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Summary 

The Department for International Development is increasing its focus on fragile and 
conflict-affected states and the UK will spend 30% its Official Development Assistance 
(ODA)—approximately £3,414 million—in these states by 2015.  

Given the scale of funding for fragile states, we decided to undertake a number of inquiries 
into this expenditure. In general, we support the Government’s decision. Conflict and 
fragility impede efforts to reduce poverty; those suffering from conflict and instability 
deserve our assistance; and the prevention of conflict through development is cheaper than 
dealing with the aftermath of conflict.  

However, we have a number of concerns. The rationale for DFID’s patterns of spending in 
conflict-affected states is unclear. It is not clear how expenditure has been allocated 
between states in which the UK has an obvious security interest and those in which that 
interest is less obvious. DFID should make explicit this rationale. In a context where the 
DFID budget is increasing to meet internationally agreed ODA targets, it is important that 
the public understands the value—morally and politically—of the decision to invest 
increasing amounts of aid in fragile and conflict-affected states. 

There is also a danger that development funds will be diverted to meet the UK’s defence 
and diplomatic needs. Since other Government Departments will be spending some ODA, 
DFID must ensure they are clear about what activities are eligible for reporting as ODA 
and those which are not. 

The Government’s strategy carries risks.  Money can easily be wasted in fragile states. 
DFID says it has a zero tolerance approach to corruption in its programmes. However, in 
countries where corruption and fraud are rife, we do not find it convincing to argue that 
none of DFID’s funding is affected. DFID must be more open about the risks it faces to 
establish credibility with a sceptical public. 

The UK will provide £90 million to Rwanda in 2014–15. Rwanda has made progress in 
reducing poverty. Although it is off-track to meet other Millennium Development Goal 
indicators, the Rwandan Government is confident it can meet them. However, concerns 
have been expressed about its human rights record and the lack of political pluralism. The 
UK Government has a good relationship with the Government of Rwanda, and must use 
its leverage more effectively to encourage the Government of Rwanda to increase freedom 
of speech and association. 

DFID is investing £790 million in the Democratic Republic of Congo during the 
Comprehensive Spending Review period (2010-15). We support its focus on helping the 
poorest people in hard to reach places, even where there are no obvious UK national 
security interests. While the situation has improved since we last visited in 2006, fighting 
continues in the East and violence against women is widespread. DFID should include the 
reduction of violence against women and girls in its results framework for the DRC. Given 
the size of the DRC we recommend that DFID open a sub-office in eastern DRC to give it a 
better understanding of local conflict dynamics and help it to monitor and track its 
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expenditure properly. 

Building governance capacity is key. However, DFID’s work in this area is mainly targeted 
at formal institutions and processes. We recommend that DFID change its priorities and 
invest more in community-led, local initiatives which respond to community priorities and 
give communities more confidence to hold their government to account.  

Two thirds of the UK’s funding for Rwanda will go directly to the Government in budget 
support. We support the use of budget support in states such as Rwanda where DFID can 
monitor the potential displacement effect of its aid and ensure aid does not enable 
members of governments to spend money on luxuries while leaving the British taxpayer to 
fund the country’s basic services.  Budget support is not provided to the DRC and we agree 
that it would not be appropriate to do so at present. DFID should nevertheless set clear 
conditions around transparency and accountability in the mining sector as part of its 
continued support to the DRC. 

The UN peacekeeping force in the DRC, MONUSCO, has faced formidable challenges 
since it began operations in 1999 and has made considerable progress in helping to train 
elements of the DRC armed forces, the FARDC. However, it is time to reconsider the 
funding for and mandate of MONUSCO when it comes up for renewal in 2012. The UK 
should press for MONUSCO to become a more mobile and agile force which can quickly 
respond to incidents and to take a more active approach to apprehending perpetrators of 
violence. The nature of the force deployed by the UN depends on the mandate from the 
Security Council. The UK should seek to ensure mandates for more mobile and agile forces 
where appropriate.  

 
 



 

 

Map 1: Map of the Democratic Republic of the Congo   
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Map 2: Map of Rwanda   



 

 

1 Introduction 

Government expenditure in fragile and conflict-affected states  

1. Spending in fragile and conflict-affected states will increase from 22% to 30% of Official 
Development Assistance (ODA) between 2010 and 2015 according to the Comprehensive 
Spending Review (CSR). This equates to an increase in annual expenditure from £1,839 
million in 2010–11 to £3,414 million in 2014–15.1 DFID identifies 21 of its 28 (or three out 
of four) focus states, as being fragile or conflict-affected.2  

2. The Secretary of State for International Development, the Rt Hon Andrew Mitchell MP, 
told us that the Government was committed to working in fragile and conflict-affected 
states because it was the right thing to do, and because it was in our national interest.3 The 
World Bank’s annual World Development Report 2011 on Conflict, Security and 
Development pointed out that: 

No low income fragile or conflict affected state has yet achieved a single Millennium 
Development Goal. People in fragile and conflict affected states are more than twice 
as likely to be undernourished than those in other developing countries, more than 
three times as likely to be able to send their children to school, twice as likely to see 
their children die before age five, and more than twice as likely to lack clean water.4 

3. The Government’s recent paper, the Building Stability Overseas Strategy, also highlighted 
that conflict detracts from development efforts, and suggested that conflicts cost 
developing countries the equivalent of 30 years of GDP growth.5 It also flagged up the 
interconnections between conflict in certain parts of the world and refugee flows, terrorist 
activity and organised crime groups which can impact on UK security. The strategy  makes 
comparisons between the high cost of managing conflict through the use of armed forces 
and the lower costs of preventing or reducing instability.6  Thus “our security and 
prosperity” is seen as closely connected with “peaceful development and security across the 
globe.”7 

4. In fragile states, the mechanisms for managing disputes are “weak, illegitimate or 
dysfunctional”8 and this often leads to violence. The Secretary of State pointed out: “until 
you tackle conflict, it is very difficult indeed for people to lift themselves out of poverty.”9 

 
1 Ev 70. Excludes allocations for Liberia, Malawi, South Sudan and Tajikistan. These figures include programme 

resources and operating costs.  

2 Ev 74. These are Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Burma, DRC, Ethiopia, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Nepal, Nigeria, Occupied 
Palestinian Territories, Pakistan, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, South Sudan, Tajikistan, Uganda, Yemen 
and Zimbabwe. This list was updated in May 2011. 

3 Q 106 

4 World Bank, Conflict, Security and Development, World Development Report 2011, p 5 

5 Building Stability Overseas Strategy, p 7 

6 Building Stability Overseas Strategy, p 8 

7 Building Stability Overseas Strategy, p 8 

8 Building Stability Overseas Strategy, p 5 

9 Q 132 
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DFID has a long track record of working in fragile and conflict-affected states and plays an 
important role internationally in encouraging other bilateral and multilateral donors to do 
likewise. The Secretary of State noted that DFID was heavily involved in the production of 
the 2011 World Development Report on Conflict, Security  and  Development,10 and DFID 
has been an active member of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development’s conflict and fragility network (INCAF).11 

5. Given the priority which the Coalition Government has attached to fragile states, and its 
increasing expenditure in these states, we decided to examine the impact of its work in this 
area. We propose to do this through a number of reports. This first one focuses on conflict 
and fragility in two of the three countries which we visited in June 2011, the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo and Rwanda.12 Although most of the examples used in this report 
are taken from DRC and Rwanda, the conclusions are not necessarily restricted to those 
countries: many also apply to DFID’s general approach to fragile and conflict-affected 
states.  

Our inquiry 

6. In June 2011 we visited Rwanda, eastern DRC and Burundi. All three have been caught 
up in often interconnected violent conflicts,  with impacts which have spread across state 
borders. We did most of our travelling by road and boat wanting to learn more about what 
was happening on the ground. Our itinerary is included as an annex to this report.  

7. Rwanda appeared to us to be a well-ordered country making good progress since the 
1994 genocide. The economy has grown by 8% a year between 1998 and 2008, largely 
driven by the growth in services. It increased its per capita GDP from $200 in 2001 to $525 
in 2010.13 However, 57% of the population still live below Rwanda’s poverty line with 37% 
considered extremely poor and Rwanda remains substantially off-track for Millennium 
Development Goal targets in maternal mortality, national poverty and use of improved 
water sources.14 Nevertheless the Government of Rwanda is confident it will meet all the 
targets and aims to transform Rwanda into a thriving middle income regional trade and 
investment hub by 2020.15 

8.  Rwanda is heavily dependent on aid which provides 45% of government expenditure.16 
The UK provided £62 million to Rwanda in 2010–11.17 Of this, approximately £35.75 

 
10 Q 111  

11 Ev 55 

12 We have published a separate Report on the Government’sdecision to end its bilateral programme in Burundi. 
International Development Committee, Tenth Report of Session 2010-12, The Closure of DFID’s Bilateral Aid 
Programme in Burundi, HC 1134 

13 DFID, Rwanda Visit Briefing, June 2011  

14 DFID, Rwanda Visit Briefing, June 2011 

15 DFID, Rwanda Visit Briefing, June 2011 

16 DFID, Rwanda Visit Briefing, June 2011. This figure is for 2010.  

17 Ev 70 



 

 

million was in the form of general or sector budget support to improve the delivery of key 
services, for example in education and health.18  

9. We have discussed in some detail in our 10th report our concerns about DFID’s decision, 
arising from the Bilateral Aid Review, to end bilateral aid to Burundi. As we concluded in 
our report, Burundi is doing less well than its neighbours with a per capita income of $150 
in 2009 and 80% of the population living on less than $1.25 per day.19 Burundi ranked 
166th out of 169 countries in the UN’s Human Development Index and is substantially off-
track for most of the MDGs. The political situation there is still unstable five years after the 
end of the conflict. Since our visit we have heard that the situation is deteriorating. As our 
findings from that leg of the visit are set out in our Burundi report, we have not repeated 
them here.   

10. Poverty levels are high in the DRC with three out of five of its 65 million population 
living on $1.25 per day and the country is off-track to meet most of the MDGs.20 We visited 
Goma and Bukavu in eastern DRC. We did not visit Kinshasa on this occasion, as it is 
nearly 1000 miles to the west with limited air connections. DFID’s programme in the DRC 
is set to increase substantially from £147 million in 2011–12 to £258 million in 2014–15. Of 
this the largest sector increases will be for wealth creation21 and for reproductive, maternal 
and newborn health. DRC has one of the highest maternal mortality ratios in the world at 
670 per 100,000 live births.22 However, DRC receives relatively little international aid 
compared to other countries with similar development indicators—receiving only £15.70 
per capita.23  

11. Since the formal end of the conflict in DRC in 2003, fighting has continued in eastern 
DRC between a variety of militia groups with origins in the DRC and in neighbouring 
countries, especially Rwanda. Because of this, eastern DRC is host to the largest UN peace-
keeping force in the world, the United Nations Organisation Stabilisation Mission in the 
DRC (MONUSCO). For some of us, this was our second visit to the region—our 
predecessor Committee had visited Kinshasa and Bukavu in 2006 as part of its inquiry into 
post-conflict reconstruction, and we were able to draw comparisons between the visits.24  

12. We received written evidence from 25 organisations and individuals including the 
Government, academics and Non-Governmental Organisations working on conflict issues 
in Africa. We held three oral evidence sessions with a cross-section of these including 
International Alert, Global Witness, and Drs Wheeler and Leonard from the Institute of 
Development Studies. We are grateful to all those who have contributed to our inquiry in 

 
18 Ev 53 

19 International Development Committee, Tenth Report of Session 2010-12, Burundi, HC 1134 

20 DFID, DRC Visit Briefing 2011 

21 This includes work on the business climate, regional trade, building roads and a new programmeon reform of the 
mineral sector. DFID, DRC Visit Briefing 2011 

22 World Bank, Gender Inequality and Development, World Development Report 2012  

23 In comparison Burundi receives £42.30 and Rwanda £60 per capita. See chapter two for details on DFID’said per poor 
person. 

24 International Development Committee, Sixth Report of Session 2005-06, Conflict and Development: Peacebuilding 
and Post-conflict Reconstruction, HC 923-1 
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writing or orally and especially to the people we met on our visit, many of whom were 
beneficiaries of UK development assistance. 

13. Our report is structured as follows. Chapter 2  looks at the UK Government’s approach 
to fragile states and the implications of the Building Stability Overseas Strategy. Chapter 3 
examines different methods of delivering aid in fragile and conflict-affected states. The 
importance of, and success in, improving governance and accountability to manage the 
risks of corruption, fraud and political repression is the focus of chapter 4. Finally, chapter 
5 looks at multilateral peacekeeping efforts focusing on the UN force in the DRC, 
MONUSCO.   



