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Executive Summary

In 2007, for the first time in two decades, Sierra L eone conducted a generally
peaceful national election without international peacekeeping assistance. This
successful election earned the praise of international election observers as
free, fair and credible. M ost important, these el ections were conducted by and
for the people of SierralLeone, who exercised their right to vote in agenerally
orderly environment made possible by their own security forces.

Seen within the context of the levels of violence experienced by the peopl e of
SierraLeoneinthe previoustwenty years, thefact that SierraL eone conducted
this generally violence-free election only seven years after the end of a civil
war is a remarkable transformation. In addition, whilst poverty levelsin the
country are still significant, there can be no doubt that most people are far
better off in 2008 than they were in the late 1990s. Thisincreasein the ability
of the citizens of Sierra L eone to exercise both their democratic franchise and
sustain themselves is due to improved personal security that resulted from
substantial UN and United Kingdom (UK) intervention and assistance. But the
key to this security transformation has been and continuesto be the leadership
provided by acoreof Sierral eonean Government officialswho have sustained
the security reform effort over an extended period of time, often in difficult
circumstances.



Sincethelate 1990s, the post-civil war experience of Sierral eone hasbecome
synonymouswith acluster of policiesknownin theinternational community as
“security sector reform” (SSR). Indeed, SierralLeoneisfrequently seen asthe
example of SSR, asit provides many examples of SSR best practices. However,
to date, there has been no comprehensive study of how this process was
conducted in Sierra Leone between the late 1990s and the 2007 elections.

This narrative documents some of the key aspects of Sierra Leone's security
system transformation during the conflict and post-conflict period of 1997-
2007. It chroniclesthe UK Government’sintervention, including the evolution
of itsrolefrom direct implementer to advisor. In addition, it analyseskey security
issues that arose during the period, some of which still exist today.

Our description of eventsin Sierra Leone is heavily contextualised: It deals
with the specific set of circumstances and conflicts operating in SierraLeone
a the time. It relies heavily on the input of UK and Sierra Leonean policy
makers, technical expertsand other practitioners—many of whose experiences
and observations are interspersed through this narrative — who were making
extremely difficult decisionson short notice, inthefield and within dysfunctional,
at times non-existent, state institutions. As such, this work is deliberately
subjective, rather than objective or technical, in tone.

Any policy recommendations drawn from the Sierra L eone experience need to
be viewed with caution when applied to other contexts. For example, Sierra
Leone’s entire infrastructure, including buildings and records, had been
destroyed during the civil war. Whilst the Government of Sierra Leone, with
the substantial support of the UN Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) and
the UK, was struggling to establish basic security across the country, it was
simultaneously restructuring basically non-existent intelligence and security
systems. This is very rare in post-conflict periods, indeed, in development
environments in general, and may explain why, in the case of SierraLeone's
security system, initial SSR was a top-to-bottom process. There are many
reasons for this, but two of the most important were the urgency of the tasks
required in the capital of Freetown and the fact that international advisers had



little technical understanding of regional and local security actors outside the
formal government structurelocatedin the capital. Thus, any conclusionsdrawn
asto theimplementation of SSR top-to-bottom reform effortsin other contexts
should recognise that Sierra Leone’s specific needs and the understanding (or
lack thereof) of international actors at the time dictated this approach. Other
contexts may call for alternative strategies.

We have consciously chosen to characterise Sierra Leone’s security reform
process as atransformation, rather than simply the reform of one government
sector. While development policy makers and practitioners tend to use the
words*“reform”, “ SSR” and “ security sector” to describeimportant changesin
the provision of security, what happened in Sierra Leone in the past 10 years
has gone far beyond the “re-forming” of one sector.

Comprehensive transformation of security structures in Sierra Leone during
the past 10 years spread across a breadth of institutions. It reached deep into
internal and external security institutions, altered command structures, provided
top-to-bottom training and established staffing policies, procedures and
behaviour. It created agenciesto coordinate security information and facilitated
atwo-way flow of that security information from the community level up tothe
President. It a so reached out to the people of SierraL eone, who had experienced
horrific violence at the hands of their own security forces during the war, and
began the difficult task of reversing public suspicion of security forces and
involving citizensintheir own security.

Thus, initstitle and narrative, this book stresses that what happened in Sierra
Leone was not merely sector reform, but a comprehensive transformation of
the objectives of security provision, the mission, management and coordination
of security. While the term *SSR’ is used here when discussions centre on
international debates (conceptual debatesin particular), we posit that the history
of the security transformation processin Sierra L eone since 1997 deservesthe
more comprehensive term.



The period under review — 1997-2007 — can be divided into aseries of distinct
phases, each with its own changing set of policies and responses to changing
context. Eventsinthefirst period, 1997-2002, were determined by the overriding
context of open conflict. The state of emergency in Sierra Leone at the time
left no space for sitting back and developing a strategy; the country was in
urgent need of support. Thus, programmes started in collaboration between
the UK and the Government of Sierra Leone were shaped as responses to
consecutive crises until 2002, when the war and accompanying disarmament
and demobilization were declared over. During this period, the lack of any
capacity to oversee the armed forces (which had staged two coups since 1992)
and theinability to properly coordinate responsesto security threatsand collect
intelligence were addressed by the establishment of the Sierra L eone Security
Sector Reform Programme (SIL SEP). Given that police primacy in addressing
internal security threats had been the priority of President Kabbah since 1996,
the SierralLeone Police (SLP) were given anew ethos of Local Needs Policing,
gender-based violence was addressed through Family Support Units, and
vehicles, communication equipment and uniformswere provided. Finally, the
judiciary was supported through the Law Development Programme.

At the time, as aresult of the context in which operations began and because
of the personalities involved, integration of these programmes did not occur.
During this period, there was no coherent concept of the security system (or
sector), and thus, no organi sed sense of which ingtitutions needed to bereformed.
However, a sense of general direction was emerging; it began to takeon alife
of its own in subsequent phases of security transformation/SSR. Thus, this
initial transformation phase, from 1997 to 2002, was characterised by beginning
a security transformation process in a conflict environment, which subsided
into aceasefire situation and then shortly afterwards, reverted back to aconflict.
The conflict ended officially in January 2002, although there were significant
areas of the countrysidethat were not under the direct control of the Government.
Thefirst post-war presidential and parliamentary electionswere held that year,
made possible by deployment of what wasthe biggest UN peacekeeping mission
(17,000 foreign troops) to date and assisted by the SLP. The election results



were atriumph for President Kabbah, who by then had come to be seen asthe
man who brought peace to Sierra Leone after a decade of war.

These elections marked the beginning of the second phase of Sierra Leone's
security transformation process. In 2002, the nascent agenciesand programmes
that had helped win the war were faced with a set of challenges very different
from theemergency aperationa planning they had conducted until then. Emerging
issues included substantial rivalries between security agencies and ministries
and the thorny issue of whether the UK should continue to perform direct
military operational command duties or adopt an advisory role. The Government
of SierraL eonealso had to deal with large numbers of armed former combatants
without afunctioning military and only apartly-devel oped SLP.

An additional key development in this phase centred on producing (and linking)
security strategy and development objectives for Sierra Leone. In practica
terms, this was reflected in the completion of the partly-interrelated Poverty
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) and Security Sector Review processes, where
the latter was reflected in the former’s Pillar One, which promotes good
governance, peace and security.

Theimportance of the Security Sector Review cannot be underestimated. First,
it gave much needed conceptual clarity to the institutions involved in or
contributing to the security system, institutions that had a stake in defining
what security meant for Sierra Leone. Second, the Office of National Security
(ONS), established in 1999 as a mechanism for coordination of input from
Sierral eone’s security institutions, matured during this phase and became one
of the most capable and trusted security institutions in the country. Third, the
fact that the Security Sector Review was integrated into the PRSP aligned
security and development to a degree that they had not been before in Sierra
Leone or elsewhere. Thus, the period of 2002-2005 was characterised by the
development of SSR as a governance and policy tool.

Thefinal period of study, 2005 to 2007, was a consolidation and devel opment
phase culminating in the successful general elections of 2007. In 2005, the UK



moved its Department for International Development (DfID) offices from
London to Sierra Leone's capital of Freetown. One of the most important
innovations of UK support for security system transformation at the time was
the broadening of its support to the justice sector asawhole, rather than to the
police more narrowly. Prior to the Justice Sector Development Programme
(JSDP), little assistance had been given to the Ministry of Internal Affairsand
prison services, in particular.

Questions emerging regarding the future direction of security system
transformation in SierraLeone a so arose during this period. The sustainability
of some of the measures deemed necessary during the war was questioned
more strongly. One of the core issues was the affordability, future size and
shape of the Republic of Sierra Leone Armed Forces (RSLAF). Whether the
country needed amilitary capability at all had been questioned for many years;
indeed, the Security Sector Review, produced between 2003 and 2005, identified
the main threats to the country as being generated internally. Issuesraised in
the Security Sector Review continue to be of relevance to this day.

What does the experience of transforming the security systemin SierraLeone
tell us about SSR? What worked and what did not work? First, perceptions of
the people of Sierra Leone, the most important stakeholder for both Sierra
Leoneand UK Governments, indicate that there has been asignificant positive
changein levels of security on the ground. Thiswas made clear by asurvey of
the general population in a number of districts that was carried out as part of
this study, the results of which are included in this narrative.

Other conclusions resulting from the 1997-2007 Sierra L eone security system
transformation process are:

m  Getting theright people on the ground and taking action ismorevauable
than detailed, extensive and time-consuming planning. When capable
people are empowered to make decisions, they devise ways to work
together. As a consequence, subsequent reforms are more effective.



m National ownership is critical, even when there is a relatively weak
government at the start of a process. One of the most positive elements
of the UK intervention was evolution of the role of most UK staff as
advisers, not asimplementers. Asleadersof actual security system reform
processes, Sierra Leonean staff was endowed with confidence and
provided the necessary space to build institutions in a politically tense
environment.

m The development and maintenance of a good, national teamis critical,
sincetheturnover of international advisersischronicaly high. However,
this relatively simple statement belies the difficulties of recruiting and
retaining qudified national staff, particularly given historically inadequate
conditions of service.

m Sierra Leone lacked a SSR strategy at the beginning of the security
system transformation process. There was a good reason this: The
Government of Sierra L eonewas effectively at war; individual s needed
to make rapid decisions without being constrained by strategies. At the
time of thiswriting, there are ongoing effortsto devel op an exit strategy
for international financial and programme support. At thisstagein Sierra
Leone's security transformation process, it has become evident that in
order to ensure a sustainable future for the security system in Sierra
Leone, the country needs a “late stage” strategy in its security system
transformation process that addresses, inter alia, post-donor assistance
issues.

m Reliance on asmall pool of nationalsis positivein terms of leadership,
but negative in terms of sustainability and potential risk. Therisk isthat
aprofessional security system emerges that can then be misused if the
country becomes unstable. If the number of qualified staff does not
reach acritical mass, it may not be adequateto sustain progressin unstable
periods.

One of the core questions for security system transformation — or SSR —in
light of the Sierra Leone experience — is whether or not SSR can be referred
to asacoherent cluster of activities. Asthe experiencein Sierra L eone attests,
there is an element of SSR as a post-hoc rationalisation of events that happen
on the ground. It can be argued that initial SSR efforts, particularly those that



occur inanimmediate post-conflict environment, are, by definition, fragmented
and incoherent. Only after experience on the ground can enough specific context
and information be gathered and analysed in order to begin the construction of
a coherent and appropriate set of SSR strategies.

SSR wasarelatively new approach for development agenciesin the late 1990s;
the international community was only beginning to come to terms with what
SSR actually entailed. Evolution of international approaches to SSR and
transformation of the security system in Sierra Leone were occurring at the
sametime. Thus, SierraLeone provided the international community with an
on-the-ground exampl e of the need to allow enough ad hoc reform to occur in
order to construct subsequent institutional linkages and integrated reform
strategies and programmes. Early reform activities conducted by international
and national actorsin Sierra L eone contributed to international learning about
the timing of SSR and the fundamental need to structure SSR based upon the
foundation of context. Thus, in many ways, while SSR came to shape Sierra
L eone, the transformation processin SierraL eone came to shapeinternational
approaches to SSR — as a concept, a set of policies and an integrated set of
programmatic approaches.

SSRisapolitical project for national and international politicians, policy makers
and practitionersthat requires along-term commitment by both national actors
and international agencies. It is not for the faint of heart; the effort requires
endlessreserves of patience and perseverance. The experience of SierraL.eone
shows how dedicated, capable peoplewho are provided political and professional
space to restructure and reform their security institutions and foster informed
public discourse can achieve agreat deal under challenging circumstances.
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Introduction

Sinceindependence from Britainin 1961, the ethos of SierralLeone’s political
system has been characterised by centralisation of power and resources in
Freetown coupled with a deep dualism between Freetown and the rest of the
country. After therule of the Margai family ended in electionsin 1967, thethen
mayor of Freetown, Siaka Stevens, became Prime Minister. Following aseries
of military interventions, Stevens assumed full presidential powersin 1968 and
effectively held sway until his appointed successor, Mgor General Joseph
Momoh, took over following aone-party referendumin 1985. (Stevenswas 80
yearsold at thetime.) Thisone-party state was marked by further centralisation
of resources and power in Freetown and agrowing alienation, amongst youth
in particular, in the countryside.

In the face of increasing political pressure, Momoh eventually established a
constitutional review commission, approved by Parliament in July 1991, which
recommended re-establishment of a multi-party democracy. However, 1991
also saw the formation of the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) by Foday
Sankoh (who wasdirectly supported by Charles Taylor in neighbouring Liberia)
andincreased levelsof violence, particularly in areasaround the Liberian border.
The stated aim of the RUF was an end to the corrupt Government of Momoh,



but inreality this mission was quickly overtaken by the desireto control natural
resources, notably diamonds.

Meanwhile, in Freetown in 1992, another military coup brought a group of
young officers, headed by Captain Valentine Strasser, to power. The rule of
the National Provisional Ruling Council (NPRC), headed by Strasser and later
his deputy, Julius Bio, athough ambitious and generally supported by the
population, proved largely ineffective. The consequence was an increase in
RUF control in the east of the country until the South African mercenary firm
Executive Outcomes was contracted by the Government in 1995 to drive out
therebels. Eventually, growing internal and external pressureto hold democratic
elections persuaded the NPRC to hand over power to a civilian government.
Following two conferencesin the Bintumani Hotel in Freetown, inwhich civil
society representatives played an important role expressing views of the
population, elections were held in 1996'. Ahmad Tejan Kabbah of the Sierra
Leone People’s Party (SLPP) was elected President. Two months later,
discussions between the SL PP and RUF began and eventually led to the Abidjan
Peace Accords of November 1996. The unwillingness of either party to agree
to disarmament or monitoring arrangements led to a breakdown of peace by
early 1997.

Horrific atrocitiesagainst civiliansin rural areaswerereported throughout 1998.
RUF and former AFRC soldiers seeking toimposetheir will in the countryside
perpetrated many of these atrocities, but there were also reports of acts of
violence by the Civil Defence Force (CDF) and the Nigerian Economic
Community of West African States Monitoring Group (ECOMOG). In effect,
rural SierraLeonewas prey to avariety of armed groups, having little coherence
and no formal status. The Government of Sierraleone, although internationally
regarded aslegitimate by virtue of its el ectoral mandate, depended on Nigerian
troops, the CDF, and Government Forces referred to as the ‘Loyal Troops .
Thislatter faction was composed in large part of loyal soldiersand policetrained
by ECOMOG in Lunghi, whilst Kabbah wasin Freetown. Under the command
of ECOMOQG, they congtituted the front linesin the fight to retake Freetownin
February 1998.



In June 1998, the UN established an Observer Mission in Sierra Leone
(UNOMSIL), composed of 40 military observers to oversee the beginning of
disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration (DDR). From July 1998 to
January 1999, 1,600 combatants went through the process. However, in early
January 1999, AFRC and RUF combatants nearly seized control of Freetown,
thefirst timein the civil war that Freetown and its population had come under
rebel attack. Appalling atrocities were inflicted on civilians and widespread
destruction of property took place. An estimated 3-5000 people are believed to
have been killed or abducted during this period; hundreds were mutilated.

Thespiralling declinein security implicitin SierraLeone's descent into virtual
anarchy is critical to the context of what has been achieved in Sierra Leone
since the end of the war. Such a descent into anarchy as Sierra Leone
experienced in the 1990s cannot bereversed by athree- or five-year devel opment
programme. Thisreality is at the heart of the group of reformsthat eventually
produced SSR — or, in our terms, security system transformation — in Sierra
Leone. The pattern of the country’srecovery from civil war and transformation
of itssecurity structures began with fire-fighting (immediate responsesto threats
despite the lack of comprehensive policiesand strategies), moved to medium-
term reorgani sation and reform and finally, to long-term commitment to security
transformation by Sierra Leone and its international advisors. This narrative
explains how this evolution occurred and the consequences of actions taken.

