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Executive Summary

The 2014 OIOS-IED report (A/68/787) and 2017 triennial review (IED-17-010) found the risk of
underperformance and non-response by missions to Protection of Civilians (POC) situations as a
central issue. This inspection covered four of the five largest missions with POC mandates from March
2014 to July 2017. The inspection determined how missions responded to POC incidents and factors
that appeared to have affected those responses.

The inspection relied largely on the Secretary-General’s report to identify POC related incidents and
Daily Situation Reports (DSRs) to assess how missions responded to them. Databases on troop
deployment and levels of equipment were used in conjunction with databases on POC related
incidents and operational responses. The analyses were conducted to determine which mission
component responded to POC incidents, when, and what those responses were. Probit regression was
used to establish determinants of operational responses.

In the backdrop of no clear downward trend in levels of fatalities (with an exception in Darfur), the
overall response rate reported was 62 per cent. While MINUSCA had the highest response rate to POC
incidents (73 per cent), MINUSMA had the lowest (54 per cent). With a decline in civilian fatalities in
Darfur which suggested improved security situation and stability, UNAMID had a response rate of 56
per cent.

The inspection found that 64 per cent of the operational responses were conducted after the POC
incident had occurred (within seven days). While 24 per cent of the operational responses were
conducted on the day of the incident, 12 per cent were conducted pre-emptively. While majority of
the operational responses were clustered within one to two days after the incident, the average delay
was 2.8 days. This was consistent with an average delay of 2.8 days to report the incident to the UN
Headquarters when no operational response was reported in DSRs.

The inspection found that, overall, the military component was the primary responder (52 per cent)
to POC incidents followed by the civilian component (30 per cent). However, the civilian component
was the primary responder in MINUSMA. This was noteworthy as MINUSMA was deployed in a
terrorist affected environment.

The inspection also found that missions employed a mix of operational responses to POC incidents
where 97 per cent of the responses were either Tier-1 (protection through dialogue and engagement)
or Tier-Il (protection through force). MONUSCO, whose Force Intervention Brigade (FIB) had an
offensive mandate, had an equal share of Tier-l and Tier-1l responses.

Finally, the inspection found that missions capability (in terms of number of troops and levels of
equipment) and proximity to the POC incident had little to no relationship with their operational
responses. Probit regression suggested that prior knowledge about the incident and level of fatalities
were significant determinants that affected missions’ operational responses.

The inspection made five critical and four important recommendations. The Department of
Peacekeeping Operation (DPKO) and Field Support (DFS) accepted all the recommendations.




1.

Introduction and objective

The Inspection and Evaluation Division of the Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS-IED)
identified the performance of missions’ operational responses to protection of civilians (POC)
related incidents to be at risk and subjected it to inspection.

The topic was identified as a high-risk one during the triennial review! (henceforth 2017
Triennial) of the evaluation of the implementation and results of protection of civilians’
mandates in United Nations peacekeeping operations? (henceforth 2014 POC evaluation)
where the risk of underperformance and non-response by missions to POC situations emerged
as a central issue.

The general frame of reference for OIOS are the General Assembly resolutions 48/218B,
54/244, and 59/272, as well as ST/SGB/273, which authorize OIOS to initiate, carry out and
report on any action that it considers necessary to fulfil its responsibilities. The general frame
of reference for OIOS-IED is provided in the Regulations and Rules Governing Programme
Planning, the Programme Aspects of the Budget, the Monitoring of Implementation and the
Methods of Evaluation (PPBME)3.

OIOS-IED inspections are, relative to its evaluations, a “shorter, more focused and more
targeted reviews of an organizational unit, issue or practice perceived to be of potential risk
[...]”%. The OIOS mandate defines that inspections can be undertaken if there are sufficient
reasons to believe that “the potential for the non-attainment of the objectives and the waste
of resources is great [...]"°.

Management comments from the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) and Field
Support (DFS) are included in the annexure.

Background

6.

The Security Council explicitly adopted its first POC mandate in 1999°. Since then, the Council
has conferred POC mandates’ on 16 out of 19 United Nations peacekeeping operations. In
many mission settings, the effective implementation of the POC mandate is key to creating a
secure and stable environment, and a core function of peacekeeping under the Capstone
Doctrine?.

As of 30 November, 2017°, the United Nations had 77,203 military troops, 11,020 police
officers and 13,715 civilian personnel deployed in 15 peacekeeping operations!® operating
with a total peacekeeping budget of $6.8 billion. Nine of these missions had POC mandates,
with a total budget of $5.5 billion, approximately 80 per cent of the total.

11ED-17-010

2 N/68/787

3 ST/SGB/2016/6

4 OIOS-IED Inspection and Evaluation Manual, Part |, page 17

5ST/SGB/273 (1994), Para 15, Page 3

6 Security Council resolution 1270 (1999)

7 For instance, see S/RES/2301, S/RES/2348, S/RES/2295, S/RES/2327

8 United Nations Peacekeeping Operations: Principles and Guidelines (2008), Chapter 2.3
9 United Nations Peacekeeping Operations Fact Sheet 30 November 2017

10 United Nations Peacekeeping Fact Sheet. Available from https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/data-0 (accessed 20th
December 2017).



POC is a ‘whole-of-mission’ endeavour that included its civilian, military and police components

8. Successive Security Council resolutions!! and POC policy invariably specified that the primary
responsibility of protecting civilians lay with the host state. However, in situations where
threats were posed by elements of the forces of the host state and until the state security
forces were able and willing to protect civilians, the United Nations peacekeeping missions
were mandated to intervene unilaterally to prevent, pre-empt or put an end to threats of
physical violence®?.

9. The Report of the High-level Independent Panel on Peace Operations (HIPPO) stated that
“[t]he presence of a UN mission or other protection actors does not diminish the obligation
of host governments to make every effort to protect their own civilians. But neither does this
state responsibility dilute the obligation of UN missions to act within their capabilities when
the host government is not willing or able to protects its citizens”*3.

10. Missions’ responsibility to protect civilians extended to their area of operation and within
their capabilities.

11. At the mission level, the 2015 Policy on POC* defined protection of civilians as a ‘whole-of-
mission’ effort which included its civilian, military and police components. Conceptually, POC
activities were categorized under three distinct tiers with no inherent hierarchy or sequencing
of instruments. The three tiers and their sub-categories!® were:

a. Protection through dialogue and engagement (Tier |) included the following activities:
i. Dialogue with a (potential) perpetrator
ii. Conflict resolution and mediation between parties to the conflict
iii. Persuading the government and other actors to protect civilians

iv. Other measures to protect civilians through public information, reporting or
direct engagement

b. Provision of physical protection (Tier Il) included the following activities by military
and police components:

i. Show or use of force to prevent, deter, pre-empt and respond to situations in
which civilians are under threat of physical violence.

ii. In an event when a non-state armed group was identified as a systematic
source of violence against civilians, offensive operations were also envisaged,
including the use of deadly force.

11 For instance, see S/RES/1674 (2006), S/RES/1894 (2009), S/RES/2301 (2016), S/RES/2100 (2100), S/RES/2295 (2016),
S/RES/2301 (2016), S/RES/2364 (2017)
12 DPKO/DFS Policy: The Protection of Civilians in United Nations Peacekeeping (2015), page 13

13 A/70/95-5/2015/446: The Secretary-General appointed the High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations in
October 2014 to review the current state of UN peace operations, which produced this report in June 2015, paragraph 83
and 88

14 DPKO/DFS Policy: The Protection of Civilians in United Nations Peacekeeping (2015)

15 Sub-categories of the three tiers are used in subsequent analysis (see section IV(F) in this report)

5



c. Establishment of a protective environment (Tier Ill) encompassed activities which
were more focused on achieving medium- to long-term objectives and mostly
programmatic in nature. They were aimed at creating a protective environment for
civilians and included measures such as strengthening the rule of law, security sector
reform, support the participation of women in peacebuilding or disarming,
demobilizing and reintegrating ex-combatants?®.

In some prominent incidents, missions did not act when civilians were attacked

12. While no reliable, comprehensive count is available, there have been reported cases of
missions showing poor performance or failure to act in response to violence against civilians.
Such instances were established in the following reports:

a. The Special Investigation by the Secretary-General into the July 2016 violence in Juba,
South Sudan and the UNMISS response!” described three severe cases of poor
performance by peacekeepers in protecting civilians from violence.

b. A Board of Inquiry report’® reported three incidents where peacekeeping units
refused to execute orders during an attack on a POC site in Malakal, South Sudan,
while one unit abandoned its post.

c. The 2014 POC evaluation? noted a persistent pattern of peacekeeping operations not
intervening with force when civilians were under attack.

d. The 2017 Triennial?® identified at least nine cases of failure to follow orders in POC
related incidents by military units between March 2014 and May 2017.