 

 

2 The Government’s approach to security 
and development 

The National Security Council and its Strategy 

14. On 12 May 2010, soon after forming a government the Prime Minister announced the 
creation of a National Security Council (NSC) to oversee all aspects of UK security. The 
Prime Minister chairs the Council whose permanent members include the Foreign 
Secretary, the Secretary of State for Defence and the Secretary of State for International 
Development.  In October 2010 the Coalition Government published its National Security 
Strategy. This declares that the Government will adopt a cross-departmental approach to 
UK security:  

Our response to global instability, conflict, and failed and fragile states brings 
together a wide range of government activity, from diplomacy to development to 
overseas military operations. We favour early engagement, to prevent conflict 
developing or spreading and to tackle threats to our national security at source.25 

15. The Secretary of State for International Development told us: “Through the National 
Security Council we discuss the importance of working in conflict states and, indeed, we 
agreed that up to 30% of the development budget should specifically be deployed in 
conflict states.”26 He had high praise for the Council saying it was:  

an absolutely brilliant innovation to the machinery of Government. It has brought 
diplomacy, defence and development together in a structural way that was nothing 
like so effective before. It underlines the fact that our security is not just dictated by 
guns and bullets but, [...] by training the police in Afghanistan, [...]building 
governance structures in the Middle East and getting girls into school in the Horn of 
Africa.”27  

We were told that the Council had discussed and determined the UK approach to Libya 
and that in the process the three departments had worked better together than ever 
before.28  

More joined up working? 

16. We wanted to ensure that, as a result of the new National Security Council and its 
document the National Security Strategy (NSS), the way in which the three relevant 
Departments approached a given conflict situation would be better than in the past.  We 
were also concerned that DFID’s primary focus on poverty reduction should not be 
negatively affected by wider concerns about UK security. 

 
25 HMG, A Strong Britain in an Age of Uncertainty: the National Security Strategy, October 2010, Cm 7957, p 33 

26 Q 106 

27 Q 118 

28 Q 119 
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17.  It is clear to us that not all areas of development concern should or will be brought to 
the National Security Council—only those which relate to the UK’s national security as set 
out in the National Security Strategy.  The Council should enable the provision of a 
coherent response to such issues, one with which all the relevant Departments agree. DFID 
must ensure that funding for countries such as the DRC, which may not be viewed as 
important for the UK’s national security, are not abandoned in favour of more 
strategically important countries such as Pakistan. The formation of the National 
Security Council indicates a greater determination to work together, and we will 
monitor its impact on international development expenditure and policy choices. 

Building Stability Overseas 

18. The Government also published the Building Stability Overseas Strategy (BSOS) in July 
2010 which sets out how the UK will “promote stability and prosperity in countries and 
regions where its interests are at stake”29 with a strong focus on conflict prevention. 
Announcing the BSOS, the Secretary of State for International Development said:  

The Building Stability Overseas Strategy will help the UK to work more effectively to 
tackle instability upstream, helping to prevent conflict and the suffering it causes.  
This goes to the heart of the drive to achieve better targeted, more effective aid. Not 
only is this cost-effective and beneficial for the security of the UK, it will also help to 
improve the lives of some of the poorest and most vulnerable people on the planet.30 

19. The Building Stability Overseas Strategy has three strands: 

• Early warning: improving our ability to anticipate instability and potential triggers for 
conflict  

• Rapid crisis prevention and response: improving our ability to take fast, appropriate 
and effective action to prevent a crisis or stop it spreading or escalating  

• Investing in upstream prevention: helping to build strong, legitimate institutions and 
robust societies in fragile countries that are capable of managing tensions and shocks so 
there is a lower likelihood of instability and conflict.31 

It is intended to ensure an integrated approach to unstable countries recognising that a 
military response is not always appropriate.  

20. As noted in the BSOS, conflict prevention is often less costly than responding to 
conflict and, if effective, can reduce humanitarian expenditure. The Secretary of State 
commented: “There is credible research now that shows it is four times the cost to deal 
with the dysfunctionality that now besets Somalia and Afghanistan than if you are able to 
tackle the causes directly upstream.”32 The cost of responding to the humanitarian needs 
created by conflict are evident in DFID’s programme in Somalia where DFID has allocated 

 
29 www.fco.gov.uk 19 July 2011 

30 DFID, Press Release, July 2011 

31 Building Stability Overseas Strategy, July 2011 

32 Q 106, Q 114 



 

 

£89 million since April 2010 for humanitarian assistance.33 In 2010–11 this accounted for 
63% of DFID’s total bilateral aid to Somalia and this percentage is likely to increase in 
2011–12.34                                                                                                                                                                                   

21. We were concerned that the three main strands of the strategy made no reference to 
development and post-conflict reconstruction as a means of helping to ensure countries do 
not fall back into conflict. The Secretary of State reassured us that the focus on conflict 
prevention in the BSOS included reconciliation and stabilisation in the aftermath of a 
conflict even though this is not explicitly set out in the Strategy.35  

22. The funding streams and main delivery mechanisms for the BSOS include the cross-
Departmental Conflict Pool36, the Stabilisation Unit37 and the UK’s contribution to 
multilateral peacekeeping.38  

23. The Conflict Pool is funded from a separate HM Treasury settlement which is 
additional to Departmental Expenditure Limits, rather than pooled DFID, FCO and MoD 
resources. Funding for the Pool will increase from £229 million in 2010-11 to around £300 
million by 2014-15.39 Most funding for the work of the Conflict Pool is allocated at the 
beginning of each financial year. In addition there will now be a new Early Action Facility 
of £60 million for  the period to 2015 “to help the Pool move more swiftly in response to 
warnings and opportunities.”40  

24. Not all activities of the Pool are reportable as Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
under the rules set out by the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC),41 but the 
portion represented by DFID’s contribution must be.42 DFID’s contribution must be used 
for the purposes of poverty reduction as set out in the 2002 International Development 
Act.43 DFID told us that one of the strengths of the Conflict Pool is that it can blend ODA 
and non-ODA spending enabling it to work with civilian and military stakeholders.44 In 
South Sudan the UK’s Security Sector Reform and defence transformation programme is 
funded from the Conflict Pool.  

 
33 Ev 75 

34 Ev 75-76 

35 Q163 

36 The Conflict Pool funds discretionary conflict prevention, stabilisation and peacekeeping activities. It is funded by 
the FCO, DFID and the MoD 

37 The Stabilisation Unit (previously the Post Conflict Reconstruction Unit) was set up, in the aftermath of the UK’s 
involvement in the war in Iraq, to respond to the challenges of fragile and conflict-afflicted states, and works with 
such countries to enhance their capacity for self-governance. The Unit reports to the Ministry of Defence, Foreign 
and Commonwealth Office and Department for International Development, and includes staff from each parent 
Department. 

38 Ev 67 

39 Ev 68 

40 Ev 77 

41 The OECD-DAC is the body responsible for defining what types of expenditure are reportable as Official 
Development Assistance. The basic definition refers to financial flows to developing countries for the purposes of 
economic development and welfare. There are no plans to revise the current definition. 

42 Ev 77 

43 International Development Act 2002, Section 1 (i) 

44 Ev 76; Military aid may not be reported as ODA under the OECD guidelines 
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25. However the BSOS makes no reference to the OECD guidelines. The Secretary of State 
said he did not feel constrained by the OECD-DAC rules on eligible expenditure.45 NGOs 
warned that it was important that poverty reduction continued to drive decisions about 
where the UK’s ODA budget was spent.46  

26. We are pleased that the Government is seeking to ensure through the National 
Security Council, the National Security Strategy and the Building Stability Overseas 
Strategy that the Government’s response to conflict includes diplomacy, development 
and defence. This must be seen to change practice. We are also pleased with the 
renewed focus on conflict prevention which is less costly and can reduce expenditure on 
humanitarian assistance and other post-conflict expenditure. These are important 
changes in emphasis. The impact of these changes is not yet apparent and we will 
continue to monitor this.  

27. All UK ODA must conform to OECD guidelines and DFID’s ODA must also 
contribute to poverty reduction under the 2002 International Development Act. We  
want to ensure that OECD guidelines on what is ODA-eligible and what is not, are 
adhered to at all times, especially when ODA is being spent by other government 
departments or through pooled funding mechanisms such as the Conflict Pool. 
However the OECD criteria are not set out in the Building Stability Overseas Strategy. 
The absence of reference to the importance of rehabilitation and recovery as a means of 
preventing recurrence of conflict is another omission to the BSOS. DFID must explain 
why these were excluded from the strategy and how they will inform cross government 
work in fragile and conflict affected states. 

Which fragile states? 

28. There is no commonly agreed list of fragile states—different organisations use different 
data and draw different conclusions about which states are fragile.47 Generally these are 
states with weak capacity or weak legitimacy. In 2005 DFID defined fragile states as those 
where the government cannot or will not deliver core functions to the majority of its 
people, where core functions include service entitlements, justice and security.48 DFID’s list 
is compiled from three different indices—the World Bank’s Country Policy and 
Institutional Assessment (CPIA), the Failed States Index of the Fund for Peace and 
Uppsala Conflict Database.49 The World Bank uses only the CPIA and has a different list. 
Depending on the definition of a fragile state, calculations about how many of the poorest 
people live in these, and the extent of need will vary.50 

 
45 Q 117 

46 Ev w 60 

47 Andy Sumner, 'Global Poverty and the New Bottom Billion: Three-quarters of the World's Poor Live in Middle-
income Countries', IDS Working Paper 349, Brighton: IDS, 2010 

48 DFID, Reducing poverty by tackling social exclusion, 2005  

49 Q 109  

50 Andy Sumner, Global Poverty and the New Bottom Billion: Three-quarters of the World's Poor Live in Middle-income 
Countries', IDS Working Paper 349, Brighton: IDS, 2010. 



 

 

29. In 2010 DFID decided to reduce the number of countries with which it has bilateral 
programmes from around 43 to 27.51  The choice of states was based on a number of 
factors including development need, likely effectiveness of assistance and strategic fit with 
UK Government priorities. DFID then used a needs effectiveness index to validate its 
proposed focus states.52 This index was compiled from the Human Development Index,  a 
fragility index, the number of people living on under $2 a day and World Bank’s Country 
Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) scores.   

30. We are concerned that this index has a built in bias towards large populous countries 
such as India, Pakistan, Nigeria and Ethiopia, at the expense of smaller countries like 
Burundi. The use of the number, rather than the proportion, of people in each country 
living on less than $2 a day creates this bias. If the proportion was substituted for the total 
number of poor people, smaller poor countries such as Burundi would have ranked higher 
in the index. While using poverty numbers might be appropriate for apportioning 
development aid between countries it is less useful for establishing the intensity of poverty. 
We understand that the Millennium Development Goals will not be met globally, unless 
they are met in these large countries, and that in seeking to reduce administrative 
overheads, larger programmes are more efficient. We believe a case can also be made for 
prioritising countries which have a large proportion of their population living in poverty 
and less capacity to respond to this. 

31. After making its decisions on which countries to assist, DFID then determined how it 
would divide its bilateral aid based on the (largely quantitative) projected results each 
country office said it could deliver at specified costs, whilst offering value for money. 
However DFID maintains that it does not shy away from countries such as the DRC where 
it costs more to deliver programmes—“DFID does what is best value for development, not 
necessarily what is easiest or lowest cost”53.   

32. By the end of the Comprehensive Spending Review period the five top recipients of 
DFID aid overall will be Pakistan (£446 million), Ethiopia (£390 million), Nigeria (£305 
million), Bangladesh (£300 million) and India (£280 million). All are large populous states 
and all except India are on DFID’s list of fragile states.54 On DFID’s list of those fragile and 
conflict-affected states it funds, five are middle income countries (Nigeria, Occupied 
Palestinian Territories, Pakistan, Sudan, Yemen), and the remainder low income.55 

 
51 Now 28 with the creation of South Sudan in July 2011. In addition DFID will continue programmes in three Overseas 

Territories and will have three regional programmes by 2016. 

52 DFID, Bilateral Aid Review, Technical Report, paragraph 19  

53 International Development Committee, Departmental Annual Report, Oral Evidence taken on 2 November 2011 [not 
printed] 

54 The list and DFID’s aid allocations are set out in Ev 70-71. In addition to those countries in the table, DFID also sets 
out allocations for Liberia, Malawi, South Sudan, and Tajikistan.  