This narrative reflects research conducted by the following members of the
project’s Working Group - key actors directly involved in the Sierra Leone
security system transformation process:

m Desmond Buck, Assistant I nspector-General South, Sierral.eone Police.

m Emmanuel Osho Coker, Secretary to the President of the Republic of
SierraLeone, former Director of the Public Sector Reform Unit, Sierra
Leone.

m KaélieConteh, National Security Coordinator, Office of National Security,
Sierra Leone.



m Kadi Fakondo, Assistant Inspector-General Training, Sierral.eone Police.

m Aldo Gaeta, former Civilian Adviser to the Sierra Leone Ministry of
Defence.

m  Garth Glentworth, Senior Governance Adviser, DfID.

m Brigadier Barry Le Grys, Former Commander International Military
Advisory Training Team.

m Rosalind Hanson-Alp, West Africa Programme Coordinator, Conciliation
Resources.

m Anthony Howlett-Bolton, Strategic Justice and Security Adviser, Justice
Sector Development Programme.

m Al-Hassan Kondeh, former Deputy Secretary of Policy and Procurement
inthe MoD, SierralLeone.

m  Major General Alfred Nelson-Williams, Chief of Defence Staff, Republic
of Sierra Leone Armed Forces.

m Christopher Rampe, former Adviser to the Office of National Security
and the Central Intelligence and Security Unit.

m Mark White, former SILSEP Programme Manager and SSR Adviser,
DfID.

The Working Group has met twice, in Freetown and in London. In addition to
these meetings and general input from the Working Group, a comprehensive
programme of discussions, seminarsandinterviewsinvolving avariety of experts
and practitioners were conducted.

Our study discusses the specific security reform cross-cutting issues that ran
through the different phases of Sierral_eone’s security transformation. Chapter
1 looks at the origins of security system transformation in Sierra Leone and
provides an overview of the contextua situation during the war itself. It also
discusses the initial Sierra Leone Police (SLP) transformation measures and
attempts at dealing with the legal backlog that was paralyzing the judiciary.
The chapter then describesthe development of the Ministry of Defence (MoD)
and the reestablishment of the Republic of Sierra Leone Armed Forces
(RSLAF). Finally, it also coversinitiativesin thefield of intelligence, with the
development of the Office of National Security (ONS) and the Central
Intelligence and Security Unit (CISU), along with the formation of alocally-
based intelligence system.



Chapter 2 discusses three sets of security institutions — police and justice,
military and intelligence — and looks at the beginning of the articulation of an
SSR concept in Sierra Leone and the increased interaction amongst these
ingtitutions. Thisincreased interaction was due, in part, to the changed security
context after the 2002 peace arrangements and to the growing realisation on
the ground that there were overlaps in activities that should be removed or
resolved. Core features of this period were the expansion of the SLP beyond
the Government-controlled areas surrounding Freetown, Bo, Kenema, Moyamba,
Bonthe, Pujehun and Port Loko, the comprehensive reform and retraining of
the RSLAF, establishment of an effective MoD HQ and development of a
workable intelligence architecture. These ideas are expanded in Chapter 3,
which deals with the consolidation of these activities leading up to the 2007
elections and the expansion of the police agenda into justice issues with the
introduction of the Justice Sector Development Programme (JSDP).

Chapter 4 looks at the overarching, cross-cutting issues that underpin the
reform activities outlined in the previous three chapters. Essentialy, this
analytical chapter looks at trends and issues affected by the differing contexts
at each point in the security transformation process that continued throughout
the period to the present time. These cross-cutting issues include core ideas
about sustainability, accountability and finance, aswell asthe critical issues of
oversight and the ba ance between individual's, processesand ingtitutions. Finally,
Chapter 5 outlines findings from a survey of 250 respondents across Sierra
L eone to assess current perceptions of security among the general population
—those who are ultimately to benefit from the security system transformation
process. The survey was based on therational e that perceptions are asimportant
to overall security as actual security practices. The survey concludes that
improvementsin security provision havetaken place within the security system
transformation that are recognised and acknowledged by the people, but that
significant challenges remain to be dealt with by the SLP, RSLAF and the
ONS.
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Security System Transformation in Sierra Leone, 1997-2007



Security System
Transformation Begins,
1997-2002

Inthelate 1990s, certainly post-1997, the context within which security reforms
had to take place was characterised by continuing conflict, state collapse, military
instability and lack of political control in many parts of the country, especially
outside Freetown. At the same time, the Government of Sierra Leone was
faced with anumber of external agencies scrambling to assist ademocratically-
elected Government in its attempt to stabilise the country and make peace. It
was in this context of the Government of SierraLeone facing a succession of
crises that the UK began to develop an extensive response, recognising that
without President Kabbah's return from exile in Conakry, any long-term
development strategy would be futile; without stability and relative security,
economic, political and social development could not happen.

At the outset, the UK acknowledged that security was critical and, as one
senior adviser to the Government of Sierraleone, the current National Security
Coordinator, noted: “In our [Sierra Leon€e’s] case the entry point was clearly
the police and armed forces. We need to understand that SSR is a political
process; the entry point into SSR is based on the circumstances in a country.
You don't need an overarching strategy to start”2 Thus, while security was
recognized as a precondition for development, provision of security was still



significantly distanced from introducing a coherent programme of SSR. At this
time, security-related programming was aresponse to immediate needs rather
than a detailed overarching strategy. As one DfID officia stated: “The great
thing was that we got on with it, supported the Government [of Sierra L eone]
and avoided obsessions about planning at the expense of actually doing things'.

This chapter documents the initiatives taken and programmes implemented
fromthelate 1990suntil 2002, when thewar in SierraL eone and accompanying
disarmament and demobilization was declared over. It includes an overview of
the context in Sierra Leone in which reforms began as a number of discrete
and comprehensive programmesin responseto lack of coordination of security
institutions and intelligence agencies, absence of executive control of thearmed
forces through ministerial oversight and a police force that had almost ceased
toexist.

The Security Context in the Late 1990s and Early 2000s
Following the 1996 Abidjan Peace Accords, not long after Sierra Leone's
democratic electionsin 1997, aseries of UK-funded programmeswere launched
to support the rebuilding of Sierra Leone's parliament, judiciary, police and
public sector and training the military. The budget for armed forces support
wasminimal —around £150,000. Thisinitial funding occurred at atimewhere,
according to the High Commissioner at the time, there was no “integrated
funding and we could only draw from limited FCO [Foreign and Commonweal th
Office] funding. Therewas no Overseas Devel opment Assistance or full MoD
commitment other than providing personnel”“. In May 1997, however, another
coup, staged by Major Johnny Paul Korome®, led to the ouster of President
Kabbah, who was exiled to Conakry in Guinea. A military juntawas established
under the name of the Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC), which
invited the RUF to participate in the Government. All reform initiatives ground
to a halt.

It was ECOMOG, an ECOWA S-mandated force led by Nigeria, which became
decisivein combating rebel forcesin SierraLeone and in “kick[ing] the junta



[AFRC] out of Freetown”¢ in February 1998, allowing Kabbah back into the
country. Reform initiatives quickly resumed. In October of that same year, a
DfID-funded preliminary diagnostic study of the civil service was conducted’.
Around the same time Brigadier Genera Mitikishe Maxwell Khobe, Sierra
Leone's Nigerian Chief of Defence Staff (a loan service officer), called for
externa assistanceto build up a“small, highly mobile, properly equipped Armed
Forcesthat ishighly motivated, disciplined, loyal and committed to the State”e.

While President Kabbah was exiled in Conakry, serious talks ensued about
disbanding the Republic of Sierra Leone Military Force (RSLMF) altogether
and expanding the police force®. The fact that the armed forces had been
discredited so comprehensively in the eyes of the public substantiated these
considerations. “ There was a strong feeling from people around Kabbah to do
away with the army. The argument was that if you looked at history, military
coups had prevailed. We came back [to Freetown] with those ideas still going
around”1°,

Indeed, for a short period of time, the army was in fact disbanded, only to be
reinstated in December 1999 at a critical Cabinet meeting. “ The Government
simply could not afford at the time to let all these ex-combatants out”, one
participant in these debates noted, “the decision was taken in that meeting to
take the army onboard again”**.

Khaobe at the time argued that it would be unwise to disband a body of men
who were battle tested and hardened®?. “His line was clear: Better to keep
them in thearmy, being fed and trained, rather than becoming another band of
rebels to fight. Don't forget that Johnny Paul [Koroma] and [Foday] Sankoh
werereturned to SierraL eonein 1999 to partici pate as members of Government.
A lot of the people [including past and serving soldiers] were in fact loyal to
Johnny Paul” 3.

A military plan was produced, identifying theideal size of Sierraleone’'sarmy
to be 6,000, Whileideas on the table could not be implemented due to ongoing
conflict, they formed the core of apost-war plan for the stabilization of Sierra



Leone. One informed outsider observed: “The fact that he was overthrown,
that he came back and that he still wanted to work with them [the armed
forces] helped Kabbah to gain support. They said, ‘ Thisman, eventhough he's
back, he still wants to work with them, let’s give him achance’®>. All of this
took place against a background of continuing conflict leading up to the rebel
invasion of Freetown in early January 1999.

During the conflict, Kabbah more or |ess controlled two separate setsof military
actors, the Economic Community of West African States Monitoring group
(ECOMOG) and the Civil Defence Force (CDF)*. Reports from around 2000
suggest that the CDF played a key role interdicting RUF supply linesin the
south. These unitsreceived very little material support from the Government;
yet the Kamajor'” units were regarded as amongst the most effective (though
never completely trusted) forces available to the Government. In 1999 the
RSLMF consisted of the equivalent of two battalions armed with AK-47s,
Chinese munitionsand traditional hunting weapons; therest of the armed forces
had either been discredited during military coups or the AFRC rule of 1997-98.
Uniforms were non-existent; equipment was in poor repair. Since the units
relied on ECOMOG for combat support, their role was restricted mainly to
guard duty.

In June 1999 the Sierra L eone Security Sector Reform Programme (SIL SEP)
team of three UK personnel were deployed to Freetown tasked to produce a
study of the level defence and security management needs of the Government
of SierraLeone. By July 1999, UK political involvement and logistical support
to ECOMOG in the form of weapons, ammunition and vehicles had produced
at least apartial victory over the RUF. Thisled to the Lomé Peace Agreement,
which turned into a milestone in the devel opment towards peace. In its wake,
anumber of different SSR and devel opment activities ensued, taking advantage
of the relative stability of the country. However, these were all taking place
within avery shaky power-sharing arrangement between the RUF/AFRC and
SLPP. It soon became clear that “ he [ Sankoh] couldn’t cope with the situation.
He would adopt two different poses, either slump on the sofa and pretend he
was asleep or he would shout and scream. The only people he showed respect



were the peoplewho stood up to him. He would shout about everybody letting
him down. | stopped himin full flow: *Hang on aminute, Mr. Sankoh, British
taxpayers have just paid for refurbishing your house, the bed you' re sleeping
on.” Sankoh replied: * And it’snot even that comfortable,” and | said: ‘ Then give
it back!” People pandered to the delusions that he had about himself” 28,

While Sankoh and members of the RUF took up key positions in the new
administration, including membership on the National Committee for
Disarmament, Demoabilization and Reintegration (DDR), it became apparent
that they did not intend to honour the Lomé Peace Agreement in the long run
and “ Sankoh became more aggressive’°. This volatile post-conflict political
environment was also affected by the deployment of a new peacekeeping
force, UNAMSIL, which had expanded from the UNOMSIL, took over from
ECOMOG and almost immediately inherited ahostile situation.

The turning point and terminal blow to the RUF came in early 2000, when
people marched to Sankoh’'shouseto protest RUF activities and approximately
20 demonstrators were shot by RUF supporters. The SLP captured Sankoh on
17 May. Hewas subsequently handed over to Government Forces and together
with several senior RUF commanders taken into custody. The RUF were
expelled from the Government. This led to a stalemate with the RUF, which
had come to believe that they were invincible and in effective control of most
of the country outside of Freetown.

At thistime, UNAMSIL was not ableto exercise any effective control outside
of the city. The context was one of widespread deterioration in security (there
were severa incidentsinvolving the humiliation of UN military personnel) and
areal danger of UNAMSIL collapse. The UK’sintervention acted asa catalyst
for anew ceasefire, officialy brokered on 10 November 2000, thistime signed
inAbuja

Another key event occurred when | ssa Hassan Sesay took over RUF leadership.
Following events of May 2000, Sankoh was incarcerated by the Government
at an undisclosed location in Freetown. In the meantime, the Government,
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supported by international actors, sought to find an RUF successor to Sankoh,
preferably someone amenableto negotiation:

“The Government of Serra Leone started to send feelers out — if
Sankoh was not available, who would be? There was a suggestion
that 1ssa Sesay might be the one. Eventually, it was decided that a
letter would be sent to Sesay from Sankoh. We took Sankoh to
Lunghi by helicopter, blind-folded, and placed himin the Presidential
suite — he thought he was on the way to becoming the President! At
Lunghi he was seen by President [Olusegun] Obasanjo of Nigeria
and President [Alpha Oumar] Konaré of Mali, then the Chairman
of ECOWAS. In the end, Sanoh signed a letter which effectively
handed the command of the RUF to Issa; he signed off. Issa Sesay
negotiated the RUF into DDR and massive numbers went into the
process. A lot of weapons were surrendered by the RUF from August
[2001] to January 2002" %°,

Another observer close to the events has noted that “by 2001, most of the
steam had been taken out of the RUF, especially when [Sankoh’s] followers
started to agree with Sesay. The germ of politicizing the RUF camewith him” 2.,
While SierraL eone of thelate 1990sthus remained highly unstable politically,
indeed, the country was still at war, reform initiatives were taking root and
moving ahead with Kabbah having returned to power for good in 1998.

SSR and the Security System in Sierra Leone

One of the key characteristics of the security system transformation in Sierra
Leone is the idea that Sierra Leone shaped the concept of SSR as it was
evolving in theinternational community at thetimejust as much as SSR came
to shape Sierra Leone.

While the term * security sector reform’ is used in both Sierra Leone and UK
Government documentation, there was no clearly concept outlined by DfID of
what SSR entailed when SILSEP was initiated in 1999. According to one
definition, SSR only dealt with the management of security and defence and



specifically the institutions overseeing and managing their actions, including
the National Security Adviser’s office. An alternative definition discussed at
thetimeincluded theintelligence servicesaswell asthoseingtitutions coordinating
the institutions that provide security, such as the National Security Adviser's
Office. One of the key elements in the development of security system
transformation in Sierra Leone was the expansion away from these narrow
definitions to encompass a broader range of defence and security activities
that could be supported by DfID.

It wasamodification of the 1980 Overseas Development Act by then Secretary
of Statefor International Development Clare Short that allowed DfID to engage
in not only expanding the concept but also the implementation of security-
related programming. Any assistance given at thetimewould haveto fall under
section 1 of the 1980 Overseas Development Act, i.e., the promotion of the
devel opment or mai ntenance of the economy of acountry, or the welfare of its
people. The question faced by DfID in the spring of 2000 was whether
contributing to the establishment of theinfrastructure for military reintegration,
therel ocation of anew, civilian-led MoD and the establishment of accountable
intelligence services were likely to have this effect. As expressed by the
Treasury Solicitor in 2000, the rationale was that “the welfare of the people of
Sierra Leone will be placed on surer foundation if the armed forces and
intelligence services are properly established within the democratic framework
of the country rather than being allowed to operate outside it” %

Avoiding DfID’s direct involvement in working with the armed forces and
intelligence agencies, which was seen as inappropriate for development
agencies, wasto be ensured by seeingits contribution as” ring-fenced to advisory
and implementation posts within the Ministry of Defence and subordinate
headquarters’ . However, as one anonymous DfID officer noted in one of
the early drafts of the proposed role of a Military Assistance Training Team
(MATT) in Sierra Leone: “In principle, we can support MoD in exercising
civilian control of the military but not the military itself. Once we have the
terms of reference we can consider whether to make the case to senior
management. | am not optimistic” .



Steering clear of operational matters and logistical support was one way for
DfID to draw aclear line between what it could and could not get involved in.
The reluctance within DfID to fully engage in defence and national security
initiatives constituted a tension between the Government of SierraLeone and
the UK. At the same time, there was a clear recognition that transforming
Sierra Leone’s security system required the application of precisely the same
principlesand processesthat apply to any other public sector reform programme.
Thistension hasbeen characteristic of the entire security transformation process
in Sierra Leone.

Infact, within SierraL eone, the origins of SSR werenot in ‘ hard security’, but
public administration and civil service reform, i.e. governance. In 1998, as
K abbah returned to Freetown, the Government of SierralLeone contacted DfID
and requested assi stance in conducting areview of the civilian management of
the armed forces. Thisincluded legal and constitutional requirements and the
relationship between the Ministry of Defence (MoD) and the Defence
Headquarters. Following two joint DfID, FCO and UK-MoD missionsin 1998,
asecurity sector package was designed with input from all three departments.
The total expected cost to DfID was £1.6m. The simple reason for this focus
on the military and its management was its historical rolein staging coupsin
the country.

Whilethiswastheinitial point of departure in June 1999, the SIL SEP team of
two, embedded in the MoD with four Sierra Leonean staff, soon realised that
it would be impractical to restructure the MoD alone. Reforms were required
across the Defence structure and included the need for a Defence Review to
identify roles and to inform a structure for the armed forces down to sub-unit
level. They proposed an expansion in terms of reference to UK MoD, FCO
and DfID. This recommendation was accepted by MoD and FCO; initialy, it
was not supported by DfID.

