (NCP) won 323 out of the 426 seats in the 
National Assembly.  
 
The situation in the southern border areas and in Darfur present major challenges to peace, 
social stability and economic development and is, therefore, the subject of particular focus 
under the IcSP programme. These regions are especially affected by violent conflict between 
the government and rebel forces, as well as by inter-tribal clashes and the impact of conflict in 

                                                      
90 Commission Implementing decision of 29.7.2014 adopting an IRP under the IcSP, titled “Support to peacebuilding and 

stabilisation in Sudan, in particular at the border with South Sudan”. 
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South Sudan, where IGAD is leading international mediation efforts, while the AU continues 
the dialogue and mediation between Sudan and South Sudan on post-Comprehensive Peace 
Agreement (CPA) arrangements. A deteriorating regional context, with conflict or instability 
affecting most Sudan’s neighbouring countries, poses additional challenges.   
 
The IcSP programme in Sudan has three main components focusing on: (i) supporting 
stabilisation, democratisation and good governance in Sudan – the ‘internal component’; (ii) 
supporting confidence building, conflict prevention, mitigation and resolution in Sudan, in 
particular in states along the border with South Sudan through the promotion of better cross-
border relations – the ‘border component’; and (iii) preventing the escalation of existing 
conflicts and the emergence of new ones in Sudan, including those that can be potentially 
influenced by the conflict dynamics in South Sudan – the ‘rapid reaction component’.   
 
The IRP builds upon and extends the activities started under a previous Instrument for 
Stability (IfS) exceptional assistance measure (EAM), and is complementary to EU political 
efforts91 and other EU actions implemented through de-committed funds from the 9th 
European Development Fund (EDF) in support of health, agriculture and education, and 
humanitarian aid. Two of the activities under the current IcSP programme are a follow-up to 
the previous EAM (JCRP and NEC). They’ve started retroactively in early 2014 and are 
scheduled to finish in the course of 2015. Four other activities are new: one started in late 
2014, while the other three projects started in late March/April April and will be in inception 
phase at the time of the mission in May. The IRP includes a third component of rapid reaction 
actions in response to new needs or opportunities that can emerge from the peace talks or post 
elections in Sudan, or from the volatile and evolving internal contexts in South Sudan. 
Identification of activities under this component is expected around September 2015.  
  
3. General scope and objectives of the Sudan missions  
 
The main and general objective of the Sudan missions is to assist the Delegation and IPs in 
strengthening the whole of the IcSP programme in Sudan and its individual projects’ strategic 
contribution to peace, security and stability in the country: (i) assessing learning, results and 
impact to date (where relevant and possible as per the implementation status of the projects); 
(ii) analysing conflict sensitivity and 'do not harm' principles as factored in the design of the 
projects and in implementation, in light of the evolving political environment and conflict 
situations at federal, state and local level, and the volatile security situation; (iii) exploring, 
with key project stakeholders in Sudan and the EUD in South Sudan, linkages and synergies 
with IcSP initiatives in South Sudan northern border for better results; (iv) providing 
recommendations to strengthen or adjust the design and conflict-sensitivity in the projects, as 
relevant, including recommendations for risk mitigation; and (v) support the EUD in its 
process of thinking and refining options for the rapid reaction component of the IcSP 
programme.  
 
To the extent possible, the monitor will also consider or look into:  

 1) how the IcSP programme fits into the wider EU strategy and objectives in Sudan and the 
region;  

                                                      
91 The EU is supporting international mediation efforts, politically and technically, in Sudan and in South Sudan through 

the EU Special representative for the Horn of Africa and with funding from the African Peace Facility Early Response 

Mechanism.  



 98

2) complementarity and coherence of the IcSP with other EU instruments and actors in-
country, as well as with other international partners;  

3) to what extent theories of change inform project design and implementation of the 
activities, the use of indicators are used to track change and impact, and whether these are 
regularly checked against updated conflict analysis; 

4) gender aspects in project design, participation and indicators for impact as well as 
awareness of EU and global frameworks for mainstreaming gender;   

5) EU visibility, value-added of the EU through IfS/IcSP in the Sudanese context, and 
synergies and coordination with other EU instruments and actors.  