55 Ev 75. South Sudan has a per capita GNI of US$984 in 2010 according to the National Bureau of Statistics in South 
Sudan. It is therefore the verge of becoming a middle income country which refers to countries with a per capita 
GNI of between US$1,006 and US$12,275.  
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Table 1: Current Budget Allocations For Fragile States 

  
  
33. The level of funding that DFID allocates to each country per poor person living there 
varies considerably. Looking at the largest recipients within the fragile states group plus 
Rwanda, DFID provides £9.2 per poor person in Rwanda, £8.2  per poor person in 
Afghanistan, £7.5 per poor person in Ethiopia, £5.2 per poor person in Pakistan and only 
£3.5 per poor person in the DRC.  

 
 
  

 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 Total Total 
Budget % 

change 
from 

2010/11 
baseline to 
2014/15

£'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 %

Afghanistan 178,000  178,000 178,000 178,000 178,000 712,000 Afghanistan 0.00%

Bangladesh 157,000  200,000 210,000 290,000 300,000 1,000,000 Bangladesh 91.08%

Burma 32,000    36,000 36,000 55,000 58,000 185,000 Burma 81.25%

Burundi 12,000    10,000 0 0 0 10,000 Burundi -100.00%

DRC 133,000  147,000 165,000 220,000 258,000 790,000 DRC 93.98%

Ethiopia 241,000  290,000 300,000 345,000 390,000 1,325,000 Ethiopia 61.83%

Iraq  ** 10,000    5,000 0 0 0 5,000 Iraq -100.00%

Kenya 86,000    100,000 110,000 150,000 150,000 510,000 Kenya 74.42%

Liberia*** 10,000    8,000 8,000 8,000 0 24,000 Liberia*** -100.00%

Malawi 72,000    90,000 90,000 95,000 98,000 373,000 Malawi 36.11%

Nepal 57,000    60,000 60,000 100,000 103,000 323,000 Nepal 80.70%

Nigeria 141,000  180,000 210,000 305,000 305,000 1,000,000 Nigeria 116.31%

OPTs ** 74,000    85,000 85,000 85,000 88,000 343,000 OPTs 18.92%

Pakistan 215,000  267,000 267,000 412,000 446,000 1,392,000 Pakistan 107.44%

Rwanda 70,000    75,000 80,000 85,000 90,000 330,000 Rwanda 28.57%

Sierra Leone 54,000    58,000 58,000 77,000 77,000 270,000 Sierra Leone 42.59%

Somalia 26,000    44,000 46,000 80,000 80,000 250,000 Somalia 207.69%

South Sudan -          89,000 91,000 96,000 99,000 375,000 n/a

Sudan 132,000  51,000 49,000 44,000 41,000 185,000 Sudan n/a

Uganda 90,000    100,000 105,000 95,000 90,000 390,000 Uganda 0.00%

Yemen ** 50,000    65,000 70,000 80,000 90,000 305,000 Yemen 80.00%

Zimbabwe 70,000    80,000 84,000 94,000 95,000 353,000 Zimbabwe 35.71%

Tajikistan*
2,218,000 2,302,000 2,894,000 3,036,000 10,450,000

*Tajikistan – part of a broader budget allocation for Central Asia. Budget allocations for Central
Asia are £14m in each of 2011/12, 2012/13, 2013/14 and 2014/15. (Total: £56m)
** Country Plans not published externally
*** The Liberia programme will be reviewed after the elections in 2012

All above figures are indicative budgets by country as published in DFID's Bilateral Aid Review 2011.
Figures are rounded and subject to performance and sensitive to political and economic circumstances.  



 

 

Table 2: Aid Per Poor Person56 

 
 
34. The aim of the Bilateral Aid Review was to “identify a clear rationale for DFID country 
allocations and establish: countries in which we should retain and increase DFID presence, 
programmes and offices which we should close and graduation strategies when closing.”57 
It is unclear how DFID makes decisions about the relative importance of countries such as 
Pakistan which may be the largest DFID programme next year and of clear strategic 
interest, and the DRC, which is of less strategic interest. The Secretary of State told us that 
the since the DRC was a large country with nine neighbouring states it was important for 
stability in Africa, which was also in the UK’s interest. The decision to increase funding to 
Pakistan from £178 million in 2010–11 to £446 million in 2014–15 was made to help build 
stability by focusing first on assisting with the immediate effects of the flooding, and 
secondly transforming education.58 He further explained, “These are subjective matters. 
Clearly, which countries you engage with depends on past history.”59 Written evidence 
supports the decision to increase funding for fragile states which are “home to some of the 
world’s most vulnerable and poor people.”60  

35. DFID should be clear and open about the reasons it operates in different fragile 
countries and the basis for the choices it makes. The Bilateral Aid Review led to a 
smaller number of focus states where DFID assessed it could make a contribution and 
deliver results. The needs effectiveness indicator it used in the process created a bias 
towards large populous countries with large numbers of poor people. If it had used an 
index which used the proportion of people living on less that $2 a day, the difference in 
score between larger and smaller countries on the needs-effectiveness index would have 

 
56  Compiled by the NAO 

57 DFID, Bilateral Aid Review, Technical Report, Introduction 

58 Q 108 

59 Q 109 

60 Ev w 60 

Source:
A - http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.DDAY/
B - http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAHC/ 
C - http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL/ 
D - http://www.dfid.gov.uk/Documents/publications1/departmental-report/2011/Annual-report-2011-vol1.pdf    

Country

Headcount
rate

$1.25 / day Year

Poverty
headcount

ratio at
national
poverty

line (% of
population) Year Population Year

Number of
poor people

Aid allocation
(Resource
accounts) 

Aid per
poor

person
(Resource
accounts)

Afghanistan No data No data 36.0 2008 34,385,068 2010 12,378,624 101,105,853 8.2

Bangladesh 49.6 2005 40.0 2005 148,692,131 2010 73,751,297 176,697,958 2.4

Ethiopia 39 2005 38.9 2005 82,949,541 2010 32,350,321 241,881,379 7.5

Nigeria 64.4 2004 54.7 2004 158,423,182 2010 102,024,529 146,547,101 1.4

Sudan No data No data No data No data 43,551,941 2010 N/A 130,314,247 N/A

Pakistan 22.6 2006 22.3 2006 173,593,383 2010 39,232,105 205,591,655 5.2

DRC 59.2 2006 50.5 2008 65,965,795 2010 39,051,751 136,141,475 3.5

Rwanda 76.8 2005 58.5 2005 10,624,005 2010 8,159,236 74,790,415 9.2

A B C D
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been smaller. We recognise that the Millennium Development Goals will not be met 
globally unless they are met in large  developing countries but we are concerned that 
smaller countries, with a large proportion of their population living in poverty, for 
example Burundi, have lost out.   

36. There were political aspects to these decisions. The public might question the large 
sums of money being spent in the DRC, where the UK has no historical links, and in 
Pakistan, a middle income country, where the motive may have more to do with 
national security than reducing poverty, although the two are linked. The Government 
must be clearer about where its development assistance is being driven by political 
objectives, and should explain better the choices it makes about which states to fund. In 
a context where the DFID budget is increasing to meet internationally agreed Official 
Development Assistance targets, it is important that the public understands the value—
morally and politically—of the decision to invest increasing amounts of aid in fragile 
and conflict-affected states.  

  



 

 

3 Delivering aid in fragile states 

Managing risks 

37. Working in fragile states carries risks:  that DFID’s funds will be siphoned off or used 
for the wrong purpose, and that staff operating there will be the victims of violence. The 
latter is particularly acute in theatres of war, but is nevertheless a real threat in countries 
such as the DRC, which are recovering from conflict and where outbreaks of violence 
continue.  

38. DFID recognises that choosing to operate in fragile and conflict-affected states is a risky 
strategy and that these risks need to be managed. DFID says: 

Our increased focus on fragile and conflict affected states will be accompanied by a 
willingness to take well-judged and calculated risks and to innovate to allow us to 
deliver transformative results. Fragile and conflict-affected states present inherently 
risky environments for development assistance. However the risks of inaction in 
these contexts are also high. We need to find ways to engage that can deliver both 
short term results on the ground, and potentially transformative longer term results, 
but which do not cause harm or come at too high a cost. Our programmes therefore 
need to be accompanied by a robust approach to risk management.61  

The Permanent Secretary told us recently that DFID’s approach was “to look at proposed 
investment, to identify all the ways in which it could go wrong and then to design it in such 
a way that those things are mitigated away.”62 

Fraud and corruption 

39. The National Audit Office (NAO) has highlighted risks from fraud and corruption to 
DFID’s programmes in fragile states. It expressed concern that many of the fragile 
countries where DFID was increasing its funding achieved an extremely low score on the 
Transparency International Perception of Corruption Index. According to the NAO “all 
eleven countries where the Department intends to increase spending by more than 50% 
over the next four years have a score of lower than 3.0 in the Transparency International 
index.”63 The NAO further considered that DFID greatly underestimated the extent of 
fraud within its own programmes.64 The Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI) 
has also found that DFID has a fragmented approach to managing corruption and has 
recommended that it develop an explicit anti-corruption strategy.65 

 
61 Ev 55 

62 International Development Committee, Departmental Annual Report, Oral Evidence taken on 2 November 2011, Q 
34 [not printed] 

63 The range of possible scores is from 0 to 10 with 0 being highly corrupt and 10 being highly clean 

64 NAO, Briefing for the International Development Committee, October 2011  

65 ICAI, DFID’s Approach to Anti-corruption, Report 2, November 2011 
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40. DFID says it has a “zero tolerance” approach to corruption in its programmes.66 We 
asked DFID how it could ensure its programmes were immune from the widespread 
corruption prevalent in some places, especially where DFID uses third parties to deliver its 
programmes. The Permanent Secretary said:  

I accept that we need to get better at thinking forward and being proactive. I think 
that is especially true in the anti corruption work we do, which is not about 
safeguarding our own resources but is about overall corruption in the 
environment—strengthening accountability, media, parliaments, public accounts 
committees, auditors general.  It is also about working with other donors in a more 
effective way.  It is also about using capacity in the UK, as we have done with the Met 
Police and the City of London Police, to track down stolen resources and to go after 
the people who have stolen them.  There is a whole load of things we can do that are 
more proactive and front foot.  I completely accept we should do more of that and 
we intend to.67 

Choice of partners 

41. One of the ways in which DFID manages risk is through careful choice of its delivery 
partners. In countries where “government legitimacy and commitment to poverty 
reduction is in question” DFID does not fund the government directly but instead seeks to 
“ensure shadow alignment with state systems and support for key reformers in 
government.”68 DFID also identifies NGOs and other non-state actors through which it 
can deliver services in particular sectors where government systems are too weak.  

42. In the DRC we spent a day with the International Rescue Committee (IRC) which 
received funding from DFID for increasing access to healthcare. Health care provision in 
the DRC is inadequate:  one in seven children dies before their fifth birthday and 100 
women per day die in childbirth.69 DRC will not meet MDG 4 (reducing child mortality) or 
MDG 5 (improved maternal health). The project will be implemented in 20 zones across 
four provinces in the country. It is targeting 2.1 million people.70 It will cost £60 million 
over a five year period from 2008 to 2013. One of the key benefits of the programme is the 
provision of free health care for vulnerable groups such as pregnant women and children 
under five.  

43. IRC told us that as a result of the provision of free treatment there had been improved 
health outcomes: a 40% increase in the use of services and a 25% reduction in maternal 
mortality in the last six months. IRC also provided obstetric care, HIV/AIDS services 
focusing on reducing transmissions from mother to child; sexual assault services and 
family planning. It trained service providers and provided inputs. 

 
66 Q 143 

67 International Development Committee, Oral evidence taken on 2 November 2011, Q 35 [not printed] 

68 Ev 53 

69 DFID, DRC visit briefing, 2011 

70 DFID, DRC visit briefing, 2011 



 

 

44. IRC’s work was closely aligned to government health services at provincial level. It 
helped to rehabilitate health facilities including providing essential medical and non-
medical equipment, furniture and supplies. The Government did not pay salaries regularly 
so IRC had also started to provide incentive payments—based on performance—to 
encourage staff. These could amount to an extra $500 per month for a doctor and $150 per 
month for a nurse. 70% of this was linked to performance and 30% to improved health 
indicators. IRC also told us that one result of the programme was to build confidence in 
government systems: “the approach that has been taken has built the confidence a little bit 
more in the Government structures. [...]People just believe a little bit more in the system 
and working through the Ministry of Health.”71 We were impressed with the commitment 
and professionalism of many of DFID’s NGO partners in the DRC. 