In mid-2001 it was observed that the SILSEP project would benefit from a
more holistic approach. Thiswould mean more coordination and interface with
other governance and security system transformation activities, aswell asmore



engagement with Parliament, civil society and the media. (Parliamentary and
civil society oversight of thearmed forcesaswell asactivitiesof theintelligence
community and ONS have remained weak points.) By the time SILSEP was
initiated in 1999, civil society’srolein security-related transformation had not
been formally defined, and engagement was ad hoc. Comprehensive, structured
involvement of civil society inthe security system transformation process only
began in 2006. However, it isapoint worth emphasizing that it was recognized
early on that checks and balanceswould be necessary if the democratic process
in Sierra Leone was to be enhanced.

At the sametime, with the UK Government’s 2000 White Paper on I nternational
Development, Eliminating World Poverty, it was recognised that an essential
condition for sustained development and poverty elimination was simply that
security is decisive®. At the core of this standpoint was an acknowledgement
that without effective civil control over accountable and effective armed forces,
long-term peace and stability would be difficult to achieve and sustain, in al
probahility impossible. Thiswas also backed up by significant evidence onthe
ground that the general population understandably put ‘ security’ at or near the
top of their concerns.

Reforming the Police and Legal Sector

Prior to civil service reform in Sierra Leone, which began in late 1998, work
wasinitiated with the police and thelegal sector. However, thiswork consisted
of aseries of uncoordinated initiatives. A key element of these initial reforms
wasre-establishing afunctiona Sierraleone Police (SLP), not just to reinstate
security for the civilian popul ation, but to re-establish state | egitimacy interms
of providing internal security. Indeed, those considerationswere behind an earlier
Government of Sierra Leone request to DfID in 1996 for total reform of the
SL P by the newly-elected President Kabbah?. Project appraisal activitiesbegan
in 1997, but were disrupted by the AFRC coup?.

InAugust 1998, President Kabbah announced the Sierraeone Policing Charter,
seen below in Box 1, which established the primacy of the policeinthe provision
of security for the people of Sierra Leone and acted as a catalyst for police
reform.



Box 1: The Sierra Leone Policing Charter - August 1998

Introduction
My Government wants to create a police service which will be a credit to the Nation.

The Role of the Police
The SierraLeone Policewill assist in returning our communitiesto peace and prosperity
by acting in amanner which will:

= eventually remove the need for the deployment of military and para-military forces
in our villages, communities and city streets,

ensure the safety and security of all people and their property,

respect the human rights of all individuals,

prevent and detect crime by using the most effective methods which can be made
availableto them,

» take account of local concerns through community consultation,

m at al levels be free from corruption.

Equal Opportunities

The personnel policies of the Sierra Leone Police will be the same for al members,
regardless of sex or ethnic origin. All recruitment, training, postings, promotions and
opportunitiesfor development will be based on apublished equal opportunitiespolicy.

The Role of My Government
The Government will do all in its power to ensure that the Sierra Leone Police is:

= directed and managed in accordance with The Constitution,

» |ocally managed so as to ensure that community views are always taken into
consideration,

adequately resourced and financed,

well eguipped to undertake its duties,

professionally trained,

dynamically led, and

that the terms and conditions of service for members of the Sierra Leone Police
reflect the importance of the task they perform.

The Role of the People
In order that our police officers can successfully fulfil our expectations, it is essential
that all people of Sierra Leone help and support them at all times.

Conclusion
Our aim isto see areborn Sierra Leone Police, which will be aforce for good in our
Nation.

His Excellency the President Dr Ahmad Tejan Kabbah




Significantly, inthe sameyear and at thisvery early stage of the policereform
process, the future policing doctrine of SierralL eonewasfirst defined asL ocal
Needs Policing, which has guided police reform to thisday. Initsbasic form,
Local Needs Policing was defined as: “Policing that meets the expectations
and need of the local community and reflects national standards and
objectives’ . Further details on how the concept of Local Needs Policing was
developed in SierraLeone are provided in Box 2, asrecalled by Adrian Horn,
one of the key advisers to the SLP in the early stages of the transformation
process, who initiated the concept.

Box 2: Local Needs Policing?®

“We needed some simple, key statements on what the Government and the police
wanted and valued, and a policing model for the future.

“My previousinvolvementsin devel oping change were usually constrained by systems
and procedures which only allowed tinkering and not ‘blue sky’ thinking. This new
challengewasdifferent. We knew that future policing in Sierraleone had to bebased in
the community and work within the community. It had to address a number of
fundamental issues.

“There was a need for a complete restructuring of the police servicein Sierra Leone.
Restructuring necessitates not merely the drawing up of anew organisational structure.
To achieve sustainable change, there hasto be alteration in the attitudes and behaviour
of al police officers, together with a critical shift in the management culture of the
organisation.

“Everybody who we met and talked to from outside Sierra Leone all had different
experiences of policing and worked with different models. Often these were called
‘Community Policing,” but there were as many models and concepts of ‘ Community
Policing’ astherewere people. What was needed was amodel that encapsulated all the
good things that were suitable to the needs of SierralL eone—not amodel from outside
that may not work.

“We were also conscious that, despite Sierra Leone being arelatively small country,
there were great variations in the style of policing required in particular areas and at
different times. The policing requirementsin Kono were very different to those required
in Freetown or Bo. The style of policing would have to respond to changing
circumstances and needs as time went on.

“So, stripping it al back to basics, and applying KISS (Keep It Simple) principles, a
system of policing was required that met the needs and expectations of the local
community. However, there had to be standards and compliance with policy, systems
and procedures. The second key element was that such a system of policing
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Box 2: Continued

had to be delivered within national standards. The third element was to determine the
most efficient and effective management structure and working practicesthat delivered
thismodel of policing.

“What shall wecall it? Thiswasimportant. The name would be an important marketing
tool, and move everyone away from their own pre-conceived ideas about community
policing. It would help ensure that a model was developed that was based on what
SierraL eonereguired, not what a‘foreign’ model dictated.

“Applying KISS, the name was obvious — Local Needs Policing, with the simple
acronym LNP. Putting these elements together, we can define LNP as:

‘A system of policing that meets the needs and expectations of the local community,
delivered within anational framework of standards and guidelines.’

“The basic organisational structure was the Local Command Unit (LCU): ‘A body of
people, effectively and efficiently managed, accountable and with devolved authority,
and designed to deliver the policing needs of the local community’.

“Within these two simple definitions were al the elements required to rebuild the
SierraLeone Police and address the many concernsthat had been expressed”.

In 1998, asurvey conducted by the Commonwealth Police Devel opment Task
Force (CPDTF) (summarised in Table 1) confirmed that the SLP were not
well regarded by the public.

Although thisis arelatively small survey, the lack of public confidencein the
SLP at the time, particularly the perception that the SLP were totally corrupt,
was pervasive among the people. Attacking institutional corruption, especially
prevalent amongst higher ranks of the SL P, became one of the main targets of
reform and was one of the central challenges of the new Local Needs Policing
doctrine. Clearly, policereform had alot to accomplish before the peopl e began
to see their police force as their protectors.

1998 was also atime where, as one senior DfID advisor noted, “the security
sector did not exist. Not only did we not tackle the military in DfID generadly,
or in the Overseas Development Administration (ODA), we also were not



Table 1: The Image of the SLP*°

Total Is the SLP | How do you view | Do the SLP | Do the SLP | Should the
number corrupt? the SLP victimise ask for SLP be more
generally? people? money in polite to
police civilians?
stations?

YES [ NO | GOOD BAD YES | NO YES | NO YES NO

30 30 0 5 25 27 3 30 0 30 0
TOTAL 30 0 5 25 27 27 30 0 30 0
% 100 0 16.7 833 90 10 100 0 100 0

considering the legal sector or the police as part of the security sector at that
time”3L, Thus, while being vital, developments within the SLP weretreated in
relative isolation vis-a-vis other security-related programming. Thisis not to
say that regular meetings and informal coordination were not taking place both
within and acrossthe programmesinvolved in security transformationin Sierra
Leone. However, programmes were not integrated, and at the time, the need
to do so was not clearly articulated or fully realized.

Following the 1999 deployment of the SIL SEP team to the MoD and the Office
of the National Security Advisor, by 2000, there was arecognition, at least on
paper, that SLP reforms should be linked with reforms under SIL SEP as well
as the Law Development Project (see below). It was also accepted that links
needed to be established to the Anti-Corruption Programme, effortsto rebuild
professionalism and efficiency in the civil service, and — because of the
complementary roleof traditional and customary systemsof policing and justice
—work conducted to restore civil society and support amongst paramount chiefs
and local government. However, without formalized linkages between the



different programmes, a joined up approach could not be realized and each
programme continued largely inisolation.

When rebels invaded Freetown in January 1999, the Commonwealth Police
Development Task Force (CPDTF) was forced to leave the country and all
activities effectively ground to ahalt. Only in August that year, following the
signing of the Lomé Peace Agreement, was the full CPDTF able to redeploy
and recommence work. It was clearly and urgently understood that while the
process of transforming the security system initially had been initiated out of
concern over theinvolvement of the armed forcesin politics, the brunt of security
tasks in a stable Sierra Leone would fall on the SLP. This policy has been
followed consistently ever since, even if the armed forces are called upon to
back up the police in cases of emergency.

At the same time, with respect to the implementation of DDR in 1999 and
beyond, it had become clear that the SLP would be instrumental in enabling
conflict prevention and providing stability inthe resettlement and rehabilitation
process of ex-combatants. Thetask at hand was substantial, not least in | ogistical
terms. For instance, all personnel files had been destroyed and, asrecalled by
one of the procurement advisorsinvolved at the time, apolice force of several
thousands existed in name, but with ”12 working vehicles and no reasonable
uniforms’*.,

In particular, there was very limited SLP presence outside of Freetown, let
alone open lines of communication to the leadership in the capital. The
establishment of aworking police forcein rural areas was therefore regarded
as urgently needed. Thiswasimportant, both in terms of establishing security,
but alsointermsof establishing thelegitimacy of the state asasecurity provider
across the country. This process picked up from 1999 and accel erated through
2001-2002, initially spreading to Port L oko, Moyamba, Kenema, Pujehun and
Bonthe, areas that were relatively stable at the time, compared to places such
asKono and Makeni. Thisled to DfID support of the SL Pthrough aprocurement
programme for vehicles and communications equipment to support for the
reestablishment of civilian policing. (When the project cameto an end in mid-



2007, atotal of £2.3 million had been spent on vehicle and communications
equipment through two proj ects)®.

The CPDTF wastransformed into the Commonwealth Community Safety and
Security Project (CCSSP) in 2000. Although initially referred to as a
‘Commonwealth Project’, inreality funding for the project was provided entirely
by DfID and, after 2001, through additional funding from the UK’s Africa
Conflict Prevention Pool (ACPP). The main focus of the CCSSP — as had
been the case with the CPDTF — was to support operational activities of the
SLP, including capacity-building. As part of this process, Operation Phoenix
was implemented to introduce ‘ effective visible policing’. As the title of the
operation suggests, its focus was on re-establishing the SLP's:

“...rightful primacy in the maintenance of public tranquillity and
law enforcement [...]. There is a need for visible targeted policing
to be introduced on a twenty-four hour basis every day of the year.
Such policing will be essential to the peace process by increasing
public confidence in the rule of law and indirectly encouraging
inward investment to the country” 3.

The general breakdown of state institutions and infrastructure during the war
had also had afundamental impact on the SLP. Almost all police buildings, as
point of departure neglected before the war, suffered further damage by the
rebel forces; lines of command had been cut and pockets of SLP officers
worked without guidance from headquarters in Freetown. Whilst the police
force had not been implicated in coupsin the direct way that the armed forces
had, the SL P had inlarge measure | ost the confidence of the population through
acombination of perceptionsof corruption, impotencein theface of therebels,
and generally aggressive behaviour prior to the war. Tasks were, as noted by
one of the police officers engaged in reform efforts, performed “with blatant
disregard for Human Rights[...]. The Sierra Leone Police was considered a
spent force at thetime, with little or no logistical support to enhanceits capability
[...]"%. Thepolice had effectively become a self-enclosed organization, lacking
in openness, pro-activeness and orientation towards community accountability.



In short, there was no reference to either modern day policing or strategic
planning.

Thiswasthe state of affairsin the SL P when the then President, Ahmad Tejan
Kabbah, appointed expatriate and retired UK Police officer Keith Biddle as
Inspector-General of Police (IGP) in November 1999. Biddle was appointed to
the positionfor aninitial two-year period (which was extended until June 2003).
He had cometo Sierra L eone as head of the CPDTF and planned to launch the
programmein 1997, but was delayed until 1998 dueto the AFRC coup. Biddle's
appointment as IGP was a far less contentious choice than, for example,
appointing a UK national as the Chief of Defence Staff (CDS). Biddle's
leadership and direction proved vital in a difficult environment. He played a
crucial roledevel oping confidencein therebuilding of the SLP, sinceall parties
viewed him as not subject to political interference and loyalties, whichaSierra
L eonean candidate inevitably would have been. Thisrole asan external catalyst
helped develop confidence amongst younger officers and was undoubtedly
aided by Biddle’'sown strong personality and willingnessto be both visibleand
to make decisions on the ground.

Biddle's leadership meant that difficult decisions were made, including
restructuring of the rank structure, which had become extremely top-heavy.
As one senior SLP officer noted “we needed a neutral person to comein. He
cleaned up”®*. Another SLP officer noted that “If outsiders had not come,
there would have been alot of political pressure on the IGP at the time”*’.

The decision to reduce the number of SLP ranksfrom 22 to 10 provided much
needed space to clarify and redefine the roles and responsibilities of police
personnel. Theranksof Sub-Inspector and Corporal were removed completely;
those affected were demoted to Sergeants and Constabl es, respectively, amove
that was extremely sensitive given the SLP’'s military-style rank-conscious
organisation. This controversial decision continues to be felt within the
organi zation today.



One of the key effects of reducing the number of ranks was the shortening of
internal lines of communication and flattening of the hierarchy. It also affected
the extremdly centralised command system in which the Office of the Inspector
Genera of Police controlled virtually all police matters. The situation was
summed up by one senior SLP officer as “when the phone rings and the IGP
calls, one salutes the phone”*. This centralisation had narrowed the decision-
making structure significantly, centring it around oneindividual, the IFP. A key
element in the transformation process instigated by Biddle therefore became
the devel opment of astrong management team that was partly filled by younger
officers being speedily promoted up through the SLP hierarchy. “From the
outset of the CPDTF we asked DfID to earmark £350,000 for senior
management trai ning and devel opment. Well-educated officerswith reputations
for integrity and hard work were selected for the programme which was centred
on a series of specia courses delivered at the UK Police Staff College at
Bramshill. Some 60 SL P officerswent through thistraining, which produced a
mainly young and vibrant senior management cadre. Thus, in order to ensure
sustainable, improved SLP management, the traditional seniority system of
promotions and appointments was broken™*°.

With the formation of what became known as the Executive Management
Board, the highest decision-making body in the SLP was put in place and a
culture of open debate around decisionsand policieswasinstituted that proved
invaluable in creating a sense of community among SLP's leadership. This
further devel oped confidence amongst the SL P, as expressed by Kadi Fakondo,
Assistant Inspector-General of the SLP: “We knew what we wanted, we were
advised, mentored, wewerevery confident at that [senior] level. It could easily
have been ‘yes sit, yes sir, yes sir’ if they had come in uniform. The fact that
they consulted beforetaking anything to the Police Council [the highest decision-
making body for the SLP] made all the difference. There was this sense that
we knew where we wanted to go”#. This clear management structure and
more open officer-management communications were crucial in getting SLP
officersto buy in to the new service that was being established.



One of the key innovationsin the immediate aftermath of the conflict wasthe
establishment of Family Support Units (FSUs) within the SLP. They were a
direct response to urgently needed public services and were spearheaded by
current SLPAssistant Inspector-General Kadi Fakondo, one of the SLP' s key
figures in post-conflict Sierra Leone. The aims and outline of the innovative
FSU programme are described by Ms Fakondo in Box 3.

Fundamentally, the requirements of ademocratic policeforcearethat itisable
toidentify and deal with threats against the state, including violent disorder and
armed criminality. It wasrecognized that thiswould requirework with sensitive
issues such as intelligence gathering within the Special Branch and the re-
arming of the Operational Support Group within the Special Security Division.
For example, development assistance before the African and Global Conflict
Prevention Poolswere established in the early 2000s, was deemed appropriate
only for non-lethal equipment and associated training and non-covert special
branch activities. Support for other elements was passed on for consideration
by the FCO.

One of the most controversial decisions taken in the late 1990s was to invest
substantially in the Special Security Division (SSD). Up until the 1992 coup,
the SSD had been Siaka Stevens personal security force, and consequently
there was a strong inclination in the executive branch to dismantle the SSD
altogether following the war. However, when the RUF and remnants of the
AFRC attacked Freetown in January 1999, the SSD cameto play avita rolein
the defence of thecity. Thisloyalty led to acomplete shift in perceptions of the
force and fuelled debates on disbanding the armed forces, replacing them with
an expanded and armed police force.