These aspects are meant as a contribution to wider learning in the IcSP and will be reflected 
in the final report covering all field missions of this wider Transtec managed project. 

Given the different stages of implementation and services requested across the three 
components of the IfS programme in Sudan, the missions will be a mix of real-time or staged 
evaluations, advice and support to the preparation of the rapid response component.  
 
4. The first Sudan mission 
 
This second mission builds on and complements the first mission to Khartoum (February 22-
March 4), which focused primarily on the three projects being implemented at the time of the 
mission: the Joint Conflict Reduction Programme (JCRP II) implemented by UNDP and IOM 
under separate components of the same project; the Support to democratisation processes in 
Sudan through capacity-building of National Elections Commission and contribution to an 
inclusive political participation (NEC II) implemented by IOM – both are follow-up projects 
and part of the IcSP internal component; and the Secure Economies and Diversified 
Livelihoods for Peaceful Coexistence in South Darfur and South Kordofan project (SEED) by 
CARE, one the border component projects still in early stage of implementation.  
 
The mission conducted a preliminary assessment of these projects from a peacebuilding and 
conflict-sensitivity lens, using evaluation criteria that were appropriate to their stage of 
implementation and, as relevant, aimed at providing advice to the projects and IcSP 
programme. JCRP II and NEC II were assessed against most evaluation criteria – albeit 
partially in the absence of field visits to the projects – i.e.:  relevance; effectiveness also of its 
risk monitoring and mitigation; efficiency against results and timeframe; impact on peace and 
conflict dynamics and of context on the project, and sustainability. The mission also assessed 
the projects follow-up of recommendations from an earlier evaluation of these projects (from 
their phase I). SEED was still in the inception phase, finalising the baseline study and not yet 
implementing activities, and therefore could not be assessed for the same criteria. The mission 
thus conducted a preliminary assessment of the project with the aim of providing advise as 
relevant, and engaging with the IP on their reflection on the adaptability, relevance and 
conflict-sensitivity of the project, and adequacy of risk monitoring and mitigation.  
 
The remaining IcSP projects, which were starting or about to start at the time of the mission, 
were not the main focus of the first mission, but it acquired an overview of these projects and 
of their place within the overall IcSP programme, established contact with the respective IPs, 
and discussed the projects, in preparation of the second stage of these missions. This allowed 
also a preliminary assessment of the overall strengths and opportunities of the IcSP 
programme in Sudan during the first mission, as well of the challenges and risks faced by the 
projects, and discuss with EUD and IP potential synergies and coordination within the IcSP 
programme in support of the projects and the overall programme objectives.   
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5. Specific objectives and focus of the second Sudan mission 
 
Building on the knowledge acquired during the first stage of the RTE and support services in 
Sudan, initial contacts with the projects, the context and the stakeholders, and on preliminary 
findings of the February-March mission, the objectives of the second mission are:  

(i) to complement the preliminary assessments from the first mission with additional 
sources of information and triangulation (e.g. field visits; meetings with beneficiaries and 
other stakeholders in some of the projects’ locations and in Khartoum; context update 
post-elections);  
(ii) to provide an assessment, from the perspective of conflict-sensitivity and ‘do no harm’ 
principles, of risk management, indicators for tracking change and results of the projects 
that have started in February/March and that will be in their inception phase at the time of 
the second mission;  
(iii) to provide advice on the options for the rapid reaction component of the IcSP 
programme, and assess challenges and opportunities in the post-election context for on-
going and future IcSP activities under the current IRP.   
 