13. The 2017 Triennial report identified underperformance of missions in POC related incidents
as a central issue. It also established that POC performance in peacekeeping mission was not
systematically assessed even though it was a high-risk area.

14. DPKO interviewees referred to incidents in the five largest peacekeeping missions with POC
mandates namely, MINUSCA?, MONUSCO??, MINUSMAZ, UNMISS?** and UNAMID?® where
contingents have failed or poorly responded to POC related incidents.

16 DpKO/DFS Policy: The Protection of Civilians in United Nations Peacekeeping (2015), Chapter E.2, para 30

17 ‘Cammaert Report’

18 Executive summary of the United Nations Headquarters Board of Inquiry Report on the circumstances of the clashes that
occurred at the United Nations Protection of Civilians site in Malakal, South Sudan on 17-18 February 2016 - released by DFS
on August 5t, 2016

19 A/68/787: Evaluation of the implementation and results of protection of civilians mandates in United Nations
peacekeeping operations

20 Triennial Review of implementation and recommendations contained in the OIOS evaluation report on the implementation
and results of POC mandates in United Nations peacekeeping operations

21 United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in the Central African Republic (MINUSCA) (S/RES/2301
(2016), para 33a)

22 United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Dem. Republic of Congo (MONUSCO) (S/RES/2348 (2017), para
28a-34i)

23 The United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA) (S/RES/2295

(2016), para 19¢)

24 United Nation Mission in South Sudan (UNMISS) (S/RES/2327 (2016), para 7a)

25 African Union — United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) (S/RES/2296 (2016), para 4,5)
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15. The issue of underperformance was also referred to in an internal DPKO evaluation®. It
reported, inter-alia, that in MONUSCO, orders were refused but not reported to United
Nations headquarters and that After Action Reports (AARs) of operations conducted by the
Force Intervention Brigade (FIB) were repeatedly requested by headquarters but not supplied.

16. The Report of the High-level Independent Panel on Peace Operations (HIPPO) had observed
that “[i]n some instances, missions have failed, for a variety of reasons, to respond to calls for
assistance, leading to perceptions from nearby communities that although the United Nations
is present on the ground it is not present for them...” and that “in the face of imminent threats
to civilians, there must be no tolerance for national constraints and the failure to follow
orders”?.

17. Additionally, discussions in the Chief Executives Board for Coordination (CEB) meeting
emphasized that the issue of POC performance needed to be addressed and encouraged
DPKO to take steps in this direction.

Scope and Methodology

18. The inspection covered four of the five?® largest peacekeeping missions with POC mandates
(hereafter missions)?°, namely MINUSCA, MINUSMA, MONUSCO and UNAMID, for the period
between March 2014 until July 2017.

19. The inspection’s objective was to assess these missions’ operational responses to POC related
incidents, in order to identify patterns that may inform the improvement of POC operations.

20. The inspection addressed the following overarching question: How did the mission(s) respond
before, during and after POC related incidents given their capabilities and deployment?

21. The sub-questions addressed included:
a. What were the response rates of missions to POC incidents?
b. What was the speed of missions’ operational responses?
¢.  Which mission component (military, civilian, police) responded to the POC incident?
d. What were the types of operational responses to POC incidents?

e. What was the relationship between missions’ capabilities and the location of the POC
incident to their operational response?

Mission performance in POC is required to be measured against their capabilities and area of
operations

26 DPKO/DFS, January 2016, Force Intervention Brigade (FIB), Lessons Learnt Study Report, p. 17-18

27 A/70/95-5/2015/446: The Secretary-General appointed the High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations in
October 2014 to review the current state of UN peace operations, which produced this report in June 2015, paragraph 89
and 90

286 MONUSCO (S/RES/2348 (2017), para 28a,34i), UNAMID (S/RES/2296 (2016), para 4-5, the United Nations

Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in the Central African Republic (MINUSCA) (S/RES/2301 (2016), para 33a),
the United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA) (S/RES/2295 (2016), para 19c).
UNMISS (S/RES/2327 (2016), para 7a) was excluded since it is part of another ongoing evaluation by OI0S
29 As of 20 December 2017, 9 out of 15 peacekeeping operations had POC tasks included in their mandate
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22. According to the DPKO/DFS 2015 Policy on ‘The Protection of Civilians in United Nations
Peacekeeping’, a POC mandate for civilian, military and police components in United Nations
peacekeeping was defined as ‘all necessary means, up to and including the use of deadly force,
aimed at preventing or responding to threats of physical violence against civilians, within
capabilities and areas of operations, and without prejudice to the responsibility of the host

state

307

23. For the purpose of the inspection, the following definitions were used:

a.

POC related incident: ‘An event that occurred, or had the potential to occur, within a
country at a specific time and place which involves any person who is not directly
participating in hostilities or other acts of violence, and that such event or incidents
of potential concern is likely to lead to death or serious bodily injury including sexual
violence’3!,

Underperformance: This occurred when a mission had not performed adequately
when measured against its POC mandate and applicable policies.

Capability: This included the dimensions of (i) proximity, or the distance between the
location of the incident and the nearest United Nations base, (henceforth UN base),
(ii) level of equipment, namely the amount of deployable major equipment, and (iii)
total military personnel strength at the nearest UN base.

Operational response: This is ‘an activity which is undertaken by a peacekeeping
mission, including its civilian, police and military components, which was directed at
a POC related incident. This included incidents that had occurred or were of potential

concern’®?,

Joint response: This is when more than one component of the mission reported to
having responded to a POC incident.

Hotspot: This is the location where a series of POC incidents have occurred.

Before, during and after: These were defined accordingly - that any operational
response conducted within seven days before the POC incident was classified as
before. Any response conducted on the day of the POC incident was classified as
during. Any operational response conducted within seven days after the POC incident
was classified as after.

Positive cases: These are examples of successful operational responses to POC related
incidents or threats thereof. They were compiled and provided upon request from
OIOS for this inspection by focal points in the four missions.

24. The analytical framework of the inspection involved construction of four distinct databases.
They were as follows:

a.

Incident database (henceforth database 1): This comprised of identifiable POC
incidents with a distinct date of occurrence and location. It also included a description

30 DPKO/DFS Policy: The Protection of Civilians in United Nations Peacekeeping (2015), Chapter E, para 13
31 DPKO/DFS Policy: The Protection of Civilians in United Nations Peacekeeping (2015), para 13, 14 and 15
32 DPKO/DFS Policy: The Protection of Civilians in United Nations Peacekeeping (2015), Chapter E, para 13
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of the incident, parties involved, level of casualties (the number of deaths, injured,
displaced, property destroyed, and sexual violence wherever available).

Deployment database (henceforth database 2): This included the location (geo-
coordinates) of semi-permanent United Nations military bases, date of its
establishment, type of units deployed, and troop strength.

Equipment database (henceforth database 3): This consisted of a list of all military
units deployed across the missions during the inspection period and their quarterly
reported levels of Contingent Owned Equipment (COE). It included an equipment
capability indicator for each unit.

Operational response database (henceforth database 4): This identified and analyzed
the respective ‘whole-of-mission’ operational responses to POC related incidents
before, during and after they occurred. It included (a) information on the operational
responses by missions for every incident mentioned in database 1; (b) date(s) of
response(s); (c) number of operational responses conducted; (d) the component of
the mission that responded; (e) category of response (tier-l, Il or ll); (f) the actual
action taken by the component, (g) the date of reporting the POC incident, and (h)
knowledge of location of potential threat.

25. Database 1 was constructed using the below-mentioned documents and methods:

a.

67 mission-specific reports of the Secretary-General for the period from March 2014
to July 2017 were the primary source for this database. The database also included
lists of incidents supplied by the four missions. Only those incidents that were clearly
identifiable in terms of date and location of occurrence were included.

The four missions were requested, and provided, what they considered as positive
cases of missions’ response to POC incident. This was done to offset the risk of a
negative selection bias and to give missions an opportunity to put forward notable
work done.

Together, the above-mentioned two sources furnished a total of 138 incidents that
had a clearly identifiable location and date and were therefor utilizable for further
analysis. Other incidents with unclear dates and locations were not included.