At the same time as the doctrine of police primacy was being consolidated,
ECOMOG waswithdrawing from military and policing activity and Sierraleone
wasleft, suddenly, with no army, except asmall Nigerian force. Consequently,
the then ECOMOG commander, forced by circumstances, stated that given
the doctrine of police primacy, the SLP should start policing — and fast. The
security vacuum created by ECOMOG's withdrawal was in danger of being
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Box 3: The Family Support Unit (FSU) - PART |42

“The Family Support Unit started as a Domestic Violence Unit, which | established at
the Headquarters of Kissy Police District (Kissy Division) in Freetown. After the
January 6" 1999 invasion of Freetown | was posted as Commander of Kissy Division,
which was home to thousands of ex-combatants and their ‘wives' and other relatives.
Astheir so-called ‘wives' struggled to regain their freedom (for jungle justice was no
longer applicablein thecity) there was stiff resistance on the part of the ex-combatants
who wanted to retain them. This was what caused the high rise in domestic violence
cases, which overwhelmed my personnel, and | decided to create a special unit to
handle them.

Detective Police Constable takes notes while interviewing a woman complainant at
Kissy police station’s Family Support Unit (FSU).
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Box 3: Continued

“In 2000, the CCSSP brought in expatriate CID [Criminal Investigation Department]
trainersfromthe UK. Then IGP Keith Biddle, Bill Roberts, aconsultant, and | considered
it appropriate that the Domestic Violence Unit be devel oped into a special unit. It was
suggested that we develop it into abigger unit to handle all sexual offencesand cruelty
against women and children. After several deliberations between Police Headquarters
(which | represented) and CCSSP, the unit was transformed into the Family Support
Unit and officialy launched. It then became a unit under the CID with a Director at
Police Headquarters, answerable to Director Crime Management. Much sensitization
was done about the Family Support Unit on radio, television, in newspapers, schoals,
markets and youth groups, etc.

“Massive training exercises were conducted by expatriate CID Trainersto train Police
Officersintheinvestigation of all sexual offences, domestic violence and child abuseto
meet the increasing number of cases reported. We also established partnerships with
other organizations that were interested in protecting women and children from abuse
(inter-agency collaboration). Agencieslike the International Rescue Committee (IRC-
Rainbo Centre) did and still do medical examinations and treatment for all our victims
free of cost. The Ministry of Social Welfare provided social workerswho were trained
alongsidethe (FSU) Police Officersin the Joint Investigation of Sexual Abuse. During
the Joint Investigation, the Police looked for criminal elements of the case to prepare
for prosecution, while the Social Workers looked at issues of protection in the best
interest of the child/victim. UNICEF was very instrumental, as they provided
motorbikes for FSUs as well as other forms of assistance.

“CCSSP funded all the training and FSUs were established in 26 Police Divisions
country-wide. Crime statistics from all the FSUs proved that there were high numbers
of casesreported and charged to court, even though the number of convictionswas not
very satisfactory”.

filled by the large numbers of former combatants on the streets of Freetown,
most of whom were still armed. In this situation, As Keith Biddle stated | ater:
“Can any of these people [currently criticising the attention given to the SSD]
say that this could have been done without armed police?’ 4. Certainly many
of the unarmed, uniformed police refused to go on the streets, despite calls
from the executive for apolice force that was ‘ part of the people’ . What was
required at this point was arobust, armed police force capable of dealing with
large groups of armed combatants. As noted in hindsight the issue was that
“thearmy was unreliable, therefore from a Government point of view, the SSD
was the protection”#,



Despitethe early, and necessary, concentration on Freetown in theinitial period
of reform, the SL P were aware that their responsibilities extended across the
country and that thelegitimacy of the state in maintai ning security wasin question
until there was a police presence on the ground. Consequently, in January
2002, the CCSSP started rolling out the SLP, establishing a stronger presence
in the regional centres of Bo, Kenema, Makeni and Port Loko, initially
accompanied by vehicles and communication equipment. Thus, by 2002, re-
establishment of the SLP had begun in earnest across the country.

The Law Development Project

One of the unintended consequences of the CCSSP programme’s heavy focus
on re-establishing policing as part of the stabilization processin SierraLeone
was that transformation of other institutions forming part of the justice sector
moved forward moreslowly. Infact, even today “the policethemselvesregularly
comment that weaker capacity across justice institutions is undermining their
own effectiveness’#, |n particular, the SLP regularly complain that they can
catch criminals but thejudicial system cannot either process them fast enough
or obtain a high enough ratio of convictionsto arrests.

The Justice Sector Development Programme (JSDP), initiated in 2005, has
been characterised asthe first comprehensiverule of law programmein Sierra
Leone, cutting acrossthe SLP, thejudiciary, the prison servicesand the Ministry
of Interna Affairs. JSDPdoes not, however, constitutethefirst timethat support
hasbeen giventothejudiciary. The Law Development Project began in January
2001 in parallel to the CCSSP. The first 18 months of the project were spent
focusing on logistics and infrastructure, i.e., building refurbishment and the
supply of equipment, including the main Law Courts Building in Freetown and
combined magistrate courtsin Bo and Kenema. In 2002, it was noted that this
process “had a mgjor psychological effect — symbolising the restoration of
normality and the rule of law”“. Very little was done in terms of capacity-
building, which was addressed during the second half of the project cycle, with
training of 20 Court Registrars/Administrators, Under-sheriffsand Bailiffs.
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The significant issue regarding capacity in the judiciary was not addressed,
however, and itsdifficulties, identified in 2002, remain significant today:

m Thebacklog of casesand lack of capacity within theformal legal system
of Sierra Leone.

m Thevital areaof corruption prosecution, which has been patchy.

m Customary Courts and ‘traditional justice’ and its integration into the
Government Legal System. Asearly as 2002 the empirically unverified,
but ‘well-accepted’ and widely quoted statistic wasthat “ 80% of the SL
population will only find judicial accessand redressfrom the Customary
Courts or from the informal (and presently illegal) alternative dispute
resol ution mechanisms operated by the Paramount and L esser Chiefs’ .

m Use of the justice system as an instrument of reconciliation and
peacebuilding.

Many of these issues remain unresolved as JSDP began implementation in
2005. However, thisis not necessarily thefault of the Law Devel opment Project,
but rather a function of the long-term nature of rebuilding an entire judicial
system from scratch. Currently, the Sierra Leonean Bar Association has
approximately 200 members (in a country which has a population of
approximately five million people)®. Most attorneys are believed to reside in
Freetown. A specific issue still to be adequately addressed is the relationship
between ‘traditional’ systems of justice and the state-regulated judicial system
(adistinction, it should be noted, that makes sense in theory, but less so in
practice across the territory of Sierra Leone).

A key element identified by several studies of the dynamics of thewar wasthe
role of the chiefdom institution in fuelling the conflict in the countrysidein the
first place, so reinstating it is a sensitive and difficult process. Nevertheless,
they arekey actorswho wererelatively marginalized in SierraL eone’s security
system transformation process, including the Law Development Programme,
until JSDP began implementation in 2005.



The Senior Principle Magistrate Court in session at the central law courtsin Freetown.

The Sierra Leone Armed Forces Before and During the War
Before the conflict, Sierra Leone’'s armed forces consisted of two infantry
battalions with no motorized or mechanized capability and without armour or
air support. The armed forces could accurately be described as a* ceremonial
and conservative Army” and consisted of approximately 3,500 personnel®. It
was deeply politicized and its operational capability had declined significantly
since independence. The APC Government under President Siaka Stevens
appointed the Force Commander — and the | GP — as members of Parliament.
A recruitment policy based on a ‘card system’ gave powers to the executive
and other politiciansand powerful individualsto enlist loyal and faithful people
into the police and the military who bore alegianceto individual srather than to
institutions. Merit mattered, but not nearly as much as personal loyalty and
conformity.



Thearmy wasill-equipped, badly led and had no real intelligence capability. As
a consequence it was unable to respond effectively to RUF incursions across
the border from Liberia. The APC Government had deliberately used appalling
conditions of service to undermine the capability of the armed forces in
recognition of it being apolitical threat, something that, paradoxically, increased
the likelihood of coups in general and led directly to the one staged by the
NPRC specifically.

The NPRC, however, failed to stop the further collapse of the armed forces.
Most card bearers deserted the army, the mgjority of which remained in the
Western Areaand in Freetown. The rapid haemorrhaging of personnel ledto a
rapid recruitment campaign that led to aswelling of numbersto around 15,000
minimally trained armed personnel, who werethrown in to battle with the RUF.
With frequent political arguments amongst senior officers and no criteria for
recruitment or promotion for other ranks, the net result was often the recruitment
of criminals, no operational control and deteriorating conditions of service.
Inevitably, thisled to increased lawlessness, |ooting and attacks on civilians, a
development of the ‘Sobel’ (‘soldiers by day rebels by night’) and the total
collapsein discipline that finally destroyed any remnants of trust between the
army and the civilian population®. The infantry battalions had only platoon
level support weapons, therewasno artillery, no intelligence capability, no mobile
capability and acomplete lack of engineering or signals capacity.

Transforming the Security System and Fighting a War:
The MoD and the Armed Forces

The MoD had suffered from a history of neglect. This had been the case since
the first anti-APC Government military coup in 1971 through to the NPRC
coup in 1992, which led to the militarisation of the ministry. The outcome was
asharp decline in accountability of the military. Following the collapse of the
armed forces during the civil war it became clear that the military were not
only ineffectual in the field, but also that itsinstitutional structureswerein a
state of complete collapse. An accountable and functional MoD would require
complete reconstruction.



Then Brigadier, now General, David Richards arrived after the expulsion of
the AFRC/RUF from Freetown in January 1999, astheleader of the Operation
Basilica Operational Liaison Team. Brigadier Richardsinitially cameto Sierra
Leone to assess what UK assistance was required and to establish relations
with key playersinthe Government of Sierraleone, including President Kabbah.
It is a common misconception that his main task in 1999 was to prepare for
evacuation procedures of UK citizens in the country, unlike in 2000 when he
returned to SierraLeone (very few UK citizenswerein Sierraleonein 1999)°.

Inthiscapacity, Brigadier Richardswasinstrumental in resurrecting theorigina

concept of SILSEP, which he saw as a critical complement to the military
reforms that he was supporting. Around £10m was secured to reboot military
reform activitiesin SierraLeone, when it was on the brink of collapsein 1999.

Mike Dent, one of the membersof theinitial UK team sent to establish SILSEP,

describes the atmosphere in Freetown at the time in Box 4.

Box 4: First Impressions®?

“On our arrival we found Freetown in complete disarray and still in a state of virtual
war. The functions of state were practically collapsed, with ministries in confusion
and officialslacking clear aimsand direction. Most businesses and government offices
had been looted and vandalized during the January 1999 RUF/AFRC attack and had
not been repaired. Much of the city’s infrastructure had been destroyed or badly
damaged. We were taken by car to the MoD in Freetown to meet the Deputy Minister
of Defence. On the journey from our accommodation we passed through seven
checkpoints manned by various groups of armed persons. From their dress it was
difficult to ascertain if they were military, civilian or police. Therule of law and order
appeared to have broken down completely”.

During this period, as part of Operation Basilica, the UK Government had
agreed to provide some military training for new Sierra Leone Army (SLA)
recruits and trainee officers and in the late spring of 1999, a six-man UK
military training team began working with the SLA. The UK also provided
some vehicles, weapons and other materiel that were handed over initialy to
ECOMOG and the SL A respectively, with the proviso that they woul d be passed
on to the SLA when ECOMOG departed. Training was provided for a wide



spectrum of personnel and positions, from physical training instructors platoon
commanders’ courses for young officers.

The initial deployment of DfID’s SILSEP in June 1999 took place during a
ceasefire. It consisted of three people. Two advisers, one military and one
civilian, were tasked with designing and implementing the plan to restructure
and reorganise the MoD. The third adviser was charged with advising on the
restructuring of the office of the National Security Adviser (NSA). The MoD-
based elements designated themselves asthe MoD Advisory Team (MODAT).
After undertaking fact-finding visits to government ministries, civil society
organizations and the SLA, MODAT concluded that root-and-branch reform
would be required to ensure the introduction of accountability, transparency
and civilian control acrossthe defence sector®. It argued that the transformation
of the MoD could not be undertaken in isolation and recommended to the
Government of Sierra Leone and the UK that a complete review of the roles,
functions and organization of the armed forces be conducted. The proposal
was accepted by the Government of Sierra Leone and MODAT was
subsequently given the responsibility to conduct a mini-Strategic Defence
Review.

The signing of the Lomé Peace Accord in July 1999 formalised the ceasefire
and brought thecivil war to an end. Therewaswidespread jubilation in Freetown.
At thisstage, SierraLeone’'sMoD staff consisted of four employees; its office
was little more than a ‘post box’. There were two executive officers whose
main function was to sign cheques for the Chief of Defence Staff (CDS),
along with around 20 support staff, some of which were employed to support
the Civil Defence Force (CDF). CDS Khobe was supported by a small team
of senior Nigerian officers and commanded the armed forces. There was no
budgeting or financial planning in place. This system largely consisted of the
CDS going to the President for money and being directed to the Ministry of
Finance, where he was given cash.

Thearmed forcesthemselveswerein aterrible state, with no personnel records
and little or no equipment. Thefull picturewasnot initially availableto MODAT,



asthe CDS and support staff were reluctant to discuss any military issueswith
them. The Minister of Defencewasthe President, asconstitutionally prescribed;
the Deputy Minister of Defence, Captain (Retired) Sam Hinga Norman, who
was also theleader of the CDF and therefore ‘ double-hatted’, occupied offices
inthe MoD.

By October 1999 MODAT had completed the Strategic Defence Review and
by December it had finished the project definition stageand initial design. This
work produced aset of recommendations, including an outline Defence Policy
with Defence Missionsand Military Tasks, new defence structuresand adetailed
organisation for the MoD and armed forces. To implement these new structures,
MODAT proposed the establishment of a British Military Advisory Training
Team (BMATT) to support planning and restructuring of the armed forces and
MoD. It wasalso proposed that BMATT shouldfill somekey staff and command
appointments that were required to ensure effective implementation. As
MODAT emphasized in October 1999: “[1]n our view, deployment of BMATT
iskey to the sustainable implementation of SILSEP reforms’*.

It was observed that to avoid a dependency culture, the period of BMATT
support “should not be more than 3 years’®. Even if thiswas true at the time
—i.e. that dependency could only be avoided with arelatively short period of
deployment —it is difficult to envisage three years as areadlistic length of time
given the amount of work to be done in reconstructing the entire army. And,
indeed, it was a political suggestion by MODAT, advised by UK MoD and
FCO supporters, that to propose anything of a longer duration would cause
‘flutters’ back in London (at least in Sierraleone, therewasaclear realization
among relevant parties that a long-term presence was necessary).

It was the integration of hard security, public administration and civil service
reform that broke new ground in terms of cooperation between DfID, FCO
and the MoD. For instance, funding for a conventional BMATT would come
from FCO and MoD. However, given that the BMATT wasto not only advise
and train, but also to implement the SIL SEP-designed reforms, BMATT
effectively became engaged in institution-building. In other words, the



governance components of the reform process at the programme design level
were ‘joined up’ on the ground when the UK funding pools came into being,
institutionalizing ties between the UK Government departments.

Aspart of defence reform activities, aproposal initially suggested that the UK
should provide the Chief of Defence Staff (double-hatting as Commander
BMATT). Theideawaseventually discarded, despiteitscoming from President
Kabbah, on the basis of his persona distrust of the armed forces. However,
the Commander, aBritish officer, wasto be designated  Military Adviser to the
Government of Sierra Leone’. This was deemed important in terms of
presentation, particularly fromaUK perspective, and aso operationally important
from the point of view of building confidence and developing a sustainable
defence establishment in-country.

Theseinitiatives were explicitly referred to in MODAT's Future UK military
commitment in support of DfID’s security sector reform programme
(SLSEP), produced in November 1999%. BMATT was to be viewed as the
“logical extension of the SILSEP MoD Project”, asthe detail ed implementation
phase. DfID’s SILSEP Mission Statement at the time — agreed to by the
Programme Steering Group was:

“To work with the Government, national and local institutions of
Sierra Leone to design and implement a sustainable policy,
institutional and legal framework for the creation of acceptable
National Security and Defence Strategies enshrining the principles
of civilian control, accountability and transparency” *’.

MODAT aso produced a Military Reintegration Plan (MRP) to reintegrate
ex-combatants from all former warring factions into the new armed forces.
Due to manpower constraints and a desire to internationalise the solution, the
UK decided to solicit support from other nations for what was subsequently to
becomeInternational MATT (IMATT). In January 2000, the UK MoD arranged
a conference in London to brief Commonwealth and Overseas Defence
Attachés and Advisers on the IMATT project. Attendees were invited to



participate in the project by providing personnel to fill command and staff
appointments®. Apart from staffing concerns, the UK also concluded that the
involvement of the ex-colonial power on its own was morally contestable.
Commonwealth countries, including Canada and Australia, contributed staff,
as did the United States. At the core, however, the formalization of the
internationalised MATT was, in the words of one of its commanders, “very
much a‘we are now stable, let’s think longer-term’ initiative ",

In December 1999 relations between the armed forces and the police took a
downturn, as did relations between CCSSP and MODAT. The two sides were
vying for the old Paramount Hotel in Freedom to house the new SierraLeone
MoD; CCSSP wanted to place the Criminal Investigation Division (CID)
headquartersin the same building. Adding to thistension wasthat, since January
1999, following the destruction of the headquarters of both the Criminal
Investigation Department (CID) and the Special Security Division (SSD), the
two police organi zations had been housed at the Paramount Hotel building due
to lack of viable alternatives®. In the end the MoD won the argument and was
alocated the building, which was then just a shell and had to be completely
refurbished®:.