45. In contrast, in countries where government systems have greater capacity, DFID aims 
to work through the state. In Rwanda, DFID has greater confidence in the Government’s 
ability to deliver services and has consequently put a significant portion of its funding as 
general and sector budget support. Budget support is likely to represent 65% of the UK’s 
total programme in Rwanda with 45% provided through general budget support and 20% 
through sector budget support.72 DFID says:  

The UK has been providing budget support (both sector and general) in Rwanda for 
over a decade. Budget support has proven to be both effective and good value for 
money. It strengthens governance and public financial management systems and 
builds capacity through ownership while reducing transaction costs. And it has 
allowed us to build a strong relationship with the Government of Rwanda and other 
budget support providers. In 2010–2011[...]we are providing £35.75 million in 
budget support.73  

The Secretary of State told us: “If you can trust Governments, there is no doubt at all that 
budget support is the best way of doing development because it ensures that the ownership 
of systems rests with the country itself.”74  

46. It should be noted that budget support is only one, often controversial, method of 
delivering assistance to governments. DFID often has a number of programmes which feed 
into government systems but which may not be classed as budget support per se. In 
Ethiopia it has a social protection programme—the Protection of Basic Services—which is 
administered by an independent government organisation and which supports about 7.5 
million people.75 The programme uses aspects of local government, but it does not go 
through the central government in Addis Ababa and it relies on regional implementation 
to deliver it.76 This method of delivery was adopted in response to specific actions by the 
Government of Ethiopia  in 2005. The Secretary of State explained “when the Meles 
Government shot a number of students who were demonstrating on the street. Everyone 

 
71 Q 6 

72 DFID, Rwanda visit briefing 2011 

73 Ev 53 

74 Q 128 

75 International Development Committee, Sixth report of session 2006-07, Sanitation and Water, HC 126-1 

76 BBC2, Andrew Mitchell on Newsnight, 22 October 2011 
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was clearly horrified by that and quite rightly people said that some action must be 
taken.”77 He explained that it was important to be able to continue to help poor people in 
Ethiopia by finding new ways of delivering aid.  

Working with other donors 

47. The UK recognises that no single donor or multilateral organisation can adequately 
address conflict and fragility on its own. DFID makes choices in each country about 
whether to spend its aid through multilateral organisations such as the World Bank or UN 
agencies, bilaterally or jointly with other bilateral donors. It may work with the other 
donors to carry out joint conflict needs assessments or agree national strategies such as 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers.  

48. Additionally, Multi Donor Trust Funds, where donors pool development assistance are 
often used in fragile and conflict-affected states to provide a higher level of reliability for 
donors and reduced fragmentation of aid for developing country governments. DFID is 
supportive of these as:  

an effective way of improving coordination, reducing transaction costs and making 
funding more predictable particularly in conditions where other development 
instruments cannot come online yet, or when budget support is a limited option. 
They can promote alignment by creating a joint forum between government and 
donors for decision-making and policy dialogue and provide a means for disbursing 
straight into the national budget on a reimbursement basis, even in very weak 
fiduciary environments. ”78  

49. It not clear how DFID makes choices about whether to use multilateral or bilateral 
channels. DFID says that its 2010 Multilateral Aid Review (MAR) placed an emphasis on 
multilaterals’ performance in fragile and conflict-affected countries and found that, outside 
the humanitarian system and the European Commission, “many of the multilaterals would 
benefit from considerable strengthening of their work in fragile contexts.”79 Nevertheless 
DFID spent 29% of its budget in DRC and 49% in Rwanda through multilateral 
organisations.80 

50. DFID informed us that 17 donors collectively participated in the DRC Country 
Assistance Framework, which is the main instrument for donor coordination.81 In 
Burundi, DFID has been delivering a programme on behalf of the Swedish development 
agency, and has persuaded other bilateral and multilateral donors to take over some of its 
programmes when DFID closes its bilateral aid programme there. In the three countries we 
visited, DFID demonstrated a commitment to working with other donors. Where effective, 
this can add value for the developing country, by reducing the costs of managing multiple 
and competing aid programmes, and decrease risks for the donor.  However, as we note in 

 
77 Q 127 

78 Ev 53 

79 Ev 65 

80 Ev 110 

81 Ev 64 



 

 

chapter four, coordination between donors in security sector reform in the DRC, which is 
the responsibility of the UN peacekeeping force, has been poor.  

51. DFID has a range of options to choose from in terms of how it delivers aid in fragile 
and conflict-affected states and whether it does this in cooperation with other donors 
or not. This helps DFID to opt for ways of delivering assistance which are context 
specific, which we support. However, DFID should be clearer about how it makes these 
choices. In relation to budget support for Ethiopia, we agree that poor people should 
not suffer as a result of the actions of their government. DFID should set out specific 
governance conditions under which it will provide budget support, and any under 
which it will be withdrawn. It should also, as a matter of course, set out clearly  how its 
aid budget for each country is distributed between multilateral and bilateral spending 
and the reasons for this pattern and distribution.  

Costs of delivery, achieving results 

52. DFID has acknowledged that it is more costly to deliver aid in fragile states. These 
increased costs relate to increased security for staff as well as the need to have more staff on 
the ground to deliver and monitor programmes. The Secretary of State argued:  

“if we look at the cost of getting a girl into school and take two of the states that you 
visited—Rwanda and the DRC—the cost of educating a girl in the DRC may be three 
times higher than it is in Rwanda because the DRC is so dysfunctional, but it may 
actually be better value for money because it is so much more difficult to educate 
children in the DRC. So it is much more difficult and, of course, the risks are 
greater.”82  

DFID sets out some of the reasons why costs may be higher in the DRC than other 
comparable countries in its operational plan, for example due to poor transport linkages.83 
It is nevertheless difficult to ascertain whether these increased costs are justified, or 
whether they could be lower, if DFID chose different partners or relied less on national 
systems and more on community-led initiatives.  

53. DFID assured us it placed a high value on monitoring its programmes. It said it was 
now “buying results rather than delivering budgets”.84 In the DRC DFID had “dedicated 
the equivalent of one full time person to results, increased measuring and evaluation 
capacity in programme teams and allocates up to 10% of the programme budget to 
measuring and evaluation.”85 DFID was confident that its structures were such that it could 
“follow the money”.86  Saferworld expressed some concerns: 

It is important to ensure the way DFID measures impact is realistic and avoids falling 
between the twin traps of the “unattributable” and the limited realm of the easily 
quantifiable (counting the number of workshops held or training programmes 

 
82 Q 106 

83 DFID, Operational Plan 2011-2015: DFID Democratic Republic of Congo, May 2011 

84 Q 107 

85 Ev 54 

86 Q 107 
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delivered). Policies and programmes aimed at promoting changes in institutional 
and individual policies, attitudes and behaviour are often difficult to quantify 
meaningfully and require qualitative indicators to accurately assess, as much as 
quantitative ones.  

Developing ways of assessing impact is widely and rightly recognised as challenging. 
Saferworld believes that a key part of such evaluation could be the measuring of public 
perceptions of safety and security in fragile and conflict-affected states, undertaken 
through a range of activities such as surveys, interviews and in-depth assessments at a local 
level.87 The World Development Report 2011 also recommended more use of opinion polls 
and surveys on whether welfare is increasing as an indicator to demonstrate progress in the 
aftermath of conflict.88   

54. It is more risky and more costly to deliver programmes in fragile and conflict-
affected states. DFID must be open about these risks and open about the costs. 
However, we want to see evidence that DFID is working to bring down the cost of 
delivery of its programmes in these states.  

55. DFID’s focus on monitoring results is welcome, and can be used to demonstrate 
that DFID is achieving beneficial impacts from its expenditure. However, we caution 
that achieving results in fragile and conflict-affected states is more complicated than in 
stable or peaceful countries and there is always the risk that they will not be achieved 
because of the lack of security, and because fragile and conflict-affected states are often 
also places where fraud and corruption can thrive. We do not accept that in a context 
where fraud and corruption are rife that DFID can always mitigate against this 
adequately, especially where it sub-contracts delivery of these programmes to third 
parties. This means it may not be able to guarantee value for money for every pound it 
spends. DFID should be open about this so that expectations of results are realistic, 
without being under-ambitious.  

  

 
87 Ev w 34 

88 World Bank, Conflict, Security and Development, World Development Report 2011, World Bank: Washington DC 



 

 

4 Governance and accountability 

Creating inclusive public institutions 

56. The World Development Report concludes that “institutional legitimacy  is the key to 
stability.”89 When states cannot or do not provide basic security, guard against corruption 
or provide access to justice, and when there are few employment opportunities and 
communities lose social cohesion, the risk of conflict increases. Helping to create better 
institutions which can deliver security, justice and basic services in an inclusive manner to 
the population is therefore an important component of post-conflict state building.  DFID 
has a role to play, along with other donors.   

57. The World Development Report also points out that strengthening governance systems 
in fragile states is particularly difficult because citizen expectations may be too low due to 
mistrust, or too high, wanting immediate transformations. However, the changes needed 
will take time—often a generation—if they are to be durable. Expectations of change 
therefore need to be tempered to recognise that results may not be apparent for many 
years. There is an important balance to be struck between wanting to see early results from 
donor funding and ensuring stability.  

DFID’s approach to strengthening governance 

58. Strengthening governance and security in fragile and conflict-affected states is one of 
the structural reform priorities set out in DFID's 2010 Business Plan. DFID focuses on the 
institutions responsible for supplying public services, and civil society or public demands 
for more accountable institutions and better services: 

We support better governance at the national level by working on institutions, 
parliaments and service delivery, and are increasing our focus on sub-national levels 
including local governance structures and communities. We work closely with civil 
society to help deliver services but also as an agent of change and to help hold 
governments to account.90  

59. In general DFID allocates a significant part of its assistance in country programmes to 
improving governance. For example in the DRC governance and security will receive £25 
million per year (or 12% of DFID’s  budget for the DRC) in 2011-12 rising to £30 million 
(or 11% of the budget) in 2014-15.  DFID plans to work increasingly towards reform and 
strengthening capability at the local level to kick start reform of basic services. In addition it 
will work to build state capacity in core state functions such as civilian protection and 
strengthen accountability through the media and civil society.91  

 
89 World Bank, Conflict, Security and Development, World Development Report 2011, World Bank: Washington DC , 

Forward 

90 Ev 49 

91 DFID, DRC Visit briefing, 2011 
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Support for elections 

60. DFID views support for elections as one step in a much broader process of building a 
more inclusive political system. In the DRC DFID has been providing assistance to 
parliament, political parties and the electoral commission as well as supporting civil society 
organisations and the media to improve accountability and transparency. Donor support 
of the 2011 elections will cover 37% of the costs compared to 90% in 2006.92  DFID has 
provided £58.8 million through the UN Development Programme to consolidate the 
democratic framework and increase citizen participation in the political system. DFID says 
it will ensure 31 million voters are registered for the elections. 

61. We visited a voter registration centre in Goma. It had a sophisticated system involving 
biometric data. The registration process could be completed with an hour, although people 
could expect to queue for many hours, collecting numbered tickets early in the morning 
and returning later in the day. The voter registration data was entered onto a computer, 
stored onto a disk and then transferred to Kinshasa for “cleaning.” This would allow 
management of the central data to remove duplicates and false registrations. DFID told the 
Committee that holding elections in a country the size of the DRC was expensive, but not 
excessive given the constraints. In particular the lack of infrastructure meant some 
communities were hard to reach.  