The database excluded incidents where host government forces were involved or
were the primary responder.

The final database on incidents constituted a brief description of 138 POC incidents,
their dates of occurrence, locations (with their coordinates in latitude and longitude),
their severity as measured by the number of civilian killed, wounded, kidnapped,
victims of sexual and gender-based violence (SGBV), displacement and destruction of
property.

The limitations in using the Secretary-General’s reports and the examples given by the
missions to construct a database on incidents were:

i. Some incidents in the Secretary-General’s report were aggregated at a level
that made micro-analysis difficult.



ii. The final list of 138 incidents did not represent the universe of POC incidents
either in the Secretary-General’s reports or external database®.

iii. A benchmarking exercise undertaken to compare the level of fatalities
reported in the Secretary-General’s reports with those reported in Armed
Conflict Location Event Dataset (ACLED)3** found that there were significant
differences. The reasons for this were not apparent.

26. Database 2 was constructed using the below-mentioned documents and methods:

a.

C.

The database used information provided by the Office of Military Affairs (DPKO/OMA)
Current Military Operations Service (CMOS) and the Geospatial Information Section
(DFS/GIS). It consisted of all UN military locations in missions with their coordinates,
dates of establishment, units deployed, and strength of military personnel.

Using the geo-coordinates of UN bases in database 2 and the location of the incidents
in database 1, a matrix of geographic straight-line distance was estimated to identify
the nearest UN base to the place of POC incident. Consequently, each POC incident
was mapped with the closest UN base with the strength and the type of unit deployed.

The limitations in this database were:

i. Asunits and contingents were deployed according to the frequently changing
threat perceptions, only semi-permanent UN bases were identified. This, in
effect, excluded patrols and few temporary operating bases (TOBs).

ii. MINUSCA and UNAMID provided detailed deployment data. However,
attempts to obtain similar data from MONUSCO and MINUSMA were
unsuccessful. To compensate, data from the DFS/ICTD/GIS* was used.

27. Database 3 was constructed using the below-mentioned documents and method:

a.

The database was retrieved from the Global Contingent Owned Equipment (COE)
reports prepared by DFS/LSD3®. It consisted of list of all military units deployed in the
four missions during the inspection period and their quarterly reported levels of COE.

The database included an equipment capability indicator which showed the
percentage of time for which the equipment was serviceable. The indicator was
constructed by dividing the ‘serviceable days of deployed equipment’ by the ‘days
required in the relevant Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with each troop-
contributing country (TCC)’ for all major equipment.

Furthermore, every unit was analyzed according to its type and relevance to respond
to POC related incidents. For example, medical units or logistical units were excluded.

By linking the three databases, the equipment level of the closest located military unit
at the time when a POC incident occurred was identified.

33 For example, Armed Conflict Location Event Dataset (ACLED)

34 ACLED Codebook at http://www.acleddata.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/ACLED_Codebook_2017.pdf

35 Geospatial Information Section (GIS), Information and Communications Technology Division (ICTD), Department of Field
Support (DFS)
36 Logistics Support Division (LSD)

10



e.

The limitations in this database were:

i. The equipment capability indicator served as a proxy to determine if a unit
possessed the level of equipment agreed upon to fulfill its responsibilities.

ii. The aggregated nature might not have reflected a possible short-term critical
gap in a specific single equipment category which could have influenced the
operational capability at the time of the incident.

28. Database 4 was constructed using the below-mentioned documents and method:

a.

The operational responses by the four missions to POC related incidents were
compiled through a structured content analysis of approximately 3200 daily situation
reports (DSRs) sent from missions to DPKO/DFS during the inspection period.

This was done on the rationale that DSRs served as the primary regular reporting tool
from the mission to DPKO/DFS. While DSRs may not have contained an exhaustive list
of activities, it typically referred to major political, security and humanitarian
developments in the host country and the activities undertaken by different
components of the mission.

DSRs were examined with respect to each of the above 138 incidents from database
1. Starting with the date and location of the respective incident, all DSRs were
reviewed which covered the period ranging from seven days before to seven days
after the incidents had occurred, hereafter, ‘-/+ 7 days’ of an incident.

All actions undertaken by the mission linked to the incident and conducted -/+ 7 days
of the incident were recorded and appropriately coded. Specific actors, their actions
and dates thereof, type of response (tier-l, tier-Il, or tier-11l) along with its respective
sub-tiers as described in the 2015 DPKO/DFS Policy on POC were coded.

For each operational response, the mission component that conducted the activity
(civilian, military or police) were recorded. While some reported activities were
conducted jointly by more than one component, others were not attributable to a
specific component.

Incidents from the database 1 which were not reported in DSRs within seven days of
their occurrence were coded as ‘not mentioned’. Consequently, these were
interpreted as no operational response by the mission.

Incidents which were reported within seven days after they had occurred but received
no operational response were recorded as ‘only mentioned’.

29. A correlation and Probit regression was used as an analytical tool to establish the relationship
between the identified variables and how they affected missions’ operational response to POC
incidents.

30. The inspection had the following limitations:

a.

b.

It relied exclusively on the above-mentioned documents to conduct quantitative
analysis.

No interviews were conducted.

11



c. Data provided by the missions and DPKO/DFS was taken at its face value. No attempt
was made to verify its accuracy.

d. When there were no activities reported in the DSRs, no attempt was made to identify
operational responses through other sources and/or reason(s) for no response (for
example SOFA violations).

e. No attempt was made to verify the extent to which the reported activities were
actually carried out on the ground.

f. The inspection did not consider the outcomes or the results of the operational
responses.

g. The number of civilians killed was used as a proxy for the seriousness of POC incidents.
Although data for the number of civilians injured, displaced and sexual violence was
available in the Secretary-General’s report, it was not precise and robust enough to
be used.

h. The proximity analysis®’ to identify the closest UN base to a POC incident relied on a
straight line (and hence the shortest distance) connecting the two geo-coordinates.
The distance was used as an approximate and therefore disregarded the actual road
distance or time taken to travel or other situations affecting the terrain such as jungle,
desert or rainy conditions.

1. It was assumed that the responsibility to respond to a POC incident was on the closest
identified UN base.

31. The quantitative data-driven methodology for this inspection is in accordance with Security
Council resolution 2378 in 20173, which emphasized and requested the Secretary-General ‘to
ensure data streams related to the effectiveness of peacekeeping operations, including
peacekeeping performance data, [..] to improve analytics and evaluation of mission
operations, based on clear and well identified benchmarks’.

32. Throughout the evaluation, OIOS-IED followed a collaborative and transparent approach in
this inspection. The methodology proposed to be adapted was proactively shared with
DPKO/DFS prior to the inspection started. The preliminary results of the inspection were also
shared with DPKO/DFS prior to report drafting. There was general acceptance of the
methodology and the results.

33. The inspection results are presented accordingly:

a. Section A gives an overview of the level of fatalities across the four missions during
the study period;

b. Section B presents the overall and mission-wise response rate(s) followed by a
distribution of the number of responses;

c. Section C presents the overall and mission-wise timing of responses; i.e. when were
the operational responses conducted;

d. Section D notes the mission component/s that responded to the POC incidents;

37 As explained in paragraph 25(b)
38 S/RES/2378(2017)
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e. Section E describes the types of operational responses; and

f. Section F answers the overarching question of the relationship between missions’

responses and their capability and locations, through presenting the results of the
Probit regression®°.

39 Probability regression: for more details, please see https://stats.idre.ucla.edu/stata/dae/probit-regression/
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IV.

—&—— DRC

—=—— Darfur

Figure 1: Distribution of fatalities

40 The monthly figure was excluded to make the distribution of fatalities legible
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Inspection Results
A Civilian fatalities in POC related incidents occurred in all areas of responsibilities with no
clear downward trend except in Darfur

34. Monthly civilian fatalities (hereafter only in relation to POC incidents) showed a spike in all
four arenas of missions’ operations in the last quarter of 2016 and first quarter of 2017, with
the exception of Darfur.