Project wise, the mission will focus primarily on the three new IcSP projects that have started 
in the meantime: (i) Providing Local Infrastructure and Empowerment for Cross Border 
Peace and Cooperation (CBPC) within Pastoralist and Sedentary Communities by IOM 
(border component); (ii) Strengthening Systems of Peace in South and West Kordofan by 
SfCG (internal component, but in border states); and (iii) Promoting Peace over Natural 
Resources in West and Central Darfur and West Kordofan by UNEP (border component). 
The mission will also engage especially with the SEED project by CARE that it is still in an 
early stage of implementation, and with the JCRP II and NEC II projects to further 
complement the assessment initiated during the first mission, particularly if field visits to 
some of the project locations will be organised (pending security assessment and access 
permit). A mid-term review of JCRP II will run in parallel with the mission in order to allow 
for synergies, without putting an additional burden on the partners. Running the missions in 
parallel will also allow the AV team to focus on JCRP II without duplicating interviews with 
interlocutors met during the first mission.  
 
Linkages with activities in South Sudan  
The link between the border component projects in the IcSP programme in Sudan with the EU 
strategy and IcSP activities on the other side of the border in South Sudan will be explored, to 
the extent possible. The IcSP programme manager at the EUD in Juba, Massimo Stella, will 
be kept informed of the planning of the mission and involved to the extent possible (timing 
and communications allowing) in the meetings and/or debriefings of the missions, as relevant. 
His presence in Khartoum could be an option; other options can be further discussed. An 
interview with the programme officer in the EUD South Sudan should take place before the 
start of the mission in May.  
 
6. Methodology 
 
The monitor will use the OECD DAC evaluation criteria and its guidelines for evaluating 
peacebuilding in conflict and fragile settings92, as well as conflict-sensitivity tools and 

                                                      
92 OECD, Evaluating peacebuilding activities in settings of conflict and fragility: improving learning for results, DAC Guidelines and 

Reference series, OECD 2012. 



 100

resources93 as a point of departure for identifying strengths and weaknesses, as well as risks 
and opportunities in the implementation of the programme to date, taking into account the 
Principles of good international engagement in fragile states and situations. It will focus on 
the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability of the project also from a 
conflict-sensitivity perspective, as well as on the use of theories of change and the 
identification of indicators to track change in light of the specific country and local context.  
 
In line with the overall objectives of the IfS/IcSP support services project, the monitor will 
deploy a mix of skills and methods to accompany and assess the design, adaptation or 
implementation of interventions, as relevant. She will combine appropriate evaluation 
methods alongside advisory and real-time adaptation at the operational level. The main 
activities of the Monitor will include the mapping and triangulation of evidence through the 
review of documentation made available (e.g. progress reports, previous evaluations, 
publications, etc), engaged observation, interviews and focus group discussions with 
stakeholders and key informants.  
 
Stakeholders include, but are not limited to EUD staff, IPs staff, beneficiary communities, 
federal and state authorities, local partner organisations, EU Member states and other 
international actors in the region, local academics/analysts, religious leaders, media 
representatives, women organisations – in general people that are in the position to contribute 
with an analysis of the context and assess the impact of the project.  
 
Field visits and alternative planning 
The EUD will request travel permits for the mission to visit projects in the southern states, 
and explore various travel locations as alternative options. As the mission will link up with 
the planning for the mid-term review of the JCRP II, at least one of the locations of choice 
will be where JCRP II has activities (possibly Blue Nile State). Another location could be 
South Darfur (Nyala) where the SEED project has activities under implementation, pending 
security assessment at the time of travel and access. Transportation, other IcSP projects 
operating in the same region, synergies and complementarity with other EUD/international 
partners activities are also aspects to consider in the choice of the field visits locations. IPs 
security requirements will apply and should include a security briefing prior to any field 
visits. The EUD programme manager, Francesca Arato, intends to join the field visits to the 
projects. Given the security concerns and uncertainty as to access to locations outside 
Khartoum, alternative plans to meet with local partners and beneficiaries in Khartoum will be 
explored with IPs. At least one JCRP II activity, on Dialogue for peace, will take place in 
Khartoum during the second week of the mission (1-3 June). It will bring together 
international peacebuilding experts and national actors (e.g. peace ambassadors/mediators, 
representatives from peace mechanisms, etc) from the Sudanese states where the project has 
activities. This will allow the monitor to interview stakeholders it did not met during the first 
mission and will provide an opportunity for the AV team to collect relevant footage.  
 