62. Human Rights Watch have welcomed the importance that DFID has placed on 
“helping countries to build open and responsive political systems, [...] and empower 
citizens to hold their governments to account.” However, they also stressed that DFID 
should view elections as a starting point only in the statebuilding process. Ensuring the rule 
of law, protection of human rights and dealing with impunity were as important.93 
International Alert said that, in addition to the technocratic aspect of organising elections, 
donors should be concerned with “empowerment, inclusion and drawing groups in that 
traditionally are not represented in these powerbroking elites?”94 In particular, they pointed 
out that the percentage of women represented in the national government decreased after 
the 2006 election from 12% to 8%.95  

63. A UN report on human rights in the pre-election period in the DRC found that there 
were 188 cases of human rights violations in the year leading up to September 2011. It 
noted that the situation in the East was of particular concern. Political parties were targeted 
and members locked up or subjected to ill-treatment. Other political parties had not 
imposed restraints on their followers. The report also highlighted a trend of manipulation 
of the police, intelligence and justice sectors by political actors. It concluded that “the 
continued repression of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the pre-electoral 
period may increase the likelihood of individuals and political parties resorting to violent 
means, endanger the democratic process and lead to post-electoral violence.”96  
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64. As this report went to press, the results of the election were not yet confirmed, although 
it seemed likely that President Kabila would secure a second term with about 49% of the 
votes. The main opposition leader, Etienne Tshisekedi, obtained 32% according to the 
results and has disputed the outcome. The risks of post-election violence were real. A 
mediation team, formed with the backing of the election commission and the UN 
peacekeeping force, MONUSCO, has held talks with President Kabila and Mr Tshisekedi 
in a bid to defuse tensions.97  

65. Support for democratic elections contributes to better governance, but it is only a 
starting point. We support DFID’s efforts to assist with the voter registration process in 
the DRC although we do have concerns about using expensive biometric systems. DFID 
must also ensure that wider issues of empowerment and inclusion, especially for 
women,  are discussed as part of the wider electoral agenda. The rise in pre-election 
violence, especially in the East, was  worrying. However, events have overtaken us and 
the general election has taken place. We expect the UK Government to make 
representations to its political partners there to ensure such violence does not also mar 
the local elections scheduled for 2013. The international community must obtain 
guarantees from the DRC Government that these less high profile elections take place 
as planned. 

Impunity and human rights 

66. It is widely held that the best way to strengthen governance systems is by working with 
them. The Paris Principles on Aid Effectiveness refer to this as alignment with government 
systems. As discussed in the previous chapter, delivering aid through government systems 
in the form of general or sector budget  support is one way of doing this.  

67. However, concerns have been expressed about aspects of governance in Rwanda. The 
NGO Human Rights Watch said:  

“the Rwandan government's methods of governance have accentuated public 
disillusion and frustration, cutting across ethnic, regional and political lines. 
Although most Rwandans do not express these feelings openly for fear of 
repercussions, private conversations with Rwandans from a range of backgrounds 
reveal that many people feel alienated by the political climate.”98  

The organisation added that DFID tended to focus too much on “the technocratic 
dimensions of building up state capacity, and not enough on whether the Government is 
upholding human rights, whether it is respecting the rule of law and whether it is allowing 
journalists to operate freely.”99  

68. Human Rights Watch also pointed out that the UK was in a strong position to 
influence the Government of Rwanda. Not only was the UK the largest donor, it also had a 
ten year Memorandum of Understanding with the Government of Rwanda which included 
consideration of human rights and responsible government. Good governance was a key 
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component of many of DFID’s programmes in Rwanda and amounted to approximately 
30% of DFID’s budget there, but according to Human Rights Watch this did not appear “to 
have made any appreciable impact on the observance of human rights or the 
responsiveness and transparency of governance in Rwanda. [...]Indeed, with respect to 
freedom of expression and political space, the situation may even have worsened in the last 
10 years”100 

69. On our visit we met with human rights NGOs, lawyers and journalists in Kigali. They 
explained how difficult it was to have a mature discussion about human rights with the 
Government. A recent “genocide ideology law” had made it difficult for journalists or 
human rights groups to express any concerns.101 Tensions were building up under the 
surface because people were unable to speak openly. The press reported that the 
Government of Rwanda was attempting to assassinate Rwandans in exile in the UK and 
that the Metropolitan Police were investigating this.  

70. We asked the Secretary of State his views on the human rights situation in Rwanda. He 
said:  

Certainly, on a number of occasions I have raised with the President and his 
Ministers the issue of press freedom and the issue of multi-party democracy. I think 
we need to respect the views of the Government of Rwanda about the difficulty of 
having political plurality in the aftermath of a genocide, where there are great 
dangers with a population that are not as literate as Western populations. We need to 
respect their concerns about issues of genocide ideology and so forth, but equally we 
need to see progress towards greater political freedom and plurality of parties.102  

71. We understand the difficulties faced by the Government of Rwanda in trying to 
forge a united country and make progress towards the Millennium Development Goals 
whilst still recovering from the genocide 17 years ago. Rwanda has made remarkable 
progress on both fronts and the UK Government has placed great faith in Rwanda’s 
capacity to continue to do so.  We appreciate the Government of Rwanda has concerns 
about those who fled Rwanda in the aftermath of the genocide and for whom there is 
no right of extradition from EU countries. Nevertheless we believe the UK Government 
should set out some indicators or benchmarks in its budget support agreements about 
what type of improvements it expects to see in areas such as freedom of speech and of 
association over the remaining period covered by the Memorandum of Understanding. 
This might include ensuring human rights organisations can operate freely and 
improving freedom of the press. 

Improving accountability and transparency in the mining sector 

72. Another area of concern brought to our attention has been the management of the 
mineral sector in the DRC. This sector accounts for approximately 70% of the country’s 
exports and 28% of its GDP.103  According to Global Witness much of this wealth is being 
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used to fund and perpetuate conflict in the DRC when it is used by armed militia groups to 
fund campaigns and prolong fighting. Others argue that, while economic profit provides 
one motive for fighting or prolonging conflict, longstanding tensions over ethnicity, 
citizenship and land rights are also relevant, especially in eastern DRC, and that the 
militarisation of trade in minerals has occurred because of the weakness of the 
Government in eastern DRC.104   

73. The minerals in the DRC are a source of considerable wealth. It is estimated that DRC 
holds 80% of the world’s coltan, used in mobile phones and other electronic equipment, 
49% of its cobalt and 10% of its copper reserves.105 The mineral sector has the potential to 
contribute $1,184 million per annum to government revenues between 2015 and 2020, 
based upon improved effectiveness of tax collection and reasonable assumptions of 
increased investment in the sector because of a more attractive investment environment.106 
However, recent activities in the sector demonstrate that despite some improvements in 
governance, transactions are not always transparent, and mismanagement and corruption 
continue. 

First Quantum and Promines 

74.  In the autumn of 2010 the World Bank suspended new aid disbursements to the DRC 
following decisions in the mining and forestry sector including the confiscation of assets 
held by international companies. One of these was the KMT mining operation in south 
eastern Katanga province. The operations were owned 65% by First Quantum—listed on 
the Toronto and London stock exchanges—10% by the South African state’s Industrial 
Development Corporation and 7.5% by the World Bank’s International Finance 
Corporation. The DRC Government cited irregularities as the reason for its action. The 
World Bank demanded that the rights to KMT not be sold on as long as the dispute 
remained unresolved. 

75. Global Witness claimed that, in early August, the DRC announced publicly that it had 
sold on the rights to KMT to a company called Metalkol, owned 70% by Highwind 
Properties Ltd, a company owned by Dan Gertler, an Israeli billionaire who is said to be 
close to President Joseph Kabila.107 This, combined with other actions by the Congolese 
Government, led the World Bank to freeze all new programmes, including Promines, a 
project co-funded by DFID, to regulate the mining sector and improve its transparency.  

76.  For the suspension to be lifted, the DRC agreed to fulfil a number of conditions, 
including to publish all agreements in the mining, oil and forestry sectors. The document 
in which this is all laid out is called the “economic governance matrix.” Global Witness told 
us “The key thing [...]was that the Congolese Government promised to publish natural 
resource contracts. All contracts in mining, oil and forest would be published within 60 
days of their coming into effect. This is a really big thing and it is very unusual for any 
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country in the world to promise to publish natural resource contracts. That is a brilliant 
thing.”108  

77. However, Global Witness pointed out that there had been further secret sales of state 
owned companies and that these represented sizable sums of money: “Based on what we 
have seen so far, the recent secret sales amounted to well over $2.6 billion—$2.6 billion in a 
country with a GDP of around $12 billion. They were not announced. We have no idea 
what these companies are.”109  Global Witness argued that DFID should suspend a portion 
of its governance aid until the DRC made greater improvements in this area.110 The 
Secretary of State told us: “There are no easy answers to these issues. There is a 
longstanding issue and problem with mineral extraction in the DRC. It would be facile of 
me to think that any one particular measure is going to remedy that.”111  

78. There is a long history of mineral wealth being used to fund and perpetuate conflict 
and criminality in the DRC, especially in the East. The Government of the DRC has 
taken some measures to regulate the industry: however, it is clear that these remain 
insufficient. The World Bank Economic Governance Matrix, with which the 
Government of DRC complied, strikes us as a good example of a means of helping to 
create greater transparency and accountability in the industry. We commend the Bank 
for this approach. However, the Bank may have been too hasty in resuming funding 
since the Government of DRC has continued to permit secret sales of assets and First 
Quantum has as yet had no redress. We recommend that DFID give transparency and 
accountability in this sector greater priority, building on its work with Promines. The 
mineral sector has the potential to generate significant wealth which must be used for 
the benefit of the people of DRC. Given the linkages between this sector and conflict in 
the DRC the risks of not properly managing this sector are that development gains 
made elsewhere will be forgone. DFID must set out clearly for the Government of the 
DRC what it expects in terms of transparency and accountability in the mineral sector 
and withdraw assistance if these expectations are not met.  

Improving the confidence of ordinary citizens in their state 

79. Improving governance involves helping citizens and communities to hold governments 
to account for service provision. This usually involves investing in civil society 
strengthening programmes. We met with the recipients of one such programme, 
Tuungane, in the DRC. Tuungane’s goal is to ensure that community priorities and well-
being are supported by capable and accountable local governance systems. Local 
communities, which were chosen at random, were organised to identify a project. Some 
communities chose a clinic or a school; others a meeting room or a water tap. We visited 
two different communities benefiting from this programme—a secondary school and the 
Bunyakiri health centre, and a village where the local village council, headed by a woman, 
had decided they wanted to have a water pipe which delivered fresh water which was easy 
to access and keep clean. It was clear that giving communities an opportunity to prioritise 
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how their village would develop created a good sense of empowerment and ownership 
although at times there was confusion over the communities’ expectations. DFID will 
spend 17% (£25 million) of its annual DRC budget on such community programmes in 
2011-12 but this is projected to decrease to about 7% (£17 million) of the budget by 2014-
15.112  

Governance programmes 

80. It is not always easy to defend significant investments in governance which do not 
necessarily provide immediate measurable results. Dr Wheeler of the Institute of 
Development Studies told us: “It is very difficult to measure governance-related outcomes, 
and there is a bit of a concern that sometimes the more important things that happen in 
development are the least easy to measure. If there is a really heavy focus on measuring, 
there is a risk that we end up doing what is measurable, rather than what is actually most 
important to do.”113  

81. Supporting better relations between the state and society, increasing 
responsiveness, responsibility and citizenship, should be a key component of 
governance programmes. Increasing the degree of local ownership over programmes 
helps to build bottom up accountability and  increases political legitimacy—a key 
component of peace building in post-conflict societies. DFID should ensure that it does 
not focus excessively on formal institutions at the expense on informal community-
building approaches. We recommend that DFID continue to invest at least 10% of its 
budget in the DRC on bottom-up community building programmes.   
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5 Improving security  
82. Establishing a basic degree of security for citizens is essential for building peace and 
creating the conditions under which social and economic development can take place. In 
this chapter we focus on the importance of peace building, security sector reform in the 
DRC and the role and mandate of MONUSCO—the UN peace keeping force in the DRC.  