35. Central African Republic had the highest number of deaths (356) in May 2017 in three
separate but interconnected incidents when anti-Balaka elements launched an attack on
MINUSCA in Bangassou followed by attacks on the Muslim community. The event is excluded
in figure 1 below*°.
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Table 1: Examples of incidents with maximum civilian fatalities

No. of
Co.un-try/ Date and abbreviated description of the incident civilians
Mission killed
CAR/ 13 May 2017: Heavily armed anti-Balaka launched an offensive 128
MINUSCA | against MINUSCA in Bangassou followed by attacks on the Tokoyo
neighborhood
9 May 2017: Attempted anti-Balaka attack followed by UPC reprisal 100
against civilians perceived to be associated with anti-Balaka in Alindo,
Basse-Kotto prefecture
17 June 2017: Intercommunal violence between Dogon and Fulani 40
Mali / | communities in Koro District, Mopti Region
MINUSMA | 6 February 2017: Intercommunal violence between the Tuareg and 25
Fulani communities in Gao region
30 April 2015: A Luba self-defense group set an IDP camp on fire near 62
DRC / | Nyunzu village
MONUSCO | 13 August 2016: ADF elements massacred at least 50 civilians, 50
including 15 women and 2 children in the Rwangoma and Beni areas
24-25 April 2016: Clash between an unidentified armed group and 28
Sudan /| cattle herders
UNAMID 5 July 2014: Clash between Southern Rezeigat and Ma’alia tribes in 18
the village of Al Fadul

Source: Secretary-General’s reports

36. Civilian fatalities** in Darfur declined in the last quarter of 2016 which suggested significant
progress in the security situation and increased stability in Darfur®2.

41 The Secretary-General’s report for UNAMID was only available until March 2017 at the time of the review, hence data on
fatalities was available for the said period
42 Security Council 7912th meeting (SC/12775) dated 4 April 2017; www.un.org/press/en/2017/sc12775.doc.htm

15



B. Overall, missions reported responses to 62 per cent of POC incidents and did not report
responses to the remaining 38 per cent

37. 85 of the 138 incidents reviewed in the DSRs
reported operational responses while 53 did
not. A total of 239 distinct operational

Overview of incidents

responses were identified in the 85 |Totalincidents 138
incidents to which missions reported Incidents responded to 85
responses.

Total # of responses 239

38. MINUSCA had the highest reported
response rate (73 per cent) followed by
MONUSCO and UNAMID (56 per cent) and |Incidents only mentioned in DSRs 43
MINUSMA (54 per cent).

Incidents not responded to 53

Response/Non-response rate
(by mission)
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Figure 2: Response and non-response rates by mission

39. When missions reported responses, they did so by intervening two to five times in about half
of the incidents. Missions responded only once in 39 per cent of the incidents.

40. An analysis was conducted to determine the number of successive operational responses to
POC incidents. In some cases, but not all, missions reported responses to POC incident
multiple times.

An example of successive operational responses to a POC incident:

In CAR, on 13 May 2017, civilians were targeted and killed by anti-Balaka elements. This
was one of many incidents which resulted from the clash between ex-Seleka and anti-Balaka
elements. An estimated 128 civilians were reported killed because of the attack and reprisal
attacks. A systematic review of DSRs -/+ 7 days of the incident showed that MINUSCA
responded to the incidents through 12 interventions — one by its civilian and 11 by its military
component.

Source: Review of DSR -/+ 7 days of the incident
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41. There was huge variance in number of responses from each mission to a POC incident. While
not all POC incidents are similar and therefore may require different responses, it was
observed that MINUSCA continued to have multiple reported responses and MONUSCO
mostly reporting responses either once or twice.

In majority of cases, missions responded after the incidents, with an average of 2.8 days to
respond or report to UN Headquarters

42. An analysis of when reported operational responses to POC incident across all four missions
showed that the majority of the responses (64 per cent) occurred after the POC incident (see
figure 3).

Timing of operational responses
(overall; before, during and after the incident)

___ Before (12%)

~_During (24%)
After (64%)

Total # of operational responses: 239

Figure 3: When was operational response conducted?

43. About a quarter (24 per cent) of reported operational responses were conducted on the day
of the incident. A fraction (12 per cent) of reported operational responses were conducted
before the incident occurred, when the incident was a part of an on-going conflict and/or
missions knew about the location of incidents as a potential threat. On average, when they
were able to, they responded 4.1 days before the incident.

44, A series of operational activities were reported by the mission before and during the POC
incidents. Some examples of activities before, during and after were:

Operational responses before POC incidents:
- Patrolling

- Reinforcing positions

- Preventing armed elements from entering a village

- Enforcing a weapons-free zone

- Liaising with local authorities to negotiate between conflicting groups
- Firing warning shots to deter and disperse crowd

- Returning fire

- Dismantling illegal barricades
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Operational responses during POC incidents:
- Engaging rebels to stop looting

- Dispatching platoons to reinforce positions

- Urging immediate intervention by state authorities

- Engaging leaders of conflicting groups to resolve the situation
- Returning fire to protect civilians

- Intensifying patrols

- Maintaining dissuasive presence

Operational responses after POC incidents:
- Clashing with rebel groups to stop looting

- Conducting military assessment missions

- Reinforcing positions

- Intensifying patrolling

- Conducting rapid security and humanitarian assessment
- Urging ethnic groups to de-escalate tensions

- Conducting joint offensive missions with host state forces
- Conducting verification patrols

- Urging host state to intervene

45, Consistent with the aggregate result, at each mission level, the majority of reported responses
occurred after the POC incident (see figure 4).

Timing of operational responses
(by mission)
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Figure 4: Timing of operational responses
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46. MINUSMA had the highest reported response rate on the day of the incident with MONUSCO
the lowest. MONUSCO had the highest reported response rate before the incidents, and was
the only mission that had a higher response rate before than during incidents.

Speed of operational responses
(comparison of first & all responses)

45

-109-8-76-5-4-3-2-10123 456 7 8 91011121314151617 18
Days

% 1st response = ====- % all responses

Figure 5: Average delay in conducting first and overall response

47. An analysis of how fast missions responded to POC incident (see figure 5) showed that the
average time to respond to an incident after the incident had occurred was 2.8 days. A
majority of the responses were clustered between one to two days after the incident. While
25 per cent of the reported operational responses were on the next day of the incident, 13
per cent were the day after.

48. Asevidentin figure 5, there was no difference in average time taken in first reported response
and all responses as both stood at 2.8 days.

49, As mentioned above (see paragraph 37), missions did not report responses to 53 out of 138
incidents. When missions did not respond to the incident but only reported it to DPKO/DFS, it
nevertheless took them an average of 2.8 days to do so. (see figure 6).

Speed of reporting
(no response; only mentioned in DSR)
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per cent (incidents)
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Figure 6: Speed of reporting when there was no operational response
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50. Thus, the same amount of time (2.8 days) was taken for first reported response, overall
response, and reporting to DPKO/DFS.

51. The available data was insufficient to establish the reasons behind the average delay of 2.8
days for the mission to respond or report a POC incident. This issue lay beyond the scope of
this inspection.

52. Out of the 53 incidents to which missions had not reported responses, 10 were not mentioned
at allin the DSRs -/+ 7 days of the POC incident, while 43 incidents were only mentioned, with
no response recorded.

53. Of the 53 incidents where mission did not report any response, three cases of non-response
when fatalities were the highest involved civilian deaths ranging from 20 to 40 (see table 2).
The total civilian deaths for which there were no response reported added up to 247.

Table 2: List of incidents with high civilian fatalities where missions did not respond*

Mission Date Incident Civilian | Closest
deaths | contingent
identified

2 May Incursion of armed elements into Gamboula 40

MINUSCA | 2015 village from the Cameroonian side of the Unit 1

border. Eleven villages were set on fire.

26 April Series of attacks and reprisal attacks 29

MONUSCO | 2017 between local militias near Bweru. Unit 19
12 Inter-community violence in Macina town 20

MINUSMA | February | between traditional hunters and pastoralist Unit 12
2017 groups.

54. Out of top 15 incidents with the highest civilian deaths, three incidents did not have reported
responses by the missions. There were 89 deaths in total for these three incidents. All other
severe incidents, especially the most severe with more than 100 civilian deaths, were
responded to at least once by the respective mission.

D. When missions reported responses, the military component was the primary responder in
more than half of operational responses, followed by the civilian component that accounted
for almost one-third of the operational responses

55. An analysis was done to determine the mission components that reported responses to POC
incidents. Overall, the military component of the mission was the primary responder, that is
the component which responded in most incidents (see figure 7).
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Operational responses by mission component
(overall)

Police (6%)

/_Civilian (30%)

Military (52%)

~___Unspecified (12%)

Figure 7: Operational responses by mission component

56. An analysis of reported operational responses by the different mission components before,
during and after POC related incidents reinforced the military as primary responder, especially
as the dominant actor during an incident. The civilian component had more relevance before
and after violence against civilians had occurred.