There can be no doubting the rapid progress that was made within the MoD at
thetime. In June 1999 Government Forces were linked to the executive by the
post box; two yearslater, civilian staff had been trained to take up key positions
in the military. By 2001, the MoD was regarded as |eading the way in public
servicereform, setting standardsand providing arole model for other ministries
in terms of running effectively. In addition, whilst this was going on, conflict
had restarted and intensified during 2000. | mmedi ate decisions had to be made
on the ground which were not always sensitive to concerns about national
ownership and long-term sustainability.

The proposals for the restructuring of the MoD HQ and armed forces were
submitted to the Government and subsequently endorsed by President Kabbah
in March 2000. The endorsement immediately preceded a visit from the UK
Secretary of Statefor International Development, Clare Short, who had been a



1

Security System Transformation Begins, 1997-2002

Exterior view of the Ministry of Defence building.

key player in the establishment of the UK’s Security Sector Reform Policy and
SILSEP. However, funding for restructuring became apotentia ‘ show-stopper’.
It was clear from the outset that the expectations of the Sierra Leone
Government, civil servantsand military werefar in excess of thefunding available
for the SIL SEP restructuring process. Additional funds were eventually made
available by DfID for the refurbishment of the old Paramount Hotel building,
but only after personal appeals by MODAT directly to Ms Short.

Restructuring was planned to take place over a 2- to 3-year period. First was
refurbishment of the new MoD, at the Paramount Hotel. Thiswasto befollowed
by the establishment of the Joint Support Command (JSC) and the Joint Force
Command (JFC), replacing the Defence Headquarters. Concurrently, it was
planned that all SLA soldiers, together with CDF and RUF ex-combatants,
were to have joined the DDR programme and possibly entered into the MRP.
Once the MRP process had been completed, personnel selected for the new



RSLAF would have been trained and inducted into the Armed Forces. It was
anticipated at the time that this process would be undertaken in a benign
environment and that there would be no pressure of time on the selection,
training of individual sand implementation of unit establishments. Theissue of
funding and in particular equipping the new RSLAF was anticipated to be well
within the capability of the Government of Sierra Leone to manage®?. While
the SLA did not enter the MRP dueto immediate needsfor their fighting capacity,
and dthoughit hasproven difficult, if not outright impossible, for the Government,
it isimportant to understand the context within which certain decisions were
made.

Involvement with the armed forces grew quickly from theseinitial deliberations
and was further consolidated with UK military intervention in May 2000. In
mid-April 2000, the RUF had progressively started taking UN detachments
hostage and seizing their vehicles and weapons. In late April of that year,
exploiting ECOMOG's (effectively Nigeria's) departure and UNAMSIL's
unwillingness to confront the RUF, rebels took 500 hostages at Makeni and
started advancing on two axes, one towards Freetown, one towards Lunghi.
By early May, the RUF was reportedly in the area to the east of Waterloo,
some 40 miles from Freetown.

UK’s intervention became known as Operation Palliser and is outlined in
Box 5, as recalled by two of the key personalities involved, including David
Richardsand Mike Dent. The declinein the security situation that led to robust
international engagement in security reform wascritical in reinforcing theidea
that devel opment could not be possiblein SierraLeone without transformation
of Sierra Leone's security system. One Senior DfID Adviser noted: “That’'s
how it started, DfID’sinvolvement in security sector reform” 3. Along similar
lines, as recalled by Ms Short: “Some people say that Britain had a war there
and wasyvictorious, thisisall false. What happened was: Thereis some sort of
deal amongst European countries about who will do evacuationsin crises. And
it seems to be that the former colonial power often takes the lead for all
Europeansin terms of emergency responsibility. Obviously, in SierraLeoneit
would be Britain. So when the British troops went in, it was to evacuate
Europeans. That's how it was triggered” .
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Box 5: Operation Palliser

General David Richards later recalled: “On Thursday 4 May 2000, | was looking
forward to flying to an exercise in Ghana the next day, when | learnt that the RUF in
Sierra Leone was once more on the offensive. ECOMOG, the Nigerian-dominated
regional force, had |eft SierraL eoneafew weeksearlier. UN forcesthere— UNAMSIL
— were under considerable pressure, with hundreds of troops detained by the RUF.
The SLA was very weak, having mostly disarmed and begun disbandment under the
terms of the Lomé Peace Accord. As the situation deteriorated, | found myself bound
for Sierra Leone within 24 hours, on orders to find out what was happening and to
prepare to conduct a non-combatant evacuation operation (NEO), should it be
necessary” %.

“What started as a NEO devel oped into something that had all the characteristics of a
small- to medium-scale war-fighting operation. Whilst we came under fire on only a
few occasions, over the following six weeks we found ourselves de facto closely
involved with thedirection of acampaign at the opera-tiond level "%, These devel opments
were not directed by London — in fact orders had been to do a NEO and ‘get out’.
Indicative for ahighly political and tense context such as Sierra Leone at the time, it
was individuals on the ground that transformed the rules of engagement and gained
support of political leaders back in London, “cutting out al the layers in between”®’.
Support came from the highest level of Government, including Number 10, the Foreign
Office, and the newly-established DfID. The at first ad hoc twin-track operation
(support to the UN on the one hand and assistance to the Government of SierralL eone
anditsloyal armed groupings on the other) rapidly supplanted the evacuation exercise
and soon became official UK strategy®. It was also in this context that the decision
was made not to make remnants of the SLA go through the MRP, but instead deploy
them to support the war-fighting efforts. Simply, they were needed.

Richard continues: “On Saturday 6 May, we requested that a Specia Forcesdetachment
and the Lead Company of the Spearhead Land Element (SLE) be deployed immediately.
Whilst the lead elements were en route the following day, therewas areal danger that,
in addition to the RUF advance, an incident in Freetown between the factions could
have triggered a spiralling level of violence ending in a coup. Accordingly, | went to
great lengths to meet the faction leaders and attempt to bring them together, with a
view to main-taining their support for the SL Government and boosting their confidence
in the ability of UNAMSIL to defend Freetown. To support this, we dispatched some
UK liaison officers (LOs) to advise the UN troops around Hastings and Waterloo to
adopt amore defensive posture. Meanwhile, the Lead Company quickly helped secure
those areas that we assessed to be vital ground for any NEO: Lunghi airfield and the
Aberdeen Peninsula. Simultaneously, the Operational Liaison and Reconnaissance Team
(OLRT) became a Joint Task Force Headquarters (JTFHQ) (Fwd), and | was appointed
Joint Task Force Commander (JTFC)"®.




Box 5: Continued

Inthe context of genuinefearsthat the Government of SierralL eoneaswell asUNAMSIL
would collapse, UK Forces coordinated and sustai ned the efforts of disparate groupings
of loyal SierralL eonean fighting factions.

Thisgroup of Government Forcesincluded the SLA and what cameto be known asthe
‘Unholy Alliance,” which “began to form after our arrival that first weekend in May
2000 in response to a call to arms by [Johnny Paul] Koroma”. Scaled-down and
disarmed under the LoméA ccord, the SLA numbered 2-3,000 personnel with afurther
3,000 being trained at that time by a UK Short Term Training Team (STTT) as part of
Operation Basilica. The force was re-organized into three brigades, each including
three battalions. The so-called ‘ Unholy Alliance’ consisted of aloose coalition of SLA,
ex-SLA, AFRC and CDF combatants, but al so elements of the West Side Boys, agroup
of ex-combatants and criminals operating near Freetown™. Together, these different
force units were directed by a Government Joint Force Operations and Support
Committees with representation from the factions and chaired by British officers™.

“Unholy they may have been but, guided asthey were at every level by British officers
and Non-commissioned Officers (NCOs), over the next few weeks they succeeded in
securing much of the inland road route between Freetown and Lunghi, relieving the
military and, of course, political pressure on Freetown and its bel eaguered government.
Thistwin-track operation rapidly supplanted the NEO and soon became official HM G-
UK [Her Majesty’s Government — UK] strategy” ™.

“By late May, events had taken a turn for the better: The last of the RUF's detainees
was in the process of being released; and Government Forces were not only poised to
take Lunsar, they were raiding RUF Lines of Communication in the East and pushing
towards Mange. Sankoh was isolated in custody, and — in his absence — Liberia's
President Taylor was trying to exert increasing political influence over the RUF.
Militarily, the RUF was on the back foot, with numerous reports of low morale and
desertion and an ever-widening split between the Eastern and Northern Commands” .

By mid-June 2000, the security situation had been sufficiently stabilised to allow
Operation Palliser to be terminated. Following visits by the UK Chief of Defence Staff
and the Foreign Secretary, the UK agreed to provide additional military support in the
form of financial and training assistance to the SLA. The UK agreed to commit atotal
of £21.27 millionto re-equip the SL A and deployed aUK infantry battalion toimplement
aretraining programme that became known as the Short Term Training Team (STTT)
package™.




IMATT deployment had started in June 2000 as part of the UK’s response to
there-emergence of the RUF and the need to deliver training and staff support
to the SLA, which at that stage was in a state of virtual collapse. By early
2001, 65 personnel staffed IMATT, operating in parallel with Short-Term Training
Teams and, as planned, filling key appointments in the MoD and command
appointments in the armed forces.

One of the drawbacks of the rapid deployment of IMATT, effectively an
emergency response, wasthat many of the personnel were short-term assignees.
Some had completed six-month tours, some even less. This led to a lack of
continuity and ‘ short-termism’, where staff wanted to complete atask and see
results rapidly, a circumstance which generally speaking has characterized
perceptions of some of IMATT’s work in Sierra Leone. In addition, at this
stage, because not all IMATT posts were filled, there was also a lack of
oversight, which resulted in the implementation of only partial solutions for
somedifficult issues. Kellie Conteh, aleading figurein Sierraleone's security
system transformation process throughout the period, discusses this issue in
Box 6.

Box 6: The Balancing Act between Leading and Supporting™

“ Sometimes when officers are appointed, it's their first time ever out of the UK, and
they do not understand the culture. There are thingsthat go slowly, that’s how they see
it, but they need to understand why things are going slowly. The fact that they didn’t
understand the ‘why’ led to alot of thingsin the MoD that were unacceptable. There
was alot of wasted time and effort in the two first years of SILSEP. UK officers who
were supposed to be advisers took up command roles. | don’t know how the transfer
of knowledge [from advisers to the advised] could have been done in the first years.
Consultants were shooting themselvesin the foot, giving different namesto structures
that previous consultants had already set up. Quite anumber of consultants wanted to
design the wheel from scratch. The police had Sierra Leonean officers encouraged by
the IGP and CCSSP to start changing things themselves. In the army and the MoD
they categorized all above Lieutenant Colonel asbad, and below asright. | saw clearly
that senior officers were pushed aside; that didn’t go down well”.




In early October 2000 the security situation was deteriorating again. The RUF
remained in control of over half the country and were strengthening their grip
on key areas, including Makeni and the diamondiferous areas needed to finance
their operations. They showed no sign of returning to negotiations, and indeed
were expanding their operationsinto Guinea. President Charles Taylor continued
to actively support the RUF and seemed impervioustoill-coordinated attempts
by theinternational community to bring himintoline. The UK decided to bolster
IMATT once again with the JFHQ from Northwood charged with devel oping
acoherent plan that would ensurethe RUF sdefeat while protecting and building
onthe MODAT'svision of along-term solution that would ensure stability for
the future. The JFHQ returned to Freetown in mid-October; shortly thereafter
the Commander IMATT departed and his function was subsumed by the
recently-arrived JTFC. The primary purpose was to bring the RUF back to the
negotiating table, having been convinced of the ‘inevitability of their defeat’.
Together with UNAMSIL, the mission proved successful and RUF restarted
talks in Abuja. A new agreement was signed in November. Box 7 below
describes the emerging role of the UN in Sierra Leone and UK involvement
with the global organization, based on the observations of Barry Le Grys, who
was deployed with the UN in the early 2000s.



Box 7: UNAMSIL and UK Support™

UN Security Council Resolution 1270, adopted on 22 October 1999, established
United UNAMSIL to overseeimplementation of the Lomé Peace Agreement signed in
July 1999, and relieve ECOMOG, deployed since 1997. “ The troubl es experienced by
the ECOWA S force were passed onto the UN, whose blue helmet troops came under
attack on the official handover day [...]. With the UN Mission in severe jeopardy, UK
support became vital”.

AsRUF hostilities cameto an end in 2000-2001, “UNAM SIL wasregaining confidence,
rebalancing and building strength after earlier, almost catastrophic, setbacks’. A large
part of the country remained out of the Government’s control, which hampered
UNAMSIL access. Makeni, Kabalaand Koidu were all under the control of RUF. The
UN accepted a UK offer of seven military officersto serve with the UN Force HQ in
Freetown. Their primary task wasto give UNAMSIL planning capability that hitherto
had been lacking. Their secondary task was to ensure that coordination with the UK
Joint Task Force (JTF) was seamless. The result of this infusion was a far better
collaborative effort to roll out security acrossthe country. Thetiesbetween UNAMSIL's
provision of wider ‘area’ security and support, the UK-led SLA and the SLP were
greatly strengthened.

The most significant stride forward for UNAMSIL was the implementation of aplan
to put a coherent, one-nation combined arms brigade into the east of the country,
centred on Koidu. After a tremendous diplomatic effort involving Freetown, New
York, Washington, London and Islamabad, Pakistan provided the required brigade”.
Subsequently, the deployment of UK’s JTF to provide support to UNAMSIL while
they werein the process of stabilising took place. In parallel, the UK provided military
and operational planning and logistical support to the SLA™. The psychological effect
on the RUF of aUK-sponsored SLA advancing from thewest and arobust UN brigade
in the heart of their revenue source was hugely positive. Violent confrontation was no
longer an option for the RUF™.

Eventually, the presence of UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone with its 17,000 peacekeepers
hel ped provide time and space to begin reconstructing the security forces and build up
governance structures. Themajor logistical task and tactical challengeinvolved deploying
what at the time was the biggest ever UN peacekeeping mission. This meant that
UNAMSIL had no interest in reforming or building the internal security institutions.
In sum, “the UN was looking inwards; it wasn't until 2001 that it started to look out,
and when it did, it was very much with a focus on the 2002 el ections’ .




By thistime, the process of establishing afunctioning MoD, which had begun
in late 1999, was well underway. In order to ensure transparency and civilian
oversight of the armed forces, a modified basic UK MoD organisational
structure, designed by MODAT, was used as a template. New management
practices based on UK /Western models, but reflecting the national requirements
of Sierra Leone, were introduced. This model was subsequently amended in
|ate 2000 and early 2001 by new membersof IMATT from UK who represented
“the latest Western thinking”#.

Throughout 2001, reviews of the roles and deployment of the armed forces
were undertaken. It was decided that there was a heed to increase the size of
the proposed future RSLAF to deal with additional security tasks and to apply
lessons|earnt from recent and ongoing operations. These decisionsweredirectly
linked to the May 2000 events. With the implementation of the military
reintegration plan, the RSLAF was anticipated to expand in size to just under
15,000 military personnel. Whilst there were anumber of control mechanisms
that could beimplemented, such asthedischarge of unfit and over-age personnel,
there was a need to manage these in a sensitive manner. It was planned that by
2005 RSLAF, through theimposition of retirementsand other initiatives, would
have reduced the armed forces to around 10,600 personnel. At the time this
was perceived to be the optimum size for the Sierra Leone armed forces®.

The construction of the MoD HQ building and implementation of its military
and civilian organisation was led by UK military adviserswho were members
of the IMATT. IMATT, in turn, had been mobilised quickly as aresult of the
return to hostilitiesin May 2000. Some of the officers coming in were not very
mindful of cultural issues or the need for sustainability and national ownership.
As one British Officer on the ground, serving in Sierra Leone during 2003 as
Commander IMATT, stated later:

“You design an MoD on the basis that you'’ ve got fifty British officers
running it, and then the next week there is going to be four British
officers. And you say. What? They haven't got the capacity for that?
And arguably, do they need that? Do they need something as



complicated as that? So you have to be careful not to take the
blueprint that was written in London, change the date and time and
reproduce the model. You've actually got to design the model for
what they require, and we had an MoD where we made exactly that
mistake” &,

The complexity of the context in which these operations were taking place
was daunting. First, there were pressures of operational expediency, as the
war was ongoing. Second, at the time, there was a perceived need to put in
place appropriate levels of civilian oversight as quickly as possible. Third,
corruption, especially inthe procurement area, wasamajor concern. In addition
to these immediate concerns, there were also organizational issues between
MODAT and IMATT. The UK civil advisers working in the MoD were not
part of IMATT; they were reporting directly to DfID and living in separate,
private accommodation. While, at aninformal level, some mixed socially, some
did not. This personal and professional distance resulted in poor coordination
and communication.

During transformation of the MoD and RSLAF and their operational and
management processes, there were occasional clashes with other branches of
Government and withinthe SierraLeone public services. | solating one Ministry
and developing it along specific lines with alead by external advisers meant
that MoD reforms, strictly speaking, were not operating within the regulations,
rulesand constraints of the broader civil service of SierraLeone. Whilst Sierra
Leonean counterparts would frequently accept that IMATT procedures were
moreefficient, they also felt that many changeswereintroduced without proper
consultation. This was undoubtedly necessary in the emergency of 2000.
However, once the security situation had been stabilised and peacebuilding
efforts began to overtakefire-fighting by the end of 2001, this became more of
aconcernto SierraLeonean civil servantsand military staff intheMoD and to
overall sustainability and national ownership of the process.