DFID and peace building 

83. According to the 2011 World Development Report on Conflict, Security and 
Development,  peace building involves creating public confidence in the capacity of leaders 
to manage change and addressing the causes of conflict so that violence does not recur. 
Successful transitions, for example in Ghana, South Africa or Mozambique, have 
prioritised early reform of security and justice institutions, although the process may take 
at least 15 to 30 years. Such transitions have also been inclusive of marginalised groups, for 
example women, in the design and implementation of security, justice and empowerment 
programmes. 114 

84. DFID said: “We treat security and justice as a basic service alongside others such as 
health and education, and seek to identify interventions that bring security and justice to 
the people, rather than the other way round.”115 Between  2004–05 and 2008–09, DFID 
spent £160 million on Security and Justice Programmes in 65 countries. 75% of this was 
spent in fragile and conflict-affected states. This included increasing access to legal services 
for poor people and improving justice systems.116 Following the Bilateral Aid Review, 
DFID will increase support to security and justice in 18 countries with a focus on reducing 
violence against women in 15 of these.117  

Problems in the DRC 

Continued outbreaks of violence in eastern DRC   

85.  In Bukavu, in eastern DRC, it appeared that there was greater confidence in peace and 
stability than when the Committee last visited in 2006. However the East continues to 
suffer from outbreaks of violence. On our visit we had to change our route from DRC to 
Burundi because there had been a violent incident near Uvira on the DRC-Burundi border 
which we were hoping to cross. As a result we had to travel back through Rwanda and then 
drive down to Burundi. In Goma the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs (OCHA) reported that there had been 53 incidents since January against people 
working to provide humanitarian assistance and there were still 554,000 Internally 
Displaced Persons (IDPs) in the region. Dr Leonard from the IDS described the type of 
insecurity which pervaded eastern DRC as follows:  
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The violence that we see still in eastern Congo is by and large either inter-communal 
or is targeted on making money. We do not get fixed force fighting at all going on in 
eastern Congo any longer. There is no military threat to anybody coming out of 
eastern Congo any longer. That does not mean that there is not insecurity, it does not 
mean that there is not banditry and so on, that needs to be dealt with, but we are not 
dealing with battles of forces any longer in eastern Congo.118 

Oxfam commented on the continued presence of armed groups which led to displacement 
and in turn to people having limited access to basic services, and consequently health and 
other development indicators became worse.119 The Secretary of State concurred that the 
conflict perpetuated poverty and suffering.120  

Violence against women and girls 

86. We also received written evidence on violence against women. This has been identified 
as a significant security issue in conflict situations by UN Security Council Resolutions 
1325 and 1820. A Special Representative on sexual violence in armed conflict was  recently 
created by the Security Council.121 In her 2010 Report the DRC was labelled the rape capital 
of the world with more than 8,000 women believed to have been raped in 2009 alone.122 She 
has since commended the efforts of the Government of the DRC to bring the perpetrators 
to justice, including some members of the national army, the FARDC.  

87. While donors, including DFID, did support work to tackle violence against women, 
NGOs claimed that not enough was being done.123 The International Rescue Committee 
said it agreed with DFID’s approach which provided services for victims of sexual violence 
in regular health care and services (mainstreaming).124 However, it wanted to see more 
programmes specifically targeted at violence against women, including programmes 
promoting behaviour change:  

DFID is one of a handful of donors to fund free post rape care in health programmes 
and ensure the supply of appropriate medicines. This should continue, both in 
provision of basic services and in DFID's support for Congolese institutions 
[...]However mainstreaming will not by itself achieve effective reduction and 
response to violence against women and girls. DFID should increase its support to 
standalone Violence Against Women and Girls programming, including provision 
of holistic care to survivors, prevention programmes promoting positive social 
norms and behaviour change, and community-based economic assistance and 
reintegration.125  

 
118 Q 89 

119 Q 28 

120 Q 132 

121 Ev w 2 

122 UN News, DR Congo mass rape verdicts send strong signal to perpetrators, UN envoy, 21 February 2011; 
www.bbc.co.uk, 28 April 2010 

123 Q 2 

124 Q 22 

125 Ev 90 



34    Working Effectively in Fragile and Conflict–Affected States: DRC and Rwanda 

 

 

88. Dr Wheeler from IDS agreed, pointing out that responses to gender based violence 
needed to include both men and women to be effective since these required changing 
behaviour and attitudes.126 Chris Underwood from International Alert said it was 
important to empower women, for example by allowing more women to hold public office, 
as means of changing the cultural context.127 Women also needed to be involved in peace 
processes and governance reforms to make these more sustainable.128 Action Aid suggested 
that while DFID said it prioritised women and girls, the results it aspired to meet in DRC in 
relation to girls were mainly related to the provision of basic services. It said DFID should 
be more explicit about measuring progress on violence against women by including 
SMART indicators directly related to tackling violence against women and girls in its 
results framework.129  

89. Dr Wheeler also pointed out that tackling gender-based violence was not simple since 
the perpetrators might include the police, or representatives of the state:   

It is members of the armed forces that are seen as the greatest threats. In terms of 
how to improve security, we cannot necessarily base it on the assumption that the 
Government is the one who is going to be providing the security. The Government 
actually might be making the security situation worse, so that is why we have been 
arguing[...] for the need to really understand this from the local perspective: what is it 
that those women living in those villages see as a source of insecurity, and then how 
can it be addressed?130 

Human Rights Watch stressed the need for the perpetrators of such acts to be brought to 
justice. A UN mapping report looked at crimes being committed in the DRC over a 10-
year period, including those of violence and rape against women and girls. When the 
Report was published Human Rights Watch said people wanted action to be taken:  

What civil society in the DRC was saying was, “Bring these people to justice”. It 
would really change the political context if some of these people who committed 
these extraordinary crimes were brought to book for them. Very, very few are. I think 
this question of dealing with impunity is a critical part of the story.131 

It argued that DFID could help strengthen the Congolese legal system so that it was able to 
process and adequately deal with abuses and violence against women.  

90. Violence against women and girls is a big problem in the DRC, especially in the 
East, where it is used as a weapon of war. It has multiple causes, some of which are 
cultural. These must be tackled and will require behavioural changes in men and female 
empowerment. DFID has said it places a high priority on improving development 
outcomes for women and girls. As part of this focus, tackling violence against women 
and girls should be its top priority in the DRC. We recommend that DFID fund 
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standalone projects for reducing and responding to violence against women and girls, 
such as those supported by the IRC. We also recommend that DFID include the 
reduction of violence against women and girls in its results framework for the DRC. 

Understanding local conflicts 

91. The problem of understanding the local dynamics of the conflict in the East was raised 
by a number of commentators.132 For example, Dr Leonard pointed out that to understand 
local conflicts in eastern DRC, one needed to understand the conflicts in neighbouring 
regions, including in Rwanda, Burundi and Uganda—“We are very clear about the fact that 
the larger regional conflict is being fed by a number of quite local conflicts and that those 
local conflicts are not being addressed.”133 He thought DFID needed an increased presence 
in the region. He said the quality of donor engagement at the local level had been weak.134 
On our visit we spent time with the UK Government representative in Goma who also 
helped to oversee DFID’s programmes.  

92. We asked the Secretary of State whether he was confident that the security situation in 
the East was improving. He said  the situation in Goma had improved considerably since 
he had last been there three years ago. He also indicated that he would consider whether 
DFID should establish a base in the East, which was quite far removed geographically from 
Kinshasa, and with the dynamics of local conflicts not easily understandable from the 
capital.135 

93. While the war may be over, local outbreaks of violence in eastern DRC continue. 
These create ongoing humanitarian needs and slow down the development process. 
This  means that the way DFID approaches development in the East needs to be 
tailored to responding to humanitarian needs, the risks of disruption to its 
programmes, and to overcoming the hurdles of trying to deliver basic services in a 
region where criminality and violence continue.  This is very different from the 
situation in Kinshasa, where progress in development is better. While DFID works 
competently through reputable and effective non-governmental organisations in the 
East, its knowledge base and understanding of local conflict dynamics would be 
improved with a greater on the ground presence, for example in Bukavu where the 
security situation has improved. We recommend that DFID open a sub-office in 
eastern DRC so that it has a greater presence there. This could help DFID to build and 
maintain relationships with local civil society groups and their leaders, as well as local 
law enforcement authorities with a view to improving local security. It would also 
ensure it had greater oversight of, and capacity to monitor, its programmes in this 
volatile region. 
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Security Sector Reform 

94. Reforming the institutions responsible for security is one way of delivering improved 
security for citizens. These are typically the army and the police, but may also include local 
traditional law enforcers for example local tribal leaders.  

The armed forces 

95. The Armed Forces of the DRC (FARDC) are charged with maintaining security. 
However, security sector reform is slow. We were told that soldiers were often untrained, 
undisciplined and unpaid. Some were also former rebels who had been integrated into the 
official armed forces as part of an earlier peace agreement, but maintained loyalty to 
outside groups or warlords. Some FARDC officers used rape to terrorize and control the 
local populations.136 There had been some improvements in the national army, and a 
number of armed groups, including the CNDP,137 had agreed to integrate into the national 
army as a result of the Ihusi Peace Accords in 2009. We were told that because the 
Congolese army in the East was “almost exclusively a Rwandaphone force, it was seen as an 
army of occupation.”138 However, this should not be oversimplified. We note that problems 
are caused by Kinyarwanda speaking Congolese, Kinyarwanda speaking Rwandans and 
other Congolese groups.  

Working with other donors  

96. While DFID should engage with the Government of DRC to continue to press for 
reforms in the army, and indeed to engage with the FARDC,  DFID also needs to work 
with other donors and especially the UN to pursue security sector reform. DFID highlights 
the role it plays in relation to UN institutions, the EU and other donors,139 but NGOs 
argued that it could do more to improve coordination. 140 As such a big donor, DFID could 
have a role in bringing other donors together, but, we were told, efforts thus far had been 
piecemeal or scattered.141 While the UN force, MONUSCO has the mandate to coordinate 
Security Sector Reform, NGOs said this was not happening and donors were doing their 
own thing.  

Confidence boosting measures 

97. Oxfam pointed out that, in addition to state level interventions, it was important to 
build confidence among citizens so they felt able to demand security. This included:  

building community capacity so that they [citizens] can create local change and 
engage with those who are supposed to be providing security services to them. To 
give you an example, somebody might be going hungry because they cannot go to 

 
136 Ev w 8; MONUSCO briefing in DRC 

137 National Congress for the Defence of the People 

138 Q 84 

139 Ev 66-69 

140 Ev 94 

141 Q 13, Ev w 10  



 

 

market without paying $5 at each of the five checkpoints for the 10 km it takes for 
them to get to market. Enabling them on the local level—the bottom-up approach—
to engage with those who might be manning those illegal checkpoints, largely police 
and army, to get those checkpoints out of the way, at the same time as the high-level 
interventions that DFID is engaged in with the police reform, is all part and parcel of 
helping people to meet Millennium Development Goals.142  

98. Dr Leonard had similar comments, saying one should not miss the opportunity to 
rebuild and strengthen governance structures in communities. “In the case of Congo it was 
the chiefs and the Baami (the kings) but also then the so-called police coutumière—in 
other words the traditional police who work to the chiefs rather than to the national police 
force. This is where the real policing takes place, but these people have been completely 
neglected in the post-conflict period.”143 

99. A cost effective way of improving the protection of civilians is through the appointment 
of local civilian staff to act as security monitors, or Community Liaison Assistants to help 
locals engage better with law enforcement agencies to provide more civilian protection. 
Oxfam reported that the UN Secretary General had requested larger numbers of 
Community Liaison Assistants who would act as the facilitator between communities and 
the UN peacekeeping force, MONUSCO, to identify areas where greater civilian protection 
was needed.144 This is also potentially an area where if DFID had a local office, it could be 
more involved in.  

100. Reforming the FARDC has been slow. Nevertheless some progress has been made. 
In particular the 2009 Ihusi Peace Accord was a significant step as it allowed the 
incorporation of rebel militias into the army. This too has not been without problems. 
We commend DFID for its continued support to Security Sector Reform. However, 
without better donor coordination in this area, progress is likely to be haphazard as 
well as slow. DFID has a role to play to helping donors to coordinate better with 
MONUSCO.  

101. Security Sector Reform is essential for providing improved security and restoring 
citizen confidence. It is important for citizens to feel secure so that they can begin to 
lead normal lives—to go to markets, get jobs, send their children to school. Part of this 
must include ensuring the armed forces are trusted by locals. We understand there has 
been a shortfall in community liaison assistants. This would be a relatively low cost way 
of facilitating communication and better relations between communities and the 
armed forces, including MONUSCO and FARDC. We recommend that DFID identify 
the reasons for the shortfall in community liaison assistants and seek to rectify this.  

MONUSCO 

102. Since 1999, the UN Organisation Stabilisation Mission in the DRC (MONUSCO—  
previously MONUC)  has been the largest international presence in eastern Congo. Its 
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mandate includes protection of civilians and the disarmament and demobilization of 
combatants. MONUSCO is now the UN’s largest peacekeeping mission, with a budget of 
almost $1.5 billion a year and over 20,000 uniformed personnel and support staff.145 The 
UK will contribute £374 million annually to international peacekeeping, including 
MONUSCO, over the Comprehensive Spending Review period.146  

103. MONUSCO has assisted with the demobilization and repatriation of thousands of ex-
combatants back to Rwanda, and with the demobilization and reintegration of thousands 
more into the Congolese army. We held discussions with MONUSCO in Goma and 
Bukavu, and had a MONUSCO escort on some of our field trips. MONUSCO told us its 
mandate included civilian protection. Its mission was made difficult by the lack of 
infrastructure and because many areas were not under state control. MONUSCO 
supported the national army and helped with Disarmament, Demobilisation and 
Reintegration (DDR) of armed individuals and groups. Its main role was stabilisation and 
peace consolidation including support for police reform, justice system reform, and 
support for Government efforts to prevent illegal extraction of resources and mining 
sector. 