Operational responses by mission components
(before, during and after)
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Figure 8: Operational responses by mission component before/during/after the incident

57. A comparison of the four-mission showed that the role of primary responder was not always
with the military component (see figure 9).
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58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Operational responses by mission component
(by mission)
80
58
60
%]
g 38
S 40
g 19
S 20
- 5 8 6 6
c
g iz = [ =
g MINUSCA MINUSMA MONUSCO UNAMID
@ Civilian B Unspecified B Military EPolice

Figure 9: Mission wise component's share in operational responses

In MINUSCA and MONUSCO, the military component was the primary responder, whereas in
MINUSMA and UNAMID, the primary responder was their civilian component.

In MINUSMA, the role of civilian component in responding to POC incidents was noteworthy
as the mission is deployed in a terrorist affected environment.

The primacy of the civilian component in responding to POC incidents in UNAMID appeared
to be linked to the improved security situation and increased stability in Darfur.

MONUSCO, whose Force Intervention Brigade (FIB) had an offensive mandate, saw the
highest contribution of its military component to its operational responses. The FIB was
involved in responding to four POC incidents (out of total 25 incidents reviewed).

Military contingents varied in their response rate

An analysis was also done of the reported operational response rate for individual military
contingents in all the four missions. The inspection identified the geographically closest
military unit for each of the 138 POC related incidents. These units were generated from 25
different TCCs.

Table 3: List of mapped military contingents in all missions and response rates

Number of
Number of -
Total number of - incidents
. .. . incidents Response
Contingent incidents (in not
. actual Rate
descending order) responded
responded to
to
Military 15 6 9 40%
Contingent 1
Military o
Contingent 2 12 10 2 83%
Military o
Contingent 3 10 6 4 60%
Military 10 4 6 40%
Contingent 4
Military 9 8 1 89%
Contingent 5
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gﬂcilr:i?l:gent 6 9 7 2 78%
'(\Z/Iollr:i?r:;ent 7 8 5 3 63%
'(\Z/Iollrﬁ?r:;ent 8 8 5 3 63%
('\Z/Iollr:i?r:;ent 9 8 4 4 50%
L\Zﬂglr:i?r:;ent 10 6 6 0 100%
'(\Z/Iollrﬁ?r:;ent 11 6 3 3 50%
('\Z/IcJI:'I:c?r:;ent 12 5 5 0 100%
'(\Z/Iollrﬁ?r:;ent 13 > 2 3 40%
L\Zﬂglr:i?r:;ent 14 4 4 0 100%
'(\Z/Iollrﬁ?r:;ent 15 4 2 2 50%
'(\Z/Iol:'ll"cc?r:;ent 16 4 0 4 0%
gﬂc;:wli?;;ent 17 3 3 0 100%
L\Zﬂglr:i?r:;ent 18 3 1 2 33%
gﬂc;:i?r:;ent 19 3 1 2 33%
gﬂc;:i.ar:;ent 20 1 1 0 100%
L\Zﬂc;:':i?r:gent 21 1 1 0 100%
L\Zﬂglr:i?r:;ent 22 1 1 0 100%
gﬂc;:i?r:;ent 23 1 0 1 0%
('\Z/Iollr:i?r:;ent 24 1 0 1 0%
('\Z/Iollr:i?r:;ent 25 1 0 1 0%
Total 138 85 53

63. The reported operational response rate varied significantly among contingents. Military
Contingents # 10, 12, 14, 17, 22, 21 and 20 responded to all the incidents closest to them,
while Military Contingents # 1, 2, 3 and 4 had the highest number of incidents in their
proximity. Military Contingents 2 and 5 (one of them being from a large TCC) had the highest
number of incidents responded to while Military Contingent 1 (another large TCC) had the
highest number of incidents not responded to.
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E. Missions employed a mix of operational responses to POC incidents, with physical protection
(tier 1) and protection through dialogue and engagement (tier |) together constituted 97 per
cent of all responses

64. An analysis of frequency distribution of missions’ responses to three tiers was done (see figure

10).
Tiers of operational responses
(by mission)
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Figure 10: Tiers of operational responses

65. The figure above showed important variations. In MINUSCA the tier-1l responses were nearly
double of tier-1 responses, whereas in UNAMID the situation was the opposite with the tier-I|
responses more than double of tier-Il responses.

66. In MINUSMA, which was operating in a terrorist affected environment, tier-1l responses were
slightly more than tier-I responses.

67. In MONUSCO, the share of tier-1 and tier-1l responses were the same despite the fact that it
had an offensive mandate.

68. Since the civilian component was the primary responder in UNAMID, it had a higher share of
tier-l response as compared to tier-ll responses. This was particularly noteworthy given the
security and stability situation in Darfur.

69. A further analysis of the sub-activities*® in each of the tiers was also done (see figure 11).

43 Please refer paragraph 13 for details on sub-activities
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Types of operational responses
(by mission)
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Figure 11: Types of operational responses

70. Show of force constituted most of the tier-Il operational responses. While UNAMID always
used show of force as a tier-Il operational response to POC incidents, MONUSCO used it in
about half of its tier-1l responses.

Examples of show of force in DSRs:
- Reinforcing positions

- Dispatching troops to conflict sites

- Warning armed rebels to leave the area

- Armed patrolling of villages

- Robust posturing

- Maintaining strong presence to deter attacks

- Creating static checkpoints to assure protection to IDPs
- Intercepting rebel vehicles

71. Use of force constituted 38 per cent of the tier-Il operational responses. While UNAMID never
used force as an operational response to POC incident, MONUSCO was the highest with 60
per cent of its response followed by MINUSCA (46 per cent) and MINUSMA (15 per cent)
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Examples of use of force in DSRs:

72. The MONUSCO military component accounted for 68 per cent of the operational responses
but the share of tier-l and tier-1l responses was equal. Although the primary responsibility for
physical protection (tier-Il) fell upon the military component, such a distinction was not
apparent for tier-1 activities. For example, the MONUSCO military component also conducted
outreach programs to the community to make them aware of the MONUSCO mandate,
mediated with conflicting parties and persuaded the host state to intervene to contain
conflict. These activities were categorized as tier-l activities and were performed by the

Offensive actions to dismantle illegal checkpoints or barriers
Artillery support to national army in attacking rebel hideouts
Engaging with presumed rebel groups in protecting civilians, UN
personnel and property and defending the neighbourhood
Dispatching helicopter(s) to provide air support

Exchanging and returning fire

MONUSCO civilian component as well.

Examples of responses by the military component as reported in DSRs:

- In MONUSCO, the military component responded the same day to an event of 29
November 2015 in Eringeti, by engaging Allied Defence Force (ADF) combatants to
stop the looting of the town. This was followed by a more offensive operation
involving UAVs and attack helicopters on 1% December. Prior to the incident, the
mission had an indication of a location of potential threat and had dispatched a FIB

patrol to reinforce FARDC positions on 26 November.

- In MINUSMA, the military component responded the same day to an event of 21
July 2016 in Kidal, by launching air support operation. In the following days, the
mission launched rigorous foot patrolling and stopped presumed combatants by

intercepting 40 vehicles of an armed group.
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73.

Examples of responses by the civilian component as reported in DSRs:

In UNAMID, the civilian component responded to an event of 9 May 2015 in
Sortony by engaging the conflicting parties (local members of the group, the Nazir
of Rezeigat and representative of the IDP camp) to diffuse tension. This was
followed by organizing a security coordination meeting between IDP
representatives and the local government to bring humanitarian items for
immediate relief to the displaced population.

In MINUSCA, the civilian component responded to an event of 21 November 2016
in Bria, by contacting the leaders of armed groups and urging calm to restore access
to hospital and humanitarian assistance. This was followed by urging the local
authorities to negotiate with FPRC in dismantling barriers for easy humanitarian
movement. Prior to the incident, the mission had an indication of the location of a
potential threat and the SRSG had made high-level contacts with religious leaders,
government functionaries and armed group representative requesting conflicting
parties to discuss issues and halt hostilities.