At the sametime, recruiting and sustaining the presence of UK civilian advisers
to the MoD proved to be extremely difficult, effectively leaving armed forces



reform under an IMATT lead. The formation of the new MoD was therefore
being driven by the military through the placement of IMATT officersin key
staff appointments. Coupled withtheneed for IMATT officersin key operational
command positionswithin thearmed forces, thiscreated an ‘informa’ command
structure from IMATT officers, through Commander IMATT and directly to
the President, as hisdesignated military adviser. Thereisno question that such
astructure helped to speed up decision-making at critical times, but it also had
the effect of undermining the overall project purpose through bypassing the
formal chain of command and the MoD civilian staff.

Thiscircumstancewasfortified by thefact that there was|ack of representation
of armed forces issues at the ministerial and cabinet level. Over the entire
period of this study, but addressed by the APC Government elected in August
2007, the President was also the Minister of Defence and therewas no additional
defence representation at cabinet level or in the National Security Council
Coordinating Group (NSCCG) by hisdeputy.

Consequently, senior MoD staff lacked direct |eadership and representation at
the top level. In times of emergency or civil war, the role of the President as
Minister of Defence, had major advantages. In peacetime, it was becoming
increasingly clear that the lack of separation of these two positions was
weakening the democratic process in Sierra Leone. It reflected a, perhaps,
over-centralization of government, and broke links between the armed forces
and civilian oversight at astrategic level. It was clear, however, that continued
fear of acoup at the highest executive level stalled the hand-over of control of
the armed forces to a separate minister of defence.

From June 2000 to early 2001, the substantial deployment of international military
personnel in Sierra Leone led to an imbalance in power between Defence
Headquarters and the MoD, with the IMAT T-supported Defence Headquarters
carrying out tasksthat fell under theMoD’sremit. For example, negotiationsin
early 2000 over apay risefor soldiersto bring them to police and civil service
salary levels took place between the Ministry of Finance and Defence
Headquarters, rather than the MoD. Because the appropriate channels were



not used, this caused tension with the police and civil service, who felt that the
military had ignored appropriate procedures and any general policy of restraint
on pay increases.

By early 2001, there was a perception amongst some civil servants that this
imbalance had recreated conditions of the 1980s and early 1990s, when pay
and other financial management issues were subject to private deals between
the Force Commander and the Ministry of Finance or the President. Equally,
the MoD’s new Director of Estates was only peripherally involved in the
refurbishment of the Paramount Hotel and the Director of Procurement was
excluded from purchases of uniforms and equipment. The comparatively
entrenched tradition of themilitary dealing directly with the President and with
the Ministry of Finance over their budgetary and off-budgetary financial needs
was taking considerable time to overcome®.

Virtualy everywhere across the public service (not just in Sierra Leone) the
pay of public servantsis a key source of friction, though unique to the MoD
was the different salaries of military and civilian personnel. Despite the new
pay structures devised in 1998, by 2001, Director-level personnel earned
Lel160,000 (around $80 per month). This was the same salary as an officer
cadet after the recent military pay rises. Understandably, this discrepancy
between civilian and military staff salaries caused significant tension between
the civilian and military MoD staff and remains a concern. Whilst salary
increasesinisolation from therest of the civil service were not seen ashelpful,
there were attempts made to recompense staff within the MoD in different
ways, particularly through refurbishment of Paramount Hotel and improvements
in conditions of service. Theissue of conditions of service may also be seen as
one of the primary reasons why the idea of transforming the Civil Defence
Force (CDF) into a Territorial Defence Force (TDC) did not come to fruition
(see Box 8 below where the fate of the CDF after the war is discussed as
recalled by Mike Dent).



Box 8: The Civil Defence Force

As important as the Government forces at the time were the non-regular forces, the
CDF, which were comprised of amix of civilian hunter groups dedicated to protecting
their communities from enemy attacks, played avital role. Itsfounder and |eader, Sam
Hinga Norman, was also the Deputy Minister of Defence from 1998-2002, which
undoubtedly underlined the importance of the CDF. Although no official numbers
existed, the Government estimated their complement at around 50,000 combatants,
though they were only lightly armed and had limited logistical support. Their command
structure, based in Freetown, was headed by the CDF Central Coordinating Committee,
chaired by the Vice-President and including directorsfor major functionssuch aslogistics,
communications and public relations. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, there were
considerable concerns expressed about the CDF and their potentially destabilizing
role. Equally strong wasapoalitical recognition of theimportance of CDF in supporting
the Government and also of their crucial rolein fighting the RUF. While Sam Hinga
Norman was Deputy Minister of Defence at the time, recognition of the CDF's pivotal
role cut across the whole political spectrum of SierraLeone.

In the Government of Sierra Leone’s National Security Policy — Proposals and
Recommendations, there was serious consideration of the establishment of areserve
force that should fall “within the halistic approach of the security sector and [...]
complement the requirements of the full-time units of both the Armed Forces, the
Police and Civil Authority generally”®. The document was produced about the same
time as MODAT's proposals for restructuring the MoD and the armed forces. The
ideawasfor aTerritorial Defence Force (TDF) to constitute areserve force (not unlike
the UK’sTerritorial Army). Its mission would bein the spirit of the CDF'srole during
the conflict; it would constitute a civil militiaand contribute to local area security for
villages and chiefdoms. Different scenarioswere envisioned, including TDF provision
of first-level response, and, with their local knowledge, intelligence and support,
assistance to the armed forces. In times of crisis, the civil militia was viewed as
potentially supporting the regular armed forcesin territorial defence.

In 1999 and early 2000, an 8,500 person armed force was recommended with the
additional TDF option which was seen as relatively cost-free. The issue, however,
became politicized with the question of which Ministry — defence or interior — the
CDF would be responsible to developing into a major obstacle. As the Military
Reintegration Programme (M RP) gathered momentum, with no budget for the existing
RSLMF forces and the resumption of hostilities, the idea of the TDF faltered.

During the hostilities of 2000, the CDF were integrated under full military command
through an interim command structure. When fighting stopped and the DDR process
wasinitiated, the CDF were officially recognized as combatants, technically alongside
RUF fighters. Those who chose to do so could apply to join the emerging armed forces
through the MRP. Following this, theidea of aTDF was effectively mothballed due to
lack of funding and other, more pressing, considerations such as accommodation and




Box 8: Continued

equipment for the regular army. No formal decision was ever made, but the reality in

late 2001 was that the resources avail able simply did not allow for aTDF to be formed
and the CDF eventually melted away®'.

Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration

InAbujain early May 2001, an agreement was finally reached to implement
the accord of November 2000. At the time of the signing of ‘Abuja 2’, as it
became known, the RUF were continuing to be resupplied by Liberiaand were
actively involved in offensive operationsin Guineawith the aim of destabilising
the Government of President Lansana Conté. The Guinean Armed Forces
(GAF) undertook an aggressive defence of Guined's territory in the areas to
the north of Kambia and to the east of Kailahun, using newly acquired Mi-24
helicopter gunshipsand indirect fireweapons, including artillery. The RUF paid
dearly for its actions and, following a GAF offensive into Sierra Leone, the
RUF were subsequently forced to retreat back into Kambia where they came
under pressure from the SLA. Asalready noted, thisforced the RUF to review
their position and to agree to observe the terms of the cease-fire and start
instructing their combatants to disarm through the DDR Programme. At the
same time members of the CDF joined the DDR process.

In late 2001, the DDR process throughout Sierra Leone was, if not finalized,
then assessed to be making good progress, particularly regarding disarmament
and demobilization. The National Commission for Disarmament, Demobilization
and Reintegration (NCDDR) was supported by a Conflict and Humanitarian
Affairs Department (CHAD) Operations team that established an effective
registration system, oversaw the payment of reinsertion benefits and performed
technical aspects of the process. By November 2001, 35,700 ex-combatants
had been disarmed; 24,800 of these were discharged and nearly 24,000 paid
reinsertion benefits.



Reintegration was the weak link of the DDR process, primarily because of
lack of private sector income-generating opportunities for ex-combatants. But
reintegration also rankled the civilian population, which had suffered at the
hands of these ex-combatants and was now expected to welcome them back
into their communities. It also suffered from alack of suitable implementing
partnersand, duetoinstitutional issues, theinability of the NCDDR toimplement
reintegration proposals. A delayed European Community (EC) contribution
through the Multi-Donor Trust Fund® aso led to further delays.

Potential threatsthat are still raised as universal weaknesses of DDR processes
wereidentified early onin SierraLeone by NCDDR, including:

m The potential for tension in the future if the large pool of unoccupied
youth and ex-combatantsin the country reactsviolently to disappointments
or the lack of reintegration, including education and employment
opportunities.

m Theunravelling of reconciliation due to divisive political campaigning
during el ection seasons.

m The absence of substantial and sustained foreign investment to kick-
start the economy in Sierra Leone and consolidate the benefits of
reintegration programmes into progress and ultimately, sustainable
economic devel opment.

Whilst these points were al identified in the early 2000s, they continue to be
important issuesin some parts of the country today, reaching into broader issues
of sustainable economic development.

The Military Reintegration Programme

The Lomé Peace Accord of July 1999 required a plan for the integration of all
ex-combatant groups, including the SLA, into asingle military forcefor Sierra
Leone. The military reintegration programme (MRP) was originally produced
by MODAT inApril 2000in responseto aformal request from the Government
of SierraLeone and the NCDDR to conform to this agreement. However, the
MRP sparked controversy. In 2000, acollaboration between the Sierral.eonean
NGO Campaign for Good Governance, the SLP, the Ministry of Defence, and



the Office of the National Security Advisor (ONS was not yet established at
thetime) provided the opportunity for civil society to engagein discussionson
how best to take the MRP forward. An obvious public concern was raised
around theimplications of reintegrating ex-combatantsinto the military and the
futurerole of the CDF who, like the army, were accused of committing human
rights abuses during the war®.

The new cease-fire, signed in May 2001, revitalised the DDR programme.
Planning for the implementation of the previously endorsed MRP, which had
been held in abeyance since April 2000, became ahigh priority. The MRPwas
reviewed, amended, endorsed and formally initiated in early June 2001 with the
opening of the Temporary Holding Centre (THC) at Kabatha Junction. The
formal MRP selection process started at the newly established Personnel
Screening Centre (PSC) at Lunghi in mid-June. Thefirst of the successful ex-
combatants arrived at the Holding and Basic Training Centre (HBTC), which
had been built by SLA Engineersand at Mape afew dayslater. Thereintegration
planitself was carried out in six phases, aslisted in Box 9.

Themilitary reintegration plan aimed to implement an RSLAF recruit selection
process from ex-combatant groups. It was to provide a credible alternative to
thecivilian reintegration plan and in the process establish apalitical professional
armed forces. It was assumed that a maximum of 3000 ex-combatants from
RUF, CDF and AFRC would enter the RSLAF via the programme. A total of
2,091 ex-combatants had graduated from the IMAT T-supported Armed Forces
Training Centrein May 2002 at the last basic intake. A commissioning parade
for platoon commanders in August brought the programme to a close with a
total of around 2,400 trained. Headline statistics for the MRP are provided in
Table 2.



Box 9: The Six Stages of the Military Reintegration Programme

= Stage 1 — disarmament and demobilization: A country-wide process,
recommenced in Kambia and Port Loko in May 2001 and closed in Pujehun,
Kenemaand Kailahunin January 2002. At this stage all ex-combatantswere briefed
on the military reintegration programme as part of the pre-discharge orientation
process. Despite wide publicity, many ex-combatants missed the deadlineto disarm
intheir own region.

= Stage 2 — potential recruit decision: Temporary holding camps opened in June
2001 and closed in March 2002. Potential recruits were brought into a military
environment. They were placed in syndicates of 30 to undergo drills and formal
screening based on their medical and marital status and age. Background checks
were also conducted by both SL P and RSLAF intelligence agencies.

= Sage 3 —individual assessment: A personnel selection centre opened at Lunghi
in early June 2001; the final Selection Tribuna was held in early March 2002.
Potential recruits completed a full medical to existing RSLAF entry standards,
plusphysical, education and military experiencetests. At culmination of the personnel
selection centreall potential recruits attended aselection tribunal . Thiswasnormally
chaired by a UNAMSIL Colonel and included RUF and CDF liaison officers
employed by NCDDR. IMATT officers provided the secretariat, acted asimpartial
observers and indeed Chairman on several occasions. Successful applicants were
offered entry to RSLAF.

= Stage 4 — holding and basic training group: Opened in mid-June 2001 and
closed in March 2002. Recruits were put in platoons. Now formally soldiers and
paid as such, they were subjected to military discipline and undertook basic military
training.

m Stage 5 —integrated bridging training: The first ex-combatant recruits started
training in late July 2001; and the last passed training in mid-May 2002. Recruits
were now issued with uniforms, weapons and equipment for the first time. A
subsequent 9-week programme delivered basic infantry training within a platoon
framework.

= Sage6-—postingtofirst RSL AF unit: Trained soldiersjoined unitsasindividual
reinforcements, posted as manning priorities dictated. Subject to satisfactory
performance and recommendation in their first report at the 6-month point, their
temporary rank was substantiated.




Table 2: Headline Statistics of the Military Reintegration Programme

Number entering the military rentegraion programme (processed by 2982
temporay holding camps and persond selection centres)

Overall pass rate at personal sdection centres (varied from 55% to 90%) 80%
Numbers starting forma military training 2385
Overall RUF/CDF ratio joining RSLAF (veried from 51:49 to 79:22) 65:35
Totd passing basic training 2349
Overall pass ratein training 98%

Dueto thelong-term developmental implications of reintegration into civilian
life, entering the new armed force of Sierra Leone became one of the most
viable reintegration opportunities, not least because it proved to be relatively
successful. It provided one meaningful form of vocational training for those
disarmed and demobilized who wanted to pursueamilitary career. Furthermore,
while numbers were fairly modest, the programme was significant as it lent
credence to the notion of the future RSLAF as an army of reconciliation.

A number of concerns were raised about the rigorousness of the screening of
candidates, including the human rightsrecord of ex-combatants, psychological
suitability to hold arms and willingness to abide by the concept of civilian
management and oversight of the armed forces. Screening processes appeared
to focus primarily on physical health and criminal record. It should be noted
here that the process was taking place in aframework of generally very few
recordsexisting at all, let alone dating from the period of the war. The process
was carried out according to a series of principles presented in Box 10.

Given that down-sizing of the armed forces was such a key issue, there were
concernsabout entrantsto the programme only being offered one-year contracts
with little prospect of alternative employment. Because there was no detailed
long-term strategy in place setting out the overall objectives for the security



Box 10: Principles of the Military Reintegration Programme

The concept of military reintegration is not new; a number of well-tried principles
were applied:

1. Fairness.

2. Transparency.

3. Recruitment based on objective, ability-based criteria.

4. Individual choice.

5. No “free passes’ for any group.

6. Level playingfieldfor all.

7. Training to beintegrated as soon as possible.

8. Firmlinkage between civilian and military reintegration programmes.
9. Fixed manpower ceilings for the new Armed Forces.

10. Control of the process to be fully representative.

system transformation process, including in the MRP, there was no plan for the
end goa of a down-sizing exercise either. In the early 2000s, no one was
willing to make the politically sensitive decision of acomplete overhaul of the
armed forces, not least IMATT, which held an executive mandate during this
period. While making this decision certainly did not become easier later on, it
remains an issue which Sierra Leone needs to address, including out of
affordability concerns.

It has been said that the number of RUF, AFRC and CDF combatantsintegrated
into RSLAF wassmall and thusinsignificant. Yet, as noted above, the symbolic
value of the Military Reintegration Programme was critical. All soldierswere
mixed up in their various units and sub-units; thus, no elements of the RSLAF
ended up as exclusively ‘ex-SLA’, ‘ex-RUF or ‘ex-CDF’.

The Office of National Security (ONS) and the Central
Intelligence and Security Unit (CISU)

The key feature of the cluster of reform measures that eventually became
known as SSR, or security system transformation in Sierra Leone, was that
reforms were implemented during a conflict. In the case of ONS and CISU,
the challenge also included the building of new institutions. A visitor noted,



plainly, in September 1999: “ Sierra L eone does not currently have a Security or
Intelligence Service. Responsibility for security (counter-espionage, counter-
terrorism and counter-subversion) and public order restswith the Special Branch
(SB) of the Sierra Leone Police Service”®. At this point in time, however,
most of the information gathered by these intelligence services focused on
monitoring opposition political parties, student organizations and trade unions.

Nonethel ess, the demandsfrom Sierra L eone' sintelligence servicesand national
security coordination organisation wereimmediate. There was an urgent need
for intelligenceto be made available, assessmentsto be made and policy advice
to be submitted. The intelligence community, such as it was, was therefore
going to have to transform itself whilst al'so providing intelligence material to
inform policy and actions — which it did. Therefore, despite extremely trying
circumstances, progress was made during 1999-2000 in establishing anumber
of key platformsonwhich later successwasbuilt. SIL SEP began to contribute
towards a functioning National Security Council, the outline of a National
Security Act and the drafting of a National Security Policy. Details of the
development of the National Security Policy paper process are presented in
Box 11%.