104. The mandate for MONUSCO was extended in June 2011 for 12 months to cover the 
period of the elections and beyond. Previously President Kabila had expressed his desire to 
see the mandate terminated. It was suggested to us that MONUSCO should be working 
more regionally to deal with the Lords Resistance Army on the borders of South Sudan.147 
However, we think this would stretch the limited capacity and resources of the force. A 
bigger question was raised about whether MONUSCO was appropriately configured, or 
whether it would be better to have a more mobile and agile force capable of reaching 
remote areas quickly:  

In terms of dealing with the kind of conflict that we are now observing in eastern 
Congo, which are small force operations, rapid in and out, not major force battles, 
and so on, MONUSCO is really set up to prevent and contain major force 
operations. It is rather tin-eared in picking up the sorts of very localised raiding types 
of conflicts that are now dominating the terrain.”148 

105. DFID reported there was little evidence to support a reconfiguration of the mission 
this year, due the proximity of the elections and the increased stabilisation efforts 
introduced in the MONUSCO mandate the previous year.149 The Secretary of State  said 
the UK was highly supportive of MONUSCO and the role it was playing in protecting 
civilians and helping to build stability.150 He added:  

We have been effective in lobbying for improvements in MONUSCO’s mandate, 
including ensuring that protection of civilians is the highest priority in the new 
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mandate, underlining the importance of disarmament, demobilisation, repatriation, 
resettlement and reintegration processes, and in urging the UN to recognise the link 
between the illicit exploitation and trade of natural resources, and the proliferation 
and trafficking of arms as a factor fuelling the conflict. Those were specific changes 
that we sought in the mandate, and argued for. I think that there have been 
improvements; I think that there need to be more.151  

106. We asked whether the mandate included allowing MONUSCO to arrest or hold 
perpetrators of violence. We also noted that MONUSCO soldiers had themselves been 
implicated in violence committed by the national army in 2009.152 The Secretary of State 
agreed that it was “wholly unacceptable” for UN soldiers wearing the UN badge to engage 
in such terrible crimes against women.153 He further said that the current mandate allowed 
the UN the force to deal robustly with perpetrators of violence.154  

107. MONUSCO has been a force for stability in an unpredictable and frequently 
unstable region of the DRC. While stability has improved, and the number of militia 
groups has decreased, ordinary citizens still experience violence frequently. Given the 
lack of infrastructure in the region, there is a limit to MONUSCO’s ability to respond 
quickly to reports of violence in remote areas. Following our discussions with the UN in 
South Sudan, it is clear that UN forces are constrained by the details of the mandate 
given to them. Flexible mandates are required, which allow troops to operate out of 
their base, rather than mandates which involve most of the soldiers guarding their base. 
We are concerned that the MONUSCO mandate constrains activity in this way. The UK 
should also seek to ensure that Security Council mandates are appropriate for the level 
and type of violence on the ground. It may be that MONUSCO’s mandate will not be 
renewed after 2012. However, if there is to be a continued UN force presence in eastern 
DRC we recommend that it be a more nimble and agile force suited to the terrain and 
to the type of violence which is now characterising the region. We also recommend that 
the UK Government re-examine the cost of the MONUSCO mission in relation to its 
mandate and progress to date. 
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6 Conclusions 
108. We support the Government’s decision to invest in fragile and conflict-affected states 
because countries suffering from conflict or fragility will find it difficult to make progress 
against any of the Millennium Development Goal indicators without reasonable levels of 
peace, security and governance, and because it is far less costly to prevent conflict than to 
recover from it.  

109. There are significant risks associated with allocating sizable sums of money to fragile 
and conflict-affected states but also significant opportunities which we think DFID should 
grasp. These include:   

• helping  hard to reach groups who as a result of conflict have had little access to health 
or education or no opportunities to improve their lives;   

• strengthening systems of governance to deliver services in an accountable and 
transparent manner and helping communities to make choices about the services they 
need and to hold state institutions to account;  

• contributing to peace building through improved security at the local level which will 
allow people to go about their daily lives without fear and without needing to pay 
bribes.  

This involves creating a context in which ordinary citizens can exercise choice about their 
lives and their children’s future. It is not so much about the amount of money but about 
the way that funding is spent. DFID’s programmes begin to do this, but could do more, for 
example, investing more in bottom up community building initiatives, giving greater 
priority to ending violence against women and girls, and helping to create better relations 
between communities affected by violence and the armed forces. 

110. DFID needs to be straightforward that the risks of misuse of funds will be somewhat 
higher in conflict or fragile states. In addition, while elections in such places may not be 
perfect, they remain important, and DFID should continue to support these, even though 
their beneficial effect may not be immediately apparent. 

111. DFID has already invested significantly in many fragile and conflict-affected states, 
often where other donors are more reluctant to invest, for example in the DRC. This is 
commendable, but DFID must be clearer about its conditions for providing such 
assistance. The UK Government’s approach to building stability overseas may rightly focus 
on countries such as Pakistan which pose security threats to the UK, but it must also ensure 
that poor countries, such as the DRC, of less direct strategic interest to the UK, are not 
forgotten.  

112. This is the first in a series of reports on fragile and conflict-affected states. We see our 
recommendations as ‘rolling’ which means they may be reinforced or amended as a result 
of the work we look at in other countries. For example our recent visit to South Sudan has 
had an influence on our comments on the role of UN peacekeepers. 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

More joined up working? 

1. DFID must ensure that funding for countries such as the DRC, which may not be 
viewed as important for the UK’s national security, are not abandoned in favour of 
more strategically important countries such as Pakistan. The formation of the 
National Security Council indicates a greater determination to work together, and we 
will monitor its impact on international development expenditure and policy 
choices. (Paragraph 17) 

Building Stability Overseas 

2. We are pleased that the Government is seeking to ensure through the National 
Security Council, the National Security Strategy and the Building Stability Overseas 
Strategy that the Government’s response to conflict includes diplomacy, 
development and defence. This must be seen to change practice. We are also pleased 
with the renewed focus on conflict prevention which is less costly and can reduce 
expenditure on humanitarian assistance and other post-conflict expenditure. These 
are important changes in emphasis. The impact of these changes is not yet apparent 
and we will continue to monitor this.  (Paragraph 26) 

3. All UK ODA must conform to OECD guidelines and DFID’s ODA must also 
contribute to poverty reduction under the 2002 International Development Act. We  
want to ensure that OECD guidelines on what is ODA-eligible and what is not, are 
adhered to at all times, especially when ODA is being spent by other government 
departments or through pooled funding mechanisms such as the Conflict Pool. 
However the OECD criteria are not set out in the Building Stability Overseas 
Strategy. The absence of reference to the importance of rehabilitation and recovery as 
a means of preventing recurrence of conflict is another omission to the BSOS. DFID 
must explain why these were excluded from the strategy and how they will inform 
cross government work in fragile and conflict affected states. (Paragraph 27) 

Which fragile states? 

4. DFID should be clear and open about the reasons it operates in different fragile 
countries and the basis for the choices it makes. The Bilateral Aid Review led to a 
smaller number of focus states where DFID assessed it could make a contribution 
and deliver results. The needs effectiveness indicator it used in the process created a 
bias towards large populous countries with large numbers of poor people. If it had 
used an index which used the proportion of people living on less that $2 a day, the 
difference in score between larger and smaller countries on the needs-effectiveness 
index would have been smaller. We recognise that the Millennium Development 
Goals will not be met globally unless they are met in large  developing countries but 
we are concerned that smaller countries, with a large proportion of their population 
living in poverty, for example Burundi, have lost out.   (Paragraph 35) 
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5. There were political aspects to these decisions. The public might question the large 
sums of money being spent in the DRC, where the UK has no historical links, and in 
Pakistan, a middle income country, where the motive may have more to do with 
national security than reducing poverty, although the two are linked. The 
Government must be clearer about where its development assistance is being driven 
by political objectives, and should explain better the choices it makes about which 
states to fund. In a context where the DFID budget is increasing to meet 
internationally agreed Official Development Assistance targets, it is important that 
the public understands the value—morally and politically—of the decision to invest 
increasing amounts of aid in fragile and conflict-affected states.  (Paragraph 36) 

Working with other donors 

6. DFID has a range of options to choose from in terms of how it delivers aid in fragile 
and conflict-affected states and whether it does this in cooperation with other donors 
or not. This helps DFID to opt for ways of delivering assistance which are context 
specific, which we support. However, DFID should be clearer about how it makes 
these choices. In relation to budget support for Ethiopia, we agree that poor people 
should not suffer as a result of the actions of their government. DFID should set out 
specific governance conditions under which it will provide budget support, and any 
under which it will be withdrawn. It should also, as a matter of course, set out clearly  
how its aid budget for each country is distributed between multilateral and bilateral 
spending and the reasons for this pattern and distribution.  (Paragraph 51) 

Costs of delivery, achieving results 

7. It is more risky and more costly to deliver programmes in fragile and conflict-
affected states. DFID must be open about these risks and open about the costs. 
However, we want to see evidence that DFID is working to bring down the cost of 
delivery of its programmes in these states.  (Paragraph 54) 

8. DFID’s focus on monitoring results is welcome, and can be used to demonstrate that 
DFID is achieving beneficial impacts from its expenditure. However, we caution that 
achieving results in fragile and conflict-affected states is more complicated than in 
stable or peaceful countries and there is always the risk that they will not be achieved 
because of the lack of security, and because fragile and conflict-affected states are 
often also places where fraud and corruption can thrive. We do not accept that in a 
context where fraud and corruption are rife that DFID can always mitigate against 
this adequately, especially where it sub-contracts delivery of these programmes to 
third parties. This means it may not be able to guarantee value for money for every 
pound it spends. DFID should be open about this so that expectations of results are 
realistic, without being under-ambitious.  (Paragraph 55) 

Support for elections 

9. Support for democratic elections contributes to better governance, but it is only a 
starting point. We support DFID’s efforts to assist with the voter registration process 
in the DRC although we do have concerns about using expensive biometric systems. 
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DFID must also ensure that wider issues of empowerment and inclusion, especially 
for women,  are discussed as part of the wider electoral agenda. The rise in pre-
election violence, especially in the East, was  worrying. However, events have 
overtaken us and the general election has taken place. We expect the UK 
Government to make representations to its political partners there to ensure such 
violence does not also mar the local elections scheduled for 2013. The international 
community must obtain guarantees from the DRC Government that these less high 
profile elections take place as planned. (Paragraph 65) 

Impunity and human rights 

10. We understand the difficulties faced by the Government of Rwanda in trying to forge 
a united country and make progress towards the Millennium Development Goals 
whilst still recovering from the genocide 17 years ago. Rwanda has made remarkable 
progress on both fronts and the UK Government has placed great faith in Rwanda’s 
capacity to continue to do so.  We appreciate the Government of Rwanda has 
concerns about those who fled Rwanda in the aftermath of the genocide and for 
whom there is no right of extradition from EU countries. Nevertheless we believe the 
UK Government should set out some indicators or benchmarks in its budget support 
agreements about what type of improvements it expects to see in areas such as 
freedom of speech and of association over the remaining period covered by the 
Memorandum of Understanding. This might include ensuring human rights 
organisations can operate freely and improving freedom of the press. (Paragraph 71) 

Improving accountability and transparency in the mining sector 

11. There is a long history of mineral wealth being used to fund and perpetuate conflict 
and criminality in the DRC, especially in the East. The Government of the DRC has 
taken some measures to regulate the industry: however, it is clear that these remain 
insufficient. The World Bank Economic Governance Matrix, with which the 
Government of DRC complied, strikes us as a good example of a means of helping to 
create greater transparency and accountability in the industry. We commend the 
Bank for this approach. However, the Bank may have been too hasty in resuming 
funding since the Government of DRC has continued to permit secret sales of assets 
and First Quantum has as yet had no redress. We recommend that DFID give 
transparency and accountability in this sector greater priority, building on its work 
with Promines. The mineral sector has the potential to generate significant wealth 
which must be used for the benefit of the people of DRC. Given the linkages between 
this sector and conflict in the DRC the risks of not properly managing this sector are 
that development gains made elsewhere will be forgone. DFID must set out clearly 
for the Government of the DRC what it expects in terms of transparency and 
accountability in the mineral sector and withdraw assistance if these expectations are 
not met.  (Paragraph 78) 