The involvement of D/SRSG** and Fore Commander in responding to POC incidents was
referenced in 5.4 per cent of the operational responses with no recorded involvement in
two missions

Senior leadership such as SRSG, DSRSGs and Force Commander (FC) were mentioned as

responding to POC incidents in 13 out of 239 operational responses. While the role of D/SRSG

and FC were mostly strategic and, therefore, may not always uniquely identify with a specific

POCincident, DSRGs were among the most active with six responses, while five activities were
led by a SRSG and four interventions were jointly implemented. MINUSCA accounted for 10
activities of D/SRSG and FC, while MONUSCO had two. All were tier-l responses. No activities
of D/SRSG and FC in relation to the identified 138 POC incidents were reported for UNAMID
and MINUSMA in DSRs for the review period of this inspection (see table 3).

Table 3: Examples of involvement of D/SRSG and FC in missions responding to POC incidents

Mission Date Incident Reported response
12 October Influx of armed elements into Kaga On 17 October 2016,
MINUSCA | 2016 Bandoro, looting of IDP camp and President Touadéra, the

attack on MINUSCA led to large SRSG, the US Ambassador to

exodus of civilians and dozens of CAR, and members of the

civilian casualties. Religious Platform of Bangui
met with local authorities
and armed group
representatives.

44 Special Representative of the Secretary-General & Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-General
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13 August Suspected armed group attacked a On 15 August 2016, the
MONUSCO | 2016 village near Beni and killed 34 DSRSG led a delegation to
civilians. the locations of the recent
attacks, met with Congolese
Armed Forces and the Mayor
to discuss a security concept
to prevent future attacks on
civilian population

21 November | Armed elements attacked On 24 November 2016, the
MINUSCA 2016 neighbourhood in Bria, controlled by | SRSG, Force Commander and
rival political group, creating panic UNCT leadership delivered a

among population and displacement | strong message that
MINUSCA would take all
measures necessary to
ensure protection of the
population.

F. Priorknowledge of the location of the potential threat and the number of civilians killed were
factors correlated with the missions’ response rate, while its capability and distance from
the incident had little to no relationship

74. A comparison of critical parameters of when missions responded or did not respond was
conducted (see table 4).

Table 4: Comparison of factors between incidents with response and no response

Response (Yes) Response (No)
Average min max Average min max
Distance (in km) 31.5 1 134 42 1 140
Strength 245 5 1416 254 5 1416
Capacity 78% 40% 100% 74% 29% 100%
Civilian deaths 12 0 128 4 0 40

75. The inspection conducted correlation analysis of the relationship between the missions’
response rates and factors that could have determined, or resulted from, the responses; these
were the number of civilians killed, knowledge of location of potential threat, (threat
perception of the incident), distance between the location of the incident and the nearest UN
base, troop strength and the level of equipment at the nearest UN base. It was found that
only the number of civilians killed and knowledge of the location of potential threat were
positively correlated to the missions’ responses.

76. The analysis showed that there is little to no correlation between missions’ operational
responses, their capability (in terms of troop strength, and the equipment status) and
proximity to the incident (see table 5). There was also little to no relationship between the
distance of the incident from the nearest military location of the mission and their operational
responses.
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Table 5: Correlation matrix

Total Civilians Threat (Y/N) Distance Troop Equipment %
response Killed Strength

Total response 1

Civilians Killed 0.42 1

Threat (Y/N) 0.41 0.1 1

Distance -0.15 -0.04 -0.05 1

Troop Strength -0.04 0.00 -0.06 -0.04 1

Equipment % -0.04 0.1 0.11 0.1 0.15 1

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

The correlation between the number of responses and number of civilians killed was positive
and significant (0.42 on a scale of 0 to 1), as was the correlation between total responses and
prior knowledge of location of potential threat (0.41).

However, this was not the case for distance where the magnitude of the coefficient was
insignificant. This suggested that there was no relationship between the distance of the
incident from the nearest military location of the mission and their operational responses.

To increase analytical rigor, Probit regression was done, which yielded the same result, that
of all the factors considered in the analysis, only the number of civilians killed and knowledge
of location of potential threat were significant.

It suggested that of all the observable and quantifiable factors that could affect missions’
decision to respond, such as the number of civilians killed, knowledge of location of potential
threat, distance between the location of the incident and the nearest UN base, troop strength
and the level of equipment at the nearest UN base, only the number of civilians killed and
knowledge of location of potential threat were significant at an acceptable error margin.

Specifically, the regression analysis suggested that having prior knowledge of the location of
the incident increased the probability of the mission to respond by 29 per cent. And it
increased the probability to respond faster by 22 per cent.

It also showed that an additional civilian killed increased the probability to respond by only
0.6 per cent. It, however, had no effect on the probability to respond faster.

Conclusion

83.

It is well established that the primary responsibility of protecting civilian is that of the host
state. However, when the national authorities are unwilling or unable to do so, missions have
the mandated responsibility to protect civilians within their capabilities and area of
responsibility.
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VI.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

The inspection demonstrated areas of positive performance and those where it appeared
unsatisfactory.

With respect to the missions’ overall response rate, the fact that they responded to 62 per
cent of POC incidents as well as the large majority of the most severe incidents was
noteworthy and positive. Conversely, a 38 per cent non-response rate, which included some
severe incidents, was a matter of concern.

The inspection demonstrated that the civilian component was central to POC responses,
although the extent to which such responses were conducted by more than one mission
component appeared limited at 26 per cent.

A positive aspect of the mission response rate (see paragraph 41 and 45) was that almost 50
per cent of them were clustered either on the day of the incident or the day after. However,
the average response time of 2.8 days appeared to be slow.

The overall share of the police components’ response to POC incident (6 per cent) also
appeared low, especially given the fact that the size of the police component in the four
missions were close to numerical parity with the civilian component and that these also
comprised the formed police units.

The finding that prior knowledge of the location of potential threat increased the
responsiveness of the mission underscored the criticality of a well-functioning early warning
system. It underlined the necessity of determining the contributory factors which led to some
cases being acted upon while others were not acted upon.

Relatedly, the fact that neither the capability of the nearest military unit nor the distance from
the POC incident appeared to have affected missions’ response suggested that other
unobservable factors were at play in determining such responses. These needs to be
established and addressed.

Prima facie, references to D/SRSG and FC in responding to POC incident (5.4 per cent)
appeared low. This, combined with the absence of any reference to D/SRSG and FC
involvement in responding to POC incidents in two missions raised question as to whether
they had been sufficiently engaged in responding to POC incidents or whether such
engagements were adequately reported. One of these missions — UNAMID — have responded
that “all preventive and responsive measures it undertook regarding POC incidents in Darfur
were led by the Mission’s senior management...”*.

Furthermore, on a matter not directly addressed by the inspection, the difference between
the deaths recorded in the Secretary-General’s reports and ACLED was wide. The Secretary-
General has repeatedly emphasized the importance of accurately counting civilian deaths. It
is also recalled that OIOS-IED, in a review conducted in 2013, had noted the discrepancy in the
number of civilian deaths reported in Secretary-General’s mission-specific reports to the
Security Council and the missions’ budget performance reports?.

Recommendations

93.

Based on this inspection and in furtherance of the Security Council resolution 2378 that
emphasized use of data streams to improve analytics based on well identified benchmarks,

45 See annexure | for more details
46 A/67/795 (2013)

30



OIOS-IED makes 9 important/critical recommendations to DPKO and DFS, of which DPKO and
DFS has accepted all.

Critical

Recommendation 1: To improve the timeliness and quality of analysis and to aid decision making in
its operational responses to POC incidents, DPKO/DFS should ensure that missions’ existing or
planned data collection/management systems can capture and calculate important indicators of POC
performance, including the following (Paragraphs 25-32):

a. The overall response rate of the missions to POC incidents calculated as a percentage

b. The average response time of missions to POC incidents measured in days
The percentage and type of participation of each mission components to POC
incidents

d. The number and overall percentage of non-responses to POC incidents and reasons
thereof.

e. Data on deployment of military contingents and changes thereto should be
maintained at appropriate intervals (monthly, quarterly)

f. Data on successful preventive activities/actions that prevented the occurrence of a
POC incident.

g. Data on early warning received and acted upon.

Indicator(s) of implementation:
e A data management system that is capable of capturing and calculating the abovementioned
indicators of POC performance.

Recommendation 2: DPKO/DFS should ensure that missions regularly report the above-mentioned
indicators on POC performance (a) to DPKO/DFS, and (b) that measures of POC performance are
included in the mission-specific reports of the Secretary-General in line with existing requests from
the Security Council (Paragraphs 13-18).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:
e Regular reporting as mentioned above.