In operations, CISU and other intelligence agencies supported the defeat of
the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) and the establishment of security in
post-conflict Sierra Leone. CISU, despite its small size, was able to make a
substantial contribution to understanding the intentions and capacities of RUF
leadership and to have an impact on the will of that leadership to maintain
armed conflict. CISU and its partners were also able to contribute to an
understanding and tracking of the other hostile and destabilising forcesin Sierra
Leone aswell asin neighbouring countries. Thisintelligence was shared with
SierraLeone's allies and considered to be of good value®.

Also of considerable value was the newly found ability of the transformed,
indeed rebuilt, intelligence servicesto eval uate outside sources of information
for the Government, in particular, for the Office of the President. CISU was
now able to clearly evaluate external sources as peddling disinformation or



Box 11: Development of the Sierra Leone National Security Policy

Paper (2000)

In 2000 adraft SierraLeone National Security Policy Paper was circulated. The process
of producing this document was initiated in 1997 and, at the time, it was seen as a
strong statement that the Government was serious about planning for the futurein this
area. Notably, there was limited, if any, buy-in from the SLA Defence Headquarters.

The aim of the National Security Policy Paper — as with the future Security Sector
Review —wasto establish abasisfor aNational Security Policy that would provide an
overarching framework within which more detailed policy papersrelating to the main
security agencies, including military, police and intelligence services, could fit. There
was also an expectation, which was never realised, that the National Security Policy
would lead to a White Paper on National Security, outlining Government policy and
any legislation necessary to support it.

The paper itself defines security and sets the context for national security policy
development. It considers key security issues, including geographical, political and
economic factors, historical causes of instability, including previous security |apses,
and the security forces and agencies available to the Government of Sierra. It then
considers internal and external threats to national security, leading to a set of policy
recommendations.

The paper takes a holistic approach to security, covering ‘traditional’ security issues
such as the integrity of the state and sovereignty. It also elaborates a number of
guarantees of democratic rights and freedom of the civilian popul ation from threatsto
personal security and property. In addition, it states a commitment to freedom from
war, poverty and social injustice. Security was viewed asintegral to wider governance
issues, and therefore the inclusion of other government agencieswas seen askey to this
comprehensive security strategy. In practice, thiswas difficult to realise, partly because
of the different pace of reform undertaken by different Ministries and partly because
the overarching controlling Committee, the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC), did not
encompass several Ministries, including the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as permanent
members.

rumour, and communicate this clearly to the relevant authorities, rather than
passit onuncriticaly.

In early 2001, therewereofficialy threeintelligence collecting agencies. SLP's
Specia Branch; the Force Intelligence and Security Unit (FISU) and CISU,
formerly known as the National Intelligence Unit. Of these, CISU was the
newest creation and existed largely only on paper. (In addition, an intelligence



branch of the CDF existed in 1999-2000, which faded away with the CDF's
diminishing importance as the war came to an end).

Thefirst meetings of the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) in 2001 indicated
that it would be necessary to carry out radical restructuring of all three collecting
agenciesin order to achieve aworkablelevel of intelligence production, which
in turn would be able to provide the JIC with a minimum of reliable and
actionable intelligence. Such a process had already begun in FISU under the
guidance of British Army Intelligence Corps advisors, but was not part of a
wider strategy for restructuring and integrating Sierra Leone’s intelligence
machinery. This meant that a new and substantial task had already emerged,
but it was equally clear that there was no point in building capacity inthe JIC
and a Joint Assessment Centre if there was no usable intelligenceto action. In
hindsight that may be to state the obvious, but refers to the important point of
appropriate sequencing of the transformation process.

Limited access to actionable intelligence immediately caused problems for
programme management, since the original timetable and resource allocation
had not foreseen the need to devel op intelligence coll ection capacity. Moreover,
DfID did not believethat devel oping such ‘ operational’ capacity was part of its
charter, indeed could be, given its devel opment-related mandate. In the event,
it was agreed that the British intelligence community would support the
development of operational capability in parallel with SILSEP by developing
analytical ‘ non-operational’ capacities.

Early thinking on state security had been focused around a centralised system
with power concentrated in the Office of the President that covered everything
from military intelligenceto organised crime®. The SLPwould loseits Special
Branch and the military itsintelligence unit. However, the President dismissed
thisideain favour of the creation of acentral co-ordinating mechanism —later
to become the Office of National Security (ONS) — that responded to the
notion that “there were elementary things that were missing” in terms of
intelligence co-ordination®. As the first, and still serving, National Security



Coordinator recalled about this period:

“We started from a clean slate, | had a view on coordinating the
security sector. Basically, | was recommending a structure at the
national level, coordinating the security sector. [Previously, the]
military were given political power, there was no leadership from
the political class. | was finally, with ONS, given a chance to put
coordination in place” .

The ONS, a state security agency, was seen as having the benefit of being a
‘new start’. It would be agovernment institution which, dueto the new selection
process and security vetting of recruits, had a good chance of maintaining
standards of incorrupt and apolitical behaviour in its staff. Indeed, it was
regarded as having the potential to become aflagship model for other government
and public sector departments. Certainly, it represented an improvement on
previousintelligence organi sations and coordination of responses by institutions
of the security system. Prior to the rebel attacks on Freetown in January 1999,
information on the incursions had been availabl e to the executive, but without
an effective system of tasking, coordination, analysis and assessment. It was
arguably not ‘intelligence’ and it failed toinfluencethe actions of policy-makers.
There had been many reports, often rumours, but they were not processed and
policy-makerstherefore had no means of deciding between useful information
and gossip (just as had been the case when rebel attacks on Sierra Leone
began in the early 1990s).

The main concern identified, which remains valid to this date, was whether
building up an efficient ONS could tempt the executive (or opposition |eaders)
to put pressure on the organization to use confidential information to discredit
political opponents. However, ONS has, since its establishment, been ableto
guard against political interferenceintoitsaffairs, largely dueto the robustness
and persuasiveness of the personalities guiding the organization.

Poor intelligence systems had early onin SILSEP led to the formal creation of
a Joint Intelligence Committee that met weekly and included representatives



of the existing intelligence agencies and appropriate Ministries; it was chaired
by the National Security Coordinator. The breakdown of the security forces
during the war was similar to that of the rest of the public service and, like the
military, many intelligence operatives had become politicised and, asnoted above,
carried out by the SLP's Specia Branch. Individual officerswere poorly trained
and resourced and the quality of gathering, coordinating, collating and managing
intelligence suffered asaconsequence. I n effect, thismeant several intelligence
agencieswerefreguently involvedin paralld intelligence gathering with virtualy
no coordination of their activities.

Because therewasno SSR blueprint in 2001, aNational Security Architecture
and the ONS were established before any formal strategy or supporting
legidation wasproduced. Infact, thelegidation wasfirst devel oped in embryonic
formtoincorporatethe key el ements of limitations, transparency, accountability,
oversight and responsibilities and then devel oped further in responseto events
on theground. An example of thiswasthe lateinclusion of paragraphsrelating
tothecontrol and licensing of private security companiesin drafts of the National
Intelligence and Security Act.

In particular, the ONS began aprogramme of engagement with key stakeholders
with theaim of identifying answersto critical questions, including definitionsor
perceptions of the nature of the ‘security sector’, but also consideration of
which components should beincorporated into it. From theseinitial discussions
it became clear that there was the need for a central coordinating function of
Sierra Leone's system of security actors. The establishment of the ONS also
drove the development of a national security policy and a national security
doctrine. However, the process of engaging with awide range of stakeholders
itself was relatively ad hoc, at least partly because this was not really about
reforming an existing institution, but more about designing anew architecture
on a blank sheet of paper®.

In Box 12 below, Robert Ashington-Pickett, one of the key advisers to the
ONSand CISU intheearly 2000s, recallsthe process of separating intelligence
gathering and assessment.



Box 12: Separation of CISU and ONS - Intelligence Operations

and Intelligence Assessment®’

Thebeginning of 2001 saw the clear division between the MoD and ONS/CISU elements
of SILSEP and the arrival of intelligence specialists from the UK (the latter event
reflecting agreater sense of acceptance within DfID to draw on UK Secret Intelligence
Service (MI16) expertise). The split in SILSEP was echoed in the departure of the
former National Security Advisor, Sheka Mansary, and his replacement by Kellie
Conteh. Two days after this changeover, the National Security Adviser titlewasreplaced
by that of National Security Coordinator. Thiswassignificant, asit marked the departure
from the traditional personality-based system in which the National Security Advisor
had been a personal advisor to the President. Kellie Conteh, on the other hand, as
National Security Coordinator, wasfirst and foremost the head of agovernment agency,
not a personal advisor. This move took national security and intelligence out of the
realm of intimate, personal chatsat ‘the Palace’ and into the process of professionalising
an arm of government. Working relations between ONS and the Office of the President
have been characterized as such ever since. It isworth noting that the transition from an
intimate personal adviser to the President to a professional government agency is a
critical issuefor Intelligence and Security Service (ISS) components of SSR. However,
elsewhere, in other contexts than that of Sierra Leone, this move has been avoided as
being too politically difficult, with subsequent negative consequences for the SSR
process as a whole.

“Thetimeline of establishing the ONSwas not neat. The organization inherited agroup
of senior political figureswho were part of the former personality-based arrangements
of the Office of the National Security Adviser. Thiscaused someinitial confusion over
therole of the ONS, since these legacy figureswere still in the former mode of rumour
peddling and, as such, apparently in competition with CISU. However, thiswas more
apparent than real, since CISU was about to be made into a secret intelligence service,
whose methods would be on a different scale and level of sophistication.

“By early 2002, ONS and CISU had clearly separate roles. There was no overlap or
conflict of roles during my tenure. One of Kellie Conteh’s strengths was that he
grasped the significance of clear separation between ONS and CISU immediately and
gaveit hisfull support, despite the cultural-political challenges thiswould bring with
it”.




Asthe ONS progressed, it became clear that there were strong political interests
opposing the establishment of abody that could coordinate the entire security
system. Since such aprocessisfundamentally about the distribution of power,
Sierral_eone’ s security system transformation processincluded many perceived
threats to power and access to resources and actual threats to people who
were threatening that power (both Sierra Leonean staff and international
advisersfaced death threats at thistime). There remained alegacy of paliticising
intelligence and reliance on an intelligence service that existed to carry out
internal political security rather than any technical intelligence function. Senior
political players at the executive level at the time relied on their own trusted
informants, peoplewho, inturn, relied on questionable and uneval uated sources.
Moreover, advisers were often reluctant to give bad news. The political
establishment ssmply pursued traditional highly-personalised security assessment
— they felt more comfortable sitting in a room and making decisions in a
thoroughly non-transparent and oftentimes dysfunctional way*.

These entrenched patterns of behaviour had to be overcome to move forward.
In particular, it was crucial that the ONS and CISU, and newly recruited staff
totheseingtitutions, be ableto build trust and support from the highest executive
level. Asone high-level representativein Sierral eone noted, “ the Government
had its own perception in the beginning — gradually, it got rid of a politicized
approach to the security sector”*. Creating the ever-elusive political spacefor
ONS to perform its task became crucial, and has remained one of the most
noteworthy contributions that can be made by external advisers and experts—
securing that space.

The fact that intelligence experts were recruited to support the process of
building up CISU and the ONS was an important watershed in the use of DfID
resources, even though DfID shied away from operational matters. SILSEP's
security coordination and intelligence components remain the only really
significant intelligence capacity-building programmein any DfID programme,
and yet it created a politically neutral space for the further development of
security and governance institutions. These sensitivities were al the more
significant since the ONS (in its strategy coordination role) and CISU (in its



operational role) cameto play animportant part in thefinal phase of thewar by
supporting counter-insurgency activities, obtaining reliableintelligencefrominside
the RUF organi sation and by assisting in breaking down the RUF from within.

Therewere perceptions from outside thetwo organizationsthat ONSand CISU
rivalries were emerging, not least due to perceived overlaps between them.
However, it never was the function of the ONS to collect secret or covert
intelligence. Later, as it became more sophisticated, ONS did gather “open
sourceintelligence” and “ confidential information”, including information from
those of the Provincial and District Security Committees (PROSECs and
DISECs) that functioned effectively. However, this was not an example of
overlap but a central part of the emerging design of the National Security
Architecture. Secret intelligence collection was the function of CISU; open
source intelligence gathering fell to the ONS. In turn, CISU also undertook
surveillance, psychological operations (psyops) and disruption operations, and
did so successfully. An entirely new intelligence agency concept was emerging
beyond anything that ONS or, previoudly, the Office of the National Security
Advisor or the National Intelligence Unit, ever attempted or, indeed, aspired to.
While CISU had alow profile and purposefully hid behind the ONS, CISU’s
operational successes provided ‘proof of concept’ for the Intelligence and
Security Service model as a whole'®,

Thus, the different forms of intelligence and information gathering were meant
to complement each other. Their fusion into the Joint Assessments Group would
over timelead to amore balanced and rounded intelligence product. At first, as
mentioned above, this processwas not well understood by outsiders (or indeed
by early ONS staff members). It was made more confusing by the overlap that
had existed pre-2001 between the Office of the National Security Adviser and
the National Intelligence Unit. But by late 2001 the differences were clear to
those inside the intelligence agencies. Moreover, they were becoming better
understood and appreciated by the Office of the President and wider
Government.



At the sametime, the idea of CISU wasto create a politically neutral civilian
intelligence collection organisation to work alongside FISU and the Special
Branch of the SLP, all reporting to the JIC. Thiscreated tensions, not only with
ONS, which was seen to have too many tasks, but also between the Special
Branch and CISU. Some clear definitions of responsibility were required to
allow proper and effective coordination of intelligence agencies. The draft
National Security and Central Intelligence Bill provided these high level
definitions.

By 2002, the ONS had gone very far very quickly, which generated a number
of challenges in terms of institutional memory, organisational culture and
procedures. Meeting such challengesis part of building institutional confidence
and it is not possible to cut cornersin this process. Substantial achievements,
such asestablishing asufficient political spacefor ONS, alegidativeframework
and ONS and CISU operating procedureswere al vital in establishing abasis
for the organizations to operate effectively.

Decentralizing Security Coordination - Provincial and
District Security Committees (PROSECs and DISECs)

Within the new national security architecture in-the-making the development
of Provincial and District Security Committees (PROSECs and DISECs)
became critical in developing an architecturethat functioned beyond Freetown.
Having been a District Security Officer before the war, President Kabbah's
memories of “how security operated in hisyouth” became a significant factor
in achieving buy-in fromthe highest political level'®t. The President’sfamiliarity
with asystem that functioned at thelocal level helped secure hisdirect support.
Thus, PROSECs and DISECs became a means to decentralise the security
apparatus.

One UK adviser close to the events noted that, in fact Kabbah in particular
had a tendency to " go back to the colonial erawhen things were perceived to
have worked. | suppose we quite unashamedly capitalized on that” 1%, At the
sametime it was generally noted that:



“ Conflicts start out in rural areas where a person has a grievance
that can’'t be addressed. It will start by him hoping that the native
police and courts will help; if they don't work, he will go to the
magistrate courts. By the time it [the grievance] comes to Freetown,
if ever, you've almost lost the opportunity to quell problems arising.
Sankoh could come and feed on these problems: ‘You're not getting
justice, come and join me'. It is way before military coups become
an issue” 19,

Clearly one of the lessons learned in the latter stages of the war and in
transforming Sierra Leone’s security system was that establishing aworkable
security structure outside Freetown was critical in order to prevent any new
rural-based insurgency or border issue with either Guineaor Liberia. In 2000
security committees were set up with basic functionsin Bo and Kenemawith
the expectation of establishing them in every province and district across the
country.

The institutional set-up of the PROSECS/DISECs is not drawn from a pre-
produced international blueprint outside SierraLeone, but from previous colonial
modelsin the country aswell asexperiencesfrom theregion, Ghanaspecifically.
“We would literally sit around the table, and one thing that we did realize was
that we could not simply import a model from the UK or anywhere else, and
say: Herewe are, let's slap thisonein and seeif it works’'%. In addition, the
emphasis on strong links between central and local government institutions
provided a critical element to the intelligence structure which had been non-
existent up to thispoint. Indeed, as previously noted, one of the key deficiencies
of the security architecture before the war was the lack of structured early
warning mechanisms.

Given their origin, the PROSECS/DISECs represent one of the more novel
approaches of the Sierra Leone experience to transforming the way in which
security isdelivered and maintained. The security committeeswere apragmatic
responseto the reality that security and intelligence coordination at provincial
and district levels were needed to counter internal threats to security (which
predominantly originated from grievances at thelocal level).



A key element of the development of this system was that these district and
provincial security committees represented a shift away from the idea of
‘security’ as a purely national concern towards security as a fundamental
community issue. Therewasavery early recognition within the security system
transformation processin SierraLeonethat security and intelligence coordination
at the provincial and local levels, along with local data collection, could be
decisive. Clearly the idea of ‘holistic national security’ had taken root. What
this meant by 2001, as the conflict was coming to an end, was that if national
security wastowork in SierraLeone, it had to have buy-in by the people at the
grassroots level. In retrospect, district and provincia involvement in security
not only satisfied accountability and transparency standards, but also helped to
consolidate democratic national security institutions'®.

At the time of this writing, a pilot project is being implemented to further
decentralize security committees and expand the PROSECS/DI SECs phil osophy
to the chiefdom level with the implementation of Chieftaincy Security
Committees (CHISECs)'%. The CHISECswill initially be implemented inthe
chiefdoms on the border of Sierra Leone and report to the DISECs.