Audio-Visual Component 
The support services project managed by Transtec includes an AV component, which for this 
mission will be an expanded version of the AV component94, to contribute to EU internal 
capitalization and the learning process about IfS/IcSP, capturing elements of context and 

                                                      
93 Including namely: Conflict-Sensitivity Consortium (2012), How to Guide to Conflict-Sensitivity; DFID (2012) How to Note: Measuring 

and Managing for Results in Fragile and Conflict-Affected States and Situations; Chigas, D., Church, M., and Corlazzoli, V. 

(2014), Evaluating Impacts pf peacebuilding interventions: approaches and methods, challenges and considerations, DfID.. 
94 In other missions of these services project, the AV component could only be limited to pictures, quotations, anecdotes, project 

deliverables, videos or recordings are collected – where possible, feasible and desirable – in the absence of a dedicated expert.  
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judgment, and facilitate knowledge management and dissemination. Focusing on the softer 
elements of context, impact, and change processes that can be difficult to capture in writing, 
the AV complements the more exhaustive written report of the missions. A separate inception 
note dedicated exclusively to the AV component has already been approved by FPI. Led by 
and under the responsibility of Alban Biaussat, monitor and AV expert, an AV team will 
accompany the mission to produce a video evaluation for internal capitalization purpose, in 
English (duration 10-15min) and, based on the main video, edit a shorter clip for wider public 
dissemination and communication (2-4min duration).  
 
7. Deliverables 

• Inception note, to be approved before the start of the mission (and no later than 15 
May). 
• Presentation of the report of the first mission, and debriefing on the preliminary 
findings and recommendations of the second mission, to EUD and IPs at the end of the 
mission (powerpoint presentation and, if possible, use footage from the AV component to 
support and feed the exchange with the EUD and the IPs).  
• Report of the mission, with the consolidated findings and recommendations of both 
stages of the RTE and support services. The report will also include the individual 
assessments of all projects in the IcSP programme. The report will be sent to the EUD and 
FPI before the end of June 2015. 

 
8. Mission Schedule  
The mission will unfold in 3 phases: an inception phase, a field phase and a reporting phase. 
The table below indicates the main activities planned for the mission according to the agreed 
timetable:  

 

Phase / Activities Key 

Deliverables 

Time frame  No of 

days 

Inception Phase     
Drafting of inception note and mission preparation (incl. 
documents review, context update, contacts with EUD and IPs, 
identification of new key informants, preparation of mission agenda 
with EUDs with IPs, logistics). 

Inception note Period from 

3-21 May 

 

2 

Field Phase     
Travel Brussels-Khartoum   22-23 May  

• Meetings with EUD  
• Meetings with individual IPs  
• Meetings with project stakeholders and other key informants 
and donors (focus groups discussions and/ or individual interviews) 
• JCRP II Dialogue event in Khartoum (1-3 June) – attendance 
and side meetings with local mediators/peace ambassadors and 
other stakeholders 
• Field trips to projects (tentative; exact locations tbc by IPs and 
the EUD, pending security assessment at the time of travel and 
government permit)  

• Debriefing with EUD and partners on findings and 
recommendations of both missions, during the IcSP Coordination 
meeting between EUD and IPs  

Debriefing  
(PPP – 
includes 
presentation 
of the report 
of mission 1) 

23 May – 4 

June  

(6 working 

days/week) 

12 

Travel Khartoum-Brussels   5 June  

Reporting Phase     
Analysis of additional documentation and report drafting  Draft report Period from 

8-30 June 
2 

• Review of the report in light of comments 
• Final report (2 working days after receiving comments) 

Final report  

TOTAL WORKING DAYS OF THE MISSION   16 
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Annex 6. Mission Debriefings (PPP) 

PowerPoint presentations of the debriefings of the first and second missions, as they 
complement each other.  
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