Recommendation 3: DPKO/DFS should conduct an analysis and establish quantitative metrics to
strengthen performance of the POC mandate, including an acceptable POC response time(s)
(Paragraphs 47-51).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:
e To establish benchmarks for each sector in each peacekeeping mission with POC mandate of
an acceptable time frame in responding to POC incidents.

Recommendation 4: DPKO/DFS should (i) have a structured and recorded dialogue with the TCCs
about the incidents in which they appear to not have responded, establish the facts in each case and
determine accountability, (ii) continually assess contingents’ response to POC incidents, and where
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specific TCC-related performance concerns on POC are identified, implement a performance
improvement plan with clear benchmarks and indicators (Paragraphs 37-38).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:

e Documentation that showed structured and recorded dialogue with each relevant TCC with
facts established and accountability determined

Recommendation 5: DPKO/DFS should require all military contingents of TCCs deployed in missions
to maintain comprehensive record of their response to POC incidents including date/time of the
action taken and results thereof. These should be maintained for the duration of the mission and be
available to the mission/DPKO/DFS upon demand (Paragraphs 37-41).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:

e TCCs maintained their requisite record as demonstrated by the verification

Important

Recommendation 6: DPKO/DFS should determine whether the extent of involvement of the police
component to POC incidents is commensurate with their existing policies and take steps to improve
it if it is not (Paragraphs 55-60).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:
e Analysis conducted and appropriate instruction issued to police division

Recommendation 7: DPKO/DFS should facilitate the analysis within each peacekeeping mission on
the factors which determined why some early warnings were acted upon when others were not
(Paragraphs 80-81).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:
e Analysis of early warning conducted and appropriate instruction issued to missions with POC
mandate.

Recommendation 8: DPKO/DFS should quantify and analyse the involvement of senior leadership in
POC incidents and take appropriate steps if it is underutilized (Paragraph 74).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:
e Analysis conducted and appropriate instruction issued

Recommendation 9: Recognizing the importance of continually strengthening POC performance in
peacekeeping operations and its fundamental importance to their success, DPKO/DFS should ensure
adequate staffing to support the implementation of POC mandates. Greater capacity is required to
support the development and monitoring of POC performance standards, as well as the
development of guidance and provision of technical support (Paragraphs 25-32 and 47-51).

Indicator(s) of Implementation:

e Adequate staffing ensured and appropriate instruction issue

32



asng NN 1sa4pau ayl 1b paibl0| a1am &tmmt\utou oM] o

syoene
23udanaJ ploAe pue 91e|edsa-ap 01 sdnoJ3 0m) 8yl JO SIapea| oyl
8u184n Aq Aep 1xau ay3 papuodsau usuodwod uel|iAld ay3 :AAIROe

(QINVNN)
$3q1i3 elje eI\ pue 1e319zay

00T T «€6S | T91V "1usauodwod uel|IAd ay3 Aq asuodsau |euoliesado auo Jo [e10] ON 8T | uJayinos usamiaq saysed | yToc Ainr s
“JUapIdUl Y3
1918 Aep N0} UOISSIW JUBWISSISSE AJR)|IW B PRIONPUO) "UOIILIO| (02SNNOIN)
9y3 40 N0 way3 ysnd 03 enljiw ay3 Aq sydwaiie paisisad uoljerieq 9.1} uo dwed 4gj ue 19s ST0T
00T 0€T € | ay1:Auanoe 131y 1usuodwod Aseyljiw 9yl Aq asuodsas omy Jo |e10] SIA 79 dnou3 aouajap-4|9s pawuy |1udy o€
(VINSNNIIAY) p3]1»|
“ysel sem AjJunwwod auo jo
S} 1IN0 Auued 03 92404 MOYS 03 pey 1ey3} Wea) JuUsWssasse Julof e Juas uosJad jusaujwoud e usaym YA Y4
00T 9/ 0T uolssiw ay ] :AUAI0E ISV 9suodsau [euoliesado julof auo Jo |e10] S9A o 9JUD|OIA [BUNWILLODIU| Anr /T
"UOoI1eN}IS 9Y3 SSNISIp
0} SJ9pe3| 9y 19W DSYS [e4pay1ed 9yl 03 AUNWWOD WI[SN|A] WO}
9|doad QOOT 1n0ge pa1J03sa ‘Syuawd|d exejeq-lzue pagedua ‘umol
9y1 Jo seaue A3y 2undas pue sdooJl ay3 32J404ula] 03 paydledsip
2J9M | | VYD pue 44D :Sa1HAII0E J9Y "Sellljiw ay3 Aq yoene
AJaAS pa3oe-1931UN0I UOISSIW B3 JO }9SSE PUNOJS pue Jie :S3I}IAIIe
BUrNg uo1len1ls ay1 SSISSe 01 eaJe 9] PAXSIA JIpUBWWO) (VISNNIIA) suawid|d
92404 9y1 Aq pa| uoiedajaq :Auainoe 31049g usuodwod Aleyljiw B)9|9S-X3 pue eyejeg LT0T
00T 9z 06¢€ Aq TT pue uelIAd ay3 Aq suo — sasuodsad |euolelado ¢T |e1oL SIA 87T -13Ue U39M13(Q 1D1[4U0) AeN €T
(%) 19n9) () yiduauns Sutuiem | syiesp
jwuawdinb3 | souelsig doou] sasuodsas pajoday Aje3 uel[Inp uapduU| a1eq

159YyS1Yy 2y} a1aMm S3I1}H|BIR) UBYM SIUIPIdUI PAle|a4 JOd 0} sasuodsal suoissiw jo sajdwex] 1y ainxauuy




143

sjodsioy Jo uoinulap 4oy (4)gz ydesSeaed 995 "‘pauoiiusw aJle ‘suayio Suowe ‘syodsioy may Ajuo

suonisod

DQyV4 padJojulal pue |oJled pa3donpuod
g|4 ‘sesuodsau |euoniesado ay3 jo
Ajuofew ul 92404 pasn 31 pue Japuodsau
Ajuo ay3 sem uauodwod Aseyijiw sy

asuodsau ul 4av Aq
$)oe3e pue 4gy Uo uollesado SAISUILO

1398u143 ‘eAonIAe|A ‘Oquiaing ‘@so3uehe|n

OJSNNOW

S3I1IAI10E UOeIpaW
ul pade8ua Ajluewiid sem Jusuodwod
Uel|IAID 3y} ‘9240) pash JO pamoys
J9Yua Jusuodwod Aselljiw syl 3|IyMm
'sasuodsaJ [euollesado ul aJeys [enba
pey usuodwod uel|IA pue Asejjiw ay |

wJojie|d pue yAD
pue ‘ueup| pue pegw| Usamiag 11|juo)

s0yansy ‘ephy

VINSNNIW

AjaA10adsau saniAloe uonelpaw
pa32npuod pue 32404 pash Aay|
‘0lwaz ul Jopuodsal Asewrud ay3 sem
Jawuoy ay1 ‘elug ul Ajjenba papuodsau
syuauodwod uel|IAID pue Aselljiw

Y1 9|1y “Suiuiem Ajies pey uolssiw
9y3 ‘syuapidul ay3 jo Aluofew e u|

SIUSWIS|D BYE[Bg-13UE pUB DdN
1sutede D¥d4 Aq paronpuod jeuonesado
9AISUD}JO PUB SIDI[JUOD [BUNWIWODIDIU]

oJopueg e3ey ‘O1WwIZ ‘liequeg ‘elg

VIOSNNIN

Su0I11e20| J2Y10
pue yellueyseH ul Joapuodsas Asewnd
ay31 sem juauodwod Aseyljiw sy
seasaym Auorios ul sapuodsas Asewrad
9y3 Sem uoIssiw 9y} Jo Juauodwod
uel|IAR ay] ‘sdnoud Sunoijyuod

U99M19( uolleIpaw pue an3ojelp uo
Ajuewiid sem sndoy ‘pasn 10U SeM 92404
3IYM ‘sasuodsau [||-4311 pue |-1313 Ajzsow
yum sawi ajdiynw papuodsad UoISSIIA

seljjiw gedy pawle Ag syoelie
pue ‘dd| pue 1eS19zay Uaamiag 101j}uo)

2q0Y ‘@ydaqy Joyy ‘yeq|aq ‘yeuueyseH ‘Auorios

alinvNN

sasuodsas papoday

juapIou|

+S10dS10H

UoISSIA

SuoISsIW 1oy 3y} ul syodsioy 4o s3|d

wex3 :g ainxauuy



S€

infing (o4a) obuo) Jo a11gnday 213p420Waq

m b . L]
: m..ﬁ _ln... .
. . i
E, ——
IO (4¥2) uo1bay a1y [043u3)
L] -~
St i i 4
~ ) T WO | W i
_u. .... - ... . S W : | ..-_P
- ’ iy L ST o by S
‘ ] { LA
- I | S T ¢ ”
¢ - - 1 P

S3113UN0J JNOJ 3y} SSOJOE S30dSI0Y pPUe SIUIPIUI JO UOIIEIOT ) dINXBUUY



Annex | — DPKO and DFS Management Response

In this Annex, OIOS presents the full text of the comments received from DPKO and DFS on the report
of the Office of Internal Oversight Services on the Inspection of the performance of missions’
operational responses to protection of civilians (POC) related incidents. This practice has been
instituted in line with the General Assembly resolution 64/263, following the recommendation of the

Independent Audit Advisory Committee.