Improving the confidence of ordinary citizens in their state 

12. Supporting better relations between the state and society, increasing responsiveness, 
responsibility and citizenship, should be a key component of governance 
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programmes. Increasing the degree of local ownership over programmes helps to 
build bottom up accountability and  increases political legitimacy—a key component 
of peace building in post-conflict societies. DFID should ensure that it does not focus 
excessively on formal institutions at the expense on informal community-building 
approaches. We recommend that DFID continue to invest at least 10% of its budget 
in the DRC on bottom-up community building programmes.   (Paragraph 81) 

Violence against women and girls 

13. Violence against women and girls is a big problem in the DRC, especially in the East, 
where it is used as a weapon of war. It has multiple causes, some of which are 
cultural. These must be tackled and will require behavioural changes in men and 
female empowerment. DFID has said it places a high priority on improving 
development outcomes for women and girls. As part of this focus, tackling violence 
against women and girls should be its top priority in the DRC. We recommend that 
DFID fund standalone projects for reducing and responding to violence against 
women and girls, such as those supported by the IRC. We also recommend that 
DFID include the reduction of violence against women and girls in its results 
framework for the DRC. (Paragraph 90) 

Understanding local conflicts 

14. While the war may be over, local outbreaks of violence in eastern DRC continue. 
These create ongoing humanitarian needs and slow down the development process. 
This  means that the way DFID approaches development in the East needs to be 
tailored to responding to humanitarian needs, the risks of disruption to its 
programmes, and to overcoming the hurdles of trying to deliver basic services in a 
region where criminality and violence continue.  This is very different from the 
situation in Kinshasa, where progress in development is better. While DFID works 
competently through reputable and effective non-governmental organisations in the 
East, its knowledge base and understanding of local conflict dynamics would be 
improved with a greater on the ground presence, for example in Bukavu where the 
security situation has improved. We recommend that DFID open a sub-office in 
eastern DRC so that it has a greater presence there. This could help DFID to build 
and maintain relationships with local civil society groups and their leaders, as well as 
local law enforcement authorities with a view to improving local security. It would 
also ensure it had greater oversight of, and capacity to monitor, its programmes in 
this volatile region. (Paragraph 93) 

Confidence boosting measures 

15. Reforming the FARDC has been slow. Nevertheless some progress has been made. In 
particular the 2009 Ihusi Peace Accord was a significant step as it allowed the 
incorporation of rebel militias into the army. This too has not been without 
problems. We commend DFID for its continued support to Security Sector Reform. 
However, without better donor coordination in this area, progress is likely to be 
haphazard as well as slow. DFID has a role to play to helping donors to coordinate 
better with MONUSCO. (Paragraph 100) 
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16. Security Sector Reform is essential for providing improved security and restoring 
citizen confidence. It is important for citizens to feel secure so that they can begin to 
lead normal lives—to go to markets, get jobs, send their children to school. Part of 
this must include ensuring the armed forces are trusted by locals. We understand 
there has been a shortfall in community liaison assistants. This would be a relatively 
low cost way of facilitating communication and better relations between 
communities and the armed forces, including MONUSCO and FARDC. We 
recommend that DFID identify the reasons for the shortfall in community liaison 
assistants and seek to rectify this.  (Paragraph 101) 

MONUSCO 

17. MONUSCO has been a force for stability in an unpredictable and frequently 
unstable region of the DRC. While stability has improved, and the number of militia 
groups has decreased, ordinary citizens still experience violence frequently. Given the 
lack of infrastructure in the region, there is a limit to MONUSCO’s ability to respond 
quickly to reports of violence in remote areas. Following our discussions with the 
UN in South Sudan, it is clear that UN forces are constrained by the details of the 
mandate given to them. Flexible mandates are required, which allow troops to 
operate out of their base, rather than mandates which involve most of the soldiers 
guarding their base. We are concerned that the MONUSCO mandate constrains 
activity in this way. The UK should also seek to ensure that Security Council 
mandates are appropriate for the level and type of violence on the ground. It may be 
that MONUSCO’s mandate will not be renewed after 2012. However, if there is to be 
a continued UN force presence in eastern DRC we recommend that it be a more 
nimble and agile force suited to the terrain and to the type of violence which is now 
characterising the region. We also recommend that the UK Government re-examine 
the cost of the MONUSCO mission in relation to its mandate and progress to date. 
(Paragraph 107) 



46    Working Effectively in Fragile and Conflict–Affected States: DRC and Rwanda 

 

 

Annex: The Committee’s Visit Programme 
in Rwanda, DRC and Burundi 

The Committee visited Rwanda, DRC and Burundi from 15 to 24 June 2011. 

Members participating: Malcolm Bruce (Chair), Hugh Bayley, Richard Burden, Sam 
Gyimah, Richard Harrington, Pauline Latham, Jeremy Lefroy, Michael McCann, Anas 
Sarwar, Chris White 

Accompanied by: Mick Hillyard (Second Clerk); Anna Dickson (Committee Specialist) 

The Committee divided into two groups for parts of the visit. 

Rwanda 

Kigali 

Thursday 16 June 

Meeting with Minister of Finance, Hon John Rwandgombwa and Minister of 
Infrastructure, Hon Albert Nsengiyumva 
 
Briefing on human rights in Rwanda by Civil Society Organisations 
 
Meeting with other donors on Rwanda:  

Group 1: 

• The United States  
• European Union 
• World Bank 
• African Development Bank  
• United Nations Development Programme  

Group 2: 

• Swedish International Development Agency (Burundi group) 
 
Field Visits to 

• A community supported by DFID through the Vision Umurenge Programme 
(VUP) for support to the extreme poor 

• A genocide survivors health centre and income-generating activities run by 
Survivors Fund UK (SURF) and Solace Ministries 
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Friday 17 June 

Field Visits to 
• DFID’s Land Tenure Regularisation Programme 
• PPIMA (Support to Civil Society Capacity Building and Engagement in Public 

Policy Information, Monitoring and Advocacy) programme of support to civil 
society  

 
Briefing on Trade Mark East Africa  
 
The Committee travelled by road to the DRC 

Democratic Republic of Congo 

Saturday 18 June 

Goma 

Briefing with HMG on the situation in eastern DRC 
 
Meeting with:  

• World Food Programme (WFP) 
• United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 
• The United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

(UNOCHA) 
• United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) 
• United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) 

 
Introductory call on the Governor of North Kivu 
 
Briefing with United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO) 
 
Meeting with NGO Partners: 

• International Alert 
• Oxfam 
• Save the Children 
• Pole Institute 
• Christian Aid 
• International Rescue Committee 
• International Committee of the Red Cross 

Group 1:   

Field Visit with ICRC to: 
• Water treatment plant 
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• Children’s reunification centre 

Group 2:   

Field visits with UNICEF to: 
• UNICEF Nutrition Centre 
• Heal Africa 
• Voter Registration Centre 
• Water Treatment Plant 

Sunday 19 June 

The Committee travelled by boat from Goma to Bukavu 

Call on the Governor of South Kivu 

Meeting with DFID partners: IRC, UNICEF 

Monday 20 June 

Group 1:   

Field visit on the Shabunda road: 
• Travel on Burhale-Shabunda road, and discuss construction and maintenance 

challenges.  
• Meet community members and road construction teams 
• Meet with local community and Village Development Committee 
• Visit local clinic, school and water points 

Group 2:   

Field Visit on Miti Hombo Road : 
• Discussion on road construction and maintenance 
• Meet road construction team and supervisor 
• Travel on Miti-Hombo road with MONUSCO escort 
• Visit to a village water and sanitation project (Village Assaini) and meet community 

members  

Tuesday 21 June 

Bukavu 

International Rescue Committee briefing on health, maternal care and violence against 
women 

Meeting with South Kivu Parliamentary Oversight Committee for Security and Justice 
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The Committee travelled to Bujumbura, Burundi by road 

Meeting with local civil society representatives and journalists: 
• Evariste Ngoyagoye, Catholic Archbishop of Burundi  
• Onesphore Nduwayo, Director, OAG 
• Antoine Kaburahe, Editor of Iwacu, main weekly newspaper 
• Cassien Ndikuryo, Help Channel 
• Isidore Rufyikiri, Head of Burundi Bar Association  

Wednesday 22 June 

Briefing with DFID 
 
Meeting with: 

• Gervais Rufyikiri, Second Vice President 
 
The Committee travelled to the Shambo Community in Karuzi Province and stayed with 
local families*  

Thursday 23 June 

Bujumbura 

Meeting with: 
• EU Delegation  
• USAID 
• Special Representative of the UN Secretary General 
• French Ambassador  
• German Ambassador 
• Dutch Ambassador 
• Swiss Political Counsellor 
• IMF Country Representative 
• World Bank Country Manager  
• Trade Mark East Africa 
• Belgian Embassy official  

 
Meeting with: 

• Refugee Education Trust 
• CARE 
• CRS (NZ OKIRA) 
• Avocats Sans Frontieres 
• Benevolencija 
• ActionAid 
• Christian Aid 

 
Meeting with: 

• Dr Yves Sahinguvu, ex-1st Vice President 
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* Those Members who did not travel to Shombo held meetings with:  
• Stéphane de Loecker, EU Ambassador to Burundi  
• Burundi Revenue Authority  
• Karen Landgren, Special Representative of the UN Secretary General 
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Formal Minutes 

Monday 12 December 2011 

Members present: 

Malcolm Bruce, in the Chair 

Hugh Bayley  
Richard Burden 
 

Jeremy Lefroy
Mr Michael McCann 

Draft Report (Working Effectively in Fragile and Conflict–Affected States: DRC and Rwanda), proposed by the 
Chair, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 112 read and agreed to. 

Summary and Annex agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Twelfth Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House. 

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the provisions of 
Standing Order No. 134. 

 [Adjourned till Tuesday 13 December at 10.00 a.m. 
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Witnesses 

Tuesday 20 July 2011 Page 

Chris Underwood, Head of Communications, International Alert,          
Sophia Swithern, Humanitarian and Conflict Policy Adviser, Oxfam,   
Jennifer Miquel, Technical Adviser, Women's Protection and Empowerment, 
International Rescue Committee, and David Mepham, London Director, 
Human Rights Watch Ev 1

Tuesday 13 December 2011 

Daniel Balint-Kurti, Campaign Leader, DRC, Global Witness, and Mike Davis, 
Campaign Leader, Conflict Resources, Global Witness Ev 16

David Leonard, Professorial Fellow in Governance, and Joanna Wheeler, 
Research Fellow, Participation, Power and Social Change Team, Institute of 
Development Studies Ev 24

Thursday 20 October 2011 

Rt Hon Andrew Mitchell MP, Secretary of State, Department for 
International Development  Ev 33

 
 

List of printed written evidence 

1 Department for International Development (DFID) Ev 49; 110 

2 Human Rights Watch Ev 77 

3 International Alert Ev 85 
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5 Oxfam  Ev 92 

6 Global Witness Ev 96; 99 

7 MICROCON, Institute of Development Studies (IDS) Ev 102 

8 Professor David Leonard, Professional Fellow, Governance Team,                      
Institute of Development Studies (IDS) Ev 104; 105 

9 Rosemary McGee, Joanna Wheeler and John Gaventa in representation                    
of the Citizenship DRC, Institute of Development Studies (IDS) Ev 106; 107 
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List of additional written evidence 

(published in Volume II on the Committee’s website www.parliament.uk/indcom) 

1 ActionAid Ev w1 

2 CARE International UK Ev w5 

3 Christian Aid Ev w7 

4 The Congolese Movement for Change (CMC) Ev w13 

5 First Quantum Materials Ev w17 

6 Marie Stopes International Ev w20 

7 Merlin Ev w25 

8 Peace Direct Ev w27 

9 Saferworld Ev w31 

10 Save the Children UK Ev w36 

11 Social Development Direct Ev w42 

12 Fiona Lloyd-Davies, Studio 9 Films Ev w45 

13 Tearfund Ev w48 

14 Twin and Fairtrade Foundations Ev w50 

15 Union for Democracy and Social Progress Ev w52 

16 WaterAid Ev w53 

17 Womankind Ev w54 

18 World Vision Ev w60  
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