Nations Unies

MEMORANDUM INTERIEUR

United Nations

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

UNCLASSIFIED
Routine
0 Yee Woo Guo, Director, Inspection and Evaluation Division, IATE
Y 0108 o JUL 172018

. REFERENCE: 2018, UNHQ.AR-BOLMEMO.107914.2
THROUGH
SC DE:

th: Lisa Buttenheim, Assistant Secretary-General
for I'ield Support

st ::;:l Final Draft Report on the Inspection of the Performance of Missions' Operational
~ Responses to POC Related Incidents

L. I'refer to your memorandum, dated 7 June 2018, regarding the above-mentioned
mspection. Please find attached DPKO and DFS’ comments on the recommendation action
plan and draft report as Annex 1.

2. _ Thun!f you for the opportunity to comment on the drafi report. We stand ready to
provide any further information that may be required. ’

cc: Mr. Rahul Sur



Final draft report on the inspection of the performance of missions’ operational
responses to protection of civilians (POC) related incidents

1. DPKO and DFS thank OIOS for undertaking the above-mentioned inspection and
welcome the quantitative evaluation of POC contained in the report. The Departments would,
however, like to reiterate some concerns about the methodology of the inspection which have
neither been adequately acknowledged nor reflected in the final draft report.

General comments

2. DPKO and DFS reiterate that neither reports of the Secretary-General nor Daily
Situation Reports (DSRs), which form the basis of the analysis and conclusions of the report,
are intended to be comprehensive POC reporting tools. These reports are designed for
situational awareness and political reporting. Therefore, their inherent limitations as a dataset
for POC incidents and responses, should thus, be explicitly acknowledged in the list of the
limitations of the datasets outlined in paragraphs 24 and 27 of the report. Failure to explicitly
acknowledge this limitation omits a key piece of information necessary for readers to fully
understand the findings of the report.

3. DPKO and DFS note that OIOS recognized the limits of its datasets and attempted to
ameliorate negative reporting bias through requesting missions to provide additional examples
of “successful” POC action. However, these examples were not incorporated in the final draft
report. These datasets cannot be taken as representative of the reality of POC incidents or
mission responses, as they do not document the full range of incidents and responses.
Therefore, the datasets provide a notional 1dea of POC responses, but cannot be the foundation
for definitive results.

4. In addition, OIOS did not incorporate feedback from MONUSCO, MINUSMA and
UNAMID which provided further information and details on responses taken by the mission
to specific “POC incidents” where those responses had not been reflected in the reports of the
Secretary-General or DSRs. In effect, the missions’ responses were not considered in the
inspection’s statistics and analysis. By neither recognising the limitations of relying solely on
data in the Secretary-General’s report and DSRs nor correcting the deficits in this information
when provided with further information, the report fails to accurately record the POC response
taken by these missions.

5. Furthermore, the inspection does not explicitly acknowledge the caveats that the
Secunity Council places on the POC mandate, suggesting that any incident of violence agamnst
civilians falls within a mission’s POC responsibilities. The report nghtly acknowledges that
the pnmary responsibility for protecting civilians lies with the host country. However, while
acrual or potential responses by host country authonities to POC incidents, this is not explicitly
stated in the report. In accordance with the DPKO and DFS Policy on the Protection of
Civilians in United Nations Peacekeeping Operations, assessing the location and capabilities
of other protection actors, including host country actors 15 a key aspect of POC plannming and
priontisation and nussions may prioritise their responses to areas where the host country
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capacity to protect 1s lowest. As such, the report should explicitly acknowledge that a mission
may act to protect civilians by notifying the host country for their response.

6. In 1ts response to previous DPKO and DFS comments, OIOS sought clarification as to
whether a certain distance between civilians at risk and the mission presence would rule out
any response and if this is established in any policy. Whilst DPKO and DFS Policy on the
Protection of Civilians does not specify any specific distance within which the mission should
or should not respond to the threat to civilians, the caveat of ‘within area of operations’” must
be logically applied. It should also be noted that, in accordance with the Policy, missions are
required to prioritise POC threats based on consideration such as: (a) the nature of the threat;
(b) the mission’s ability to address the threat, either unilaterally or jointly with other protection
actors; (c) the comparative advantages and expected impact the mission may have in mitigating
or eliminating the threat; and, (d) the possible negative consequences of its actions or inactions.

Specific comments on the findings and the recommendations

Paragraph 71

7. The statement that “No activities of mission senior leadership in relation to POC
related incidents were reported for UNAMID...” 1s factually inaccurate. UNAMID would like
to reiterate that all preventive and responsive measures it undertook regarding POC incidents
in Darfur were led by the Mission’s senior management (the Joint Special Representative, the
Deputy Joint Special Representative, the Force Commander and the Police Commander), the
Head of Office at the sectors and the Team Site Commanders at the team sites through the
established coordination mechanisms such as the Joint Protection Groups.

8. In the context of armed clashes between Government forces and armed movements in
May 2017, the UNAMID Deputy Joint Special Representative (DJSR) engaged in the following

activities which were reported in the following DSRs:

= DSR of 23 March 2017. The DISR was demied access to visil Azemni to discuss POC
concemns expressed earlier by community leaders.

¢ DSR of 8 May 2017 The DISR visited Sortony to identify and respond to challenges on
the ground, including presence of an armed group 1nside the IDP gathering site.

* DSR of 25 May 2017: The DJSR met with the Governor of North Darfur to discuss the
impact of fighting on civibans as well as the allegations of aerial bombing by the
Government

* DSR of 25 May 2017: The DISR together with acting Force Commander met with the
Under Secretary of the Foreign Ministry in Khartoum to discuss ongoing fighting i Darfur.

# DSR of 31 May 2017: The DISR visited Um Bagu, mcloding meetings with IDPs and
humanitanan pamners 1o discuss the sifuation on the ground in the wake of recent clashes.

* DSRof] June 2017: The DISR visited Kutum, including meetings with IDPs and follow-
up on status of a verification patrol to a location (Ain Siro) where an attack on civilians was
reported on 28-29 May 2017.

9 As these responses only cover the first half of 2017, it is likely that a more thorough analvsis

of the DSRs of the whole period under review would indicate further responses by the DISR and
other UNAMID semior leadershup.
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Recommendation 4

10, DPKO and DFS request that recommendation 4 of the report be reworded to read
“DPKO/DFS should () have a structured and recorded dialogue with the TCCr abour the
incidents in which they appear to not have responded, establish the facts in each case and
determine accountability, (i) continually assess contingents’ response to POC incidents,
i i i ] and where specific TCC-
related performance concerns on POC are identified, implement a performance improvement
plan with clear benchmarks and indicators”

Annexure A: Examples of missions’ responses to POC related incidents when fatalities

were the highest

11.  With regards to the 5 July 2014 POC incident reported in Annexure A, UNAMID
wishes to clarify that the number of fatalities as stated in the DSRs of 6-7 July 2014 were
31 and not 18 as indicated in the report. The Mission also clarifies that, in addition to engaging
with communities to restore peace and resolve the issue, it dispatched an Integrated Team on
6 July 2014 to the location where the incident was reported. However, the Team was denied
access by the host country authorities. It 1s therefore inaccurate to describe the Mission’s
response as “one operational response by a civilian component” given its effort to conduct a
verification on the ground and the multiple engagements with community leaders and the host
country authorities as stated in the DSRs of 8, 9 and 10 July 2014. The report also fails to indicate
the impact of access restrictions imposed by the Government of Sudan on UNAMID, in violation
of the Status of Forces Agreement, during and after the POC incidents. This has regularly impeded
on Mission’s response to POC incidents.
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