SILSEP, Security and the Rivalry of Security Agencies

The original idea of SILSEP had been to build “something that could oversee
the armed forces. The Office of the President, including the NSC, was not
being given reports. The origina idea behind SILSEP was improvement in
thosetwo areas. Very soon, the programme mutated slightly into reforming the
intelligence services as well” %7,

The SIL SEP delineation between ‘ security’ and ‘ defence’ at aconceptual level
produced practical implications. The understanding of ‘ security’ called for a
holistic, multi-agency approach to national security that included the National
Security Council, the National Security Adviser, relations between the
contributing agencies and incorporation of the military, policeand intelligence
agencies. ‘Defence’, on the other hand, was limited to the MoD and armed
forces, including military and militiagroups. Thisdistinction wasmadein July



1999, one month after the three-member SIL SEP team arrived in Freetown for
aninitial 12-month period.

The definitional exercise between ‘security’, linked to the National Security
Adviser and ‘defence’ linked to the MoD led to discussions about splitting the
SIL SEP programme components rather than managing them as seamlessly as
possible (the former approach opposes current good SSR practices as defined
by leading agencies, multilateral and bilateral, in the field). Ultimately, this
differentiation between the defence and intelligence components al so papered
over afall-out amongst theinternationa military advisersinvolved. “ Rank might
not matter in DfID”, an observer noted at thetime, “but it doesin the military” 1%,
Indeed, it proved of great significancethat thefirst SIL SEP team included both
serving and retired UK officers. Similarly, it was a reflection of the
circumstances that there was very little in the way of a clear reform strategy
that substantiated the importance of linking all UK security-related programmes
together in anything that could recognisably be called SSR. Establishing those
links among all the components of Sierra Leone’s transformation process has
proven to be a sustained and continuous challenge.

Eventually this conceptual differentiation led to a paper that constructed two
separate scoping statementsfor the ‘ security project’” and the‘ defence project’,
respectively. Within theformer, aNational Security Policy Paper, the National
Security Adviser, the National Intelligence Unit, human resource and training
requirements and other developmental management requirementswere outlined.
Thelatter ‘ defence’ paper concentrated on the creation of a National Defence
Policy for Sierra Leone. This paper also addressed the establishment of a
system for higher management of Defence, including training requirements,
legislative reform regquirements and operational frameworks.

Inaddition, SILSEP also “left out key institutions such asthe Ministry of Interna
Affairs. Theinternational community did not want to touch the military. They
paid alot of attention to the police. Ancillary ministries should have been covered
as well but were not”'®. This comment should be seen in the context of
contemporary debates regarding holistic concepts of and approaches to SSR,



which were neither clearly understood nor employed internationally inthelate
1990s. Nonetheless, the point does speak to the important issue of integrating
programming. Furthermore, as noted by akey player involved in the security
transformation process in Sierra Leone at the early stages, “you can only do
what the climate allows you to do. The Ministry of Internal Affairs was not
seen as SSR. The development of the MIA [Ministry of Internal Affairs] was
included in the CCSSP with the Permanent Secretary as Project Director.
However, due to the political dynamics at the time, work with the Ministry of
Internal Affairs wasn't taken forward, it just didn’t happen” *°,

Conseguently, from late 2000 until 2002, the political interface between the
SL P and the Executive was through the Vice President (who is the Chairman
of the Police Council), aswell asthe President directly, rather than being mediated
by the MIA. Whilethismay not reflect democratic ideals, it was amethodol ogy
that reflected current Constitutional arrangements on police management. At
thetime, it was hoped, and expected, that this Constitutional anomaly would be
dealt with, asit effectively gavethe Minister of Internal Affairs no power over
thedirection of police policy. However, at thetime of thiswriting therole of the
MIA remainslimited.

Conclusion

This chapter has given an overview of the breadth of initiatives taken and
programmes implemented in support of Sierra Leone’s security system from
thelate 1990suntil 2002. The context in which theseinitiativestook place was
open conflict and theall but complete collapse of Sierraleone' sstateinstitutions.

What started out as a routine non-combatant evacuation operation (NEO) by
the UK in 2000 devel oped into asmall-to-medium scale war-fighting operation
in support of and in collaboration with the Government of Sierra Leone.
Subsequently, support to training, indeed, support to re-establishing the armed
forceswas given under the slogan ‘ serving the nation’ . As Clare Short recalled:
“We are trying to build the state and it doesn’t have any armed forces, so that
was the obvious role for the British then, to help train the new Sierra L eonean
army” . At the same time, “there was awholeissue of conflict in Africa. We
were in that phase after the Cold War where there was a massive growth in



conflict within and between countries, causing enormous suffering and
preventing development. | mean, you couldn’t be intelligently interested in
development in Africaand not be focused on how you bring all these conflicts
to an end” 2, Development and security were coming together as a means of
making, keeping and consolidating peace—an entirely different contextinwhich
to operate that existed before the 9/11 attacks, and the wars in Afghanistan
and Irag. “ The possibility of absolutely merging commitmentsto devel opment
with all your other instruments of foreign policy, including the military, which
was conceivable in those days, is nhow sort of lost” %3,

The general state of emergency in Sierra Leone at the time left no space for
sitting back and devel oping astrategy; the country wasin urgent need of support.
Thus, prior to 2002, when the war and accompanying disarmament and
demobilisation were declared over, collaborative UK-Government of Sierra
L eone programmes were very much shaped as responsesto consecutive crises.
The lack of any capacity to oversee the armed forces, which had staged two
coups since 1992, was addressed by SILSEP. So was the inability to properly
coordinate responses to the security situation in the country and to collect
coherent intelligence. Police primacy had been thepriority of President Kabbah
early on; infact, from 1996 establishing apolice force had been given priority.
The SLPwasgiven anew ethos, Local Needs Policing, gender-based violence
was responded to through Family Support Units, and vehicles, communication
equipment and uniforms were procured. Finally, the judiciary was supported
through the Law Development Programme.

At thetime, predominantly asaresult of the context in which operationsbegan,
but also partly because of the personalitiesinvolved, integration of these various
security-related programmes did not take place. However, it was also atime
with no coherent concept of the security system — or SSR — and thus no real
sense of which security-related institutions to include in the transformation
process. Thiswas emerging, however, during the period from 2002 until 2005.
It was in this way that SSR to alarge extent came to shape Sierra Leone just
as Sierra Leone came to shape SSR — as a concept, a set of policies and an
integrated set of programmatic approaches.
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The Development of an
SSR Concept, 2002-2005

The year 2002 was pivotal for Sierra Leone. Officially the conflict ended in
January, although there were significant areas of the countryside that were not
under the direct control of the Government. Thefirst post-war presidential and
parliamentary elections were held, won by a significant margin by the Sierra
Leone's People’s Party (SLPP) taking 70.03% of the vote. This was very
much Kabbah’s triumph; he was seen by then as the man who brought peace
to Sierra Leone after a decade of war. Elections were made possible with the
deployment of what wasthe biggest UN peacekeeping mission (17,000 foreign
troops) to date. However, while UNAMSIL provided transport and other logistic
support, policing of therelatively peaceful election processwas conducted by
the SLP.

The partially-developed set of agencies and programmes that had helped the
Government of Sierraleoneto winthewar wereinstantly faced with adifferent
set of challenges from the emergency planning they had been engaged in until
2002. The previous chapter outlines a number of those challenges, including
rivalry between agencies and ministries, the balance of the UK military between
taking operational command and advising, continued political instability and a
fragile peace that had to deal with large numbers of armed former combatants.



Thiswas done in the context of an as yet non-functioning military and only a
partially-developed SLP. By early 2004, findings of the Security Sector Review
being produced at the time noted that the economy — as opposed to more
traditional security threats—was akey threat to achieving the futurevision for
the country4, As the outgoing Commander IMATT, Adrian Freer, noted in
late 2003: “Within Sierra Leone, although the current situation is calm, the
failure of the Government to stimulate the economy and address the resultant
levels of unemployment and under-employment are of great concern [...].
Without this, and despite security sector reforms, neither long-term stability for
the country nor the foreign investment necessary for economic recovery can
be assured”1*®. Thesethreatsto the stability of SierralLeone very much remain
in place today.

It was becoming obvious that without economic development, neither long-
term stability nor foreign investment was a given. Achieving success in the
economic spheretoriva thegainsin the security system proved difficult, remains
difficult and could become adecisively destabilizing factor in thefuture. It was
becoming clear at this time that the Government could not survive without
direct budgetary support and other types of aid from donors.

The UK decided to create aMemorandum of Understanding (MoU), described
in Box 13, which had long-term consequences for UK development policy in
Sierra Leone and for the country’s post-war reforms in general.

The period from 2002-2005 al so constituted a major turning point in terms of
producing strategy and devel opment objectives and linkages between the two.
The Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) and Security Sector Review
were being prepared. Justice sector programming, which had largely focused
on enhancing police capacity under the CCSSP, was broadened into a more
holistic approach to encompass the courts and prison services under JSDP,
whichwasbeing planned during these years. Thus, arecognisable SSR approach
began to be developed and linkages that had been formed in the prior period
began to be operationalised. Seriousissues of the geographical reach of security
forces and their lack of capacity began to be addressed, even if challenges
remained substantial.



Box 13: The Memorandum of Understanding between the UK and

Sierra Leone

In 2002, the UK Government made an unusual, far-reaching decision, spearheaded by
then UK Secretary of State for International Development, Clare Short, to agreeto a
ten-year Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the Government of SierraL eone.
Such along-term commitment was a novelty in development thinking at the time. It
bound both parties to a series of commitments until 2012, and was a consequence of
the alignment of UK national and developmental interests. Moreover, it was coupled
with a broader geopolitical UK commitment to demonstrate that ajoined-up defence,
diplomatic and developmental effort, as evidenced by the newly created Global and
Africa Conflict Prevention Pools (GCPP and ACPR, respectively), could deliver
stability. In other words, working together could produce a situation where the result
would be worth more than the sum of its departmental parts'®. It was “ something that
helped usenormously”, one of the main CCSSP advisers has noted, “ at least you knew
that you had the support. In '98-"99 real, serious risks were taken. Also some very
serious personal decisions — this is the reality. If somebody is going to commit to a
change process, my horizon is 15-20 years’ Y.

There were key principles adhered to as part of the MoU. The principle of national
ownership, often quoted but rarely observed, was at the core of the MoU and the
Government of SierraL eonewas presented in writing with the activities planned to be
undertaken by the UK Government and the sectoral and financial commitmentsrequired
to deliver them. Similarly, in signing the document, Sierra L eone demonstrated buy-in
at thehighest political level to astrategy that included, inter alia, objectiveson reshaping
the army and developing and implementing a national anti-corruption strategy. The
MoU amounted to aform of benevolent donor conditionality, with the Government of
SierraL eone being provided with aseries of political and financial guarantees deemed
necessary to lay the foundations for a comprehensive post-conflict development
programme.

The MoU also provided a mechanism for conditionality in the form of performance-
related budget support, another usual aspect of adevelopment programmein acountry
with asahigh fiduciary risk as Sierra Leone. Despite the potential carrot-and-stick of
the risk of up to £5 million per year being either provided or withheld based on
Government performance, this mechanism of conditionality was ultimately not used
aseffectively asit could have been. Departmentsresponsiblefor delivering against the
benchmarks contained within the MoU often were not aware of their deliverables. In
addition, at least with respect to the MoD that was only coming into being, the MoU
was signed without itsinvolvement (i.e. pledges were made without knowing whether
they could be delivered upon). With the added weakness of not having a Minister of
Defenceinvolved inthe daily business of the ministry, the political guidance on how to
implement the aspects of the MoU relevant to the armed forces, such as producing a
long-term plan for down-sizing, simply was not forthcoming.




Box 13: Continued

Since decisions made regarding the all ocation of the performance tranche werein-year,

they were never incorporated into the document. Moreover, deliverables were often
not clear. Eventually, thisform of strategic engagement gave way to crisis management,
and the urgent overcame the important®.

Establishing the SLP outside Freetown and the Western
Area

Before 2002, police reform had taken place predominantly in Freetown and
had emphasised strategic issues, in part because of a genuine need to do so
andin part becauseit was not possibleto move outside the capital. In particular,
emphasi s had been placed on building capacity amongst the senior levels of the
SLPR, including training at the Police Collegeat Bramshill inthe UK. Theemphasis
on Freetown at the time was also precipitated by the security situation,
particularly the high number of internally displaced people occupying any large
building available, including former railway train sheds and derelict factory
buildingsin the east end of Freetown. After the war ended, it became possible
to move SL P operations outsi de Freetown and move from atheoretical, strategic
approach to a more practical one.

At thetime, one key actor pointed out:

“The context changed dramatically right about 2002. From then on
we were able to access Makeni, Kabala, Koidu, Kailahun, etc. We
were able to go into these places and start re-establishing policing.
The context changed from maintaining law and order in Freetown
to having to do it throughout the country. That, in itself, presented a
whole lot of new challenges in terms of communications, mobility
and so forth. Because it was the police that got in first, there was
very little in terms of infrastructure — they had completely ruined all
our premises. In Kambia there was nothing, Makeni, everything
was wrecked. In Kono they dug [for diamonds] under the police
stations. We needed money to rebuild the infrastructure, which we



didn't have much of because, at the time, we expected other donors
to come in to support. Alan Doss came into his own as the DSRSG
[Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-General]. He
started to mobilize UNDP [United Nations Development
Programme]; we went through a period of building makeshift
barracks. That was the immediate pressure, establishing some kind
of effective policing. We had to take well-armed and professionally-
trained OSD personnel with us to enable us to keep these places
under control” 19,

Deployment acrossthe country, however, would not have been possible without
amassiveinvestment in avehiclefleet and nationwide communication systems,
investments that the Government could not have afforded. By 2004, “the SLP
hasimproved its responsiveness and its visibility. A major factor in achieving
this situation has been the communi cations, vehicles and infrastructure support
provided through the CSSP” 1%, However, despite this success, concerns about
the long-term sustainability of these massive investments were being raised:
“[T]he SLP now have a large vehicle fleet (+700 vehicles) [...], but in time
these vehicles will need replacing”. However, “no government replacement
plan or abudget to achieve this’ wasin place'?. Thisissue remains aconcern
today, greatly hampering SLPmobility, particularly inthe countryside.

The push for a police presence outside Freetown not only came from the
Government, but from UNAMSIL aswell. With limited or noinfrastructurein
or around Kono, for example, and the continued hostility towards state security
forces, it became amassivelogistical undertaking to get both human resources
and equipment shipped to the area: “The Pakistani army [UNAMSIL
peacekeepers] wanted us in Kono. We had to get vehiclesin there. Large M-
26 transport helicopters took vehicles and equipment there with 200 police
officers. Links were established into HQ and radio communications for local
operations’ 12,

Despite these efforts, the consolidation of police presence outside the Western
Area faced the on-going threat of hostile groups, warring factions, RUF



combatants, CDF fighters and criminal gangs. Consequently, some internal
competition about who held the monopoly of providing security at the local
level existed. In brief, the situation dictated “policing by consensus’, as
negotiation and management of these groupswere necessary until reintegration
as part of the DDR process gathered momentum. At this point, the SLP simply
did not have the power to establish a monopoly on delivering security to the
popul ation'?,

By early 2003, it became clear that SLP force levels were still inadequate. It
had al so become clear that given therole of the SLP under the pre-war regime,
and moreimportantly, the complete breakdown of state institutions during the
extended period of conflict, basic training, asopposed to retraining, wasrequired.

The SLP needed to increase in size from 6,000 to 9,500 personnel. To achieve
this, it would be necessary to train 1,000 new recruits per year until 2005. The
obvious need to develop apolicetraining strategy and training itself eventually
involved infrastructureinvestment in the Police Training School, the Operationa
Support Division (OSD) Training Centre and establishing three regional training
centres. By the end of 2004, 900 new recruits per year were undergoing training.
Training itself was provided by Sierral.eoneansand by jointinitiativesinvolving
the SLP, CCSSP and UNCIVPOL,

Therebuilding of the SLP was based on Comprehensive SLP training and the
philosophy of ‘Back to Basics' (B2B). Some of the skillsoriginally outlinedin
B2B giveagood impression of the SL Ptraining needed: Completing entriesin
notebooks; interviewing skillsand identifying key points; recording statements
from complainants, witnesses and suspects; compliance with rules of evidence,
and obtaining accurate descriptions of personsand properties. The B2B concept
waslater noted as not very popular among the policeforce, which according to
some SLP officersregarded this particular initiative asimposed from outside.
This may say more about the notion of what is basic than it does about the
actual need to reintroduce these skillsto the SLP.



In June 2003, Keith Biddle, IGP since 1999, was replaced by thefirst post-war
SierraLeonean |GP, BrimaAchaKamara. Not surprisingly, with the*handover
of leadership came public fears that the police would resort to what it was
[beforethe conflict]” %, and that British support would disappear. |ndeed, access
to funding did change significantly in the sense that a Sierra Leonean IGP
could not make the same demands as those of an expatriate |GP.

At the same time there was a sense that “ Sierra L eonean police officerswould
fare well, because they knew Sierra Leone better”1?6, In the words of Brima
Acha Kamara, Sierra Leone's |GP today:

“It became easier because we started to own the thing — everybody
became involved in a very active way. The umbrella [ of international
leadership] was gone, and the message that had very much been
conveyed to us was that in any situation there must be one leader,
but that we could only make it as a team. There was that awareness
among us and we should be seen to sustain what had been done.
We started to review some of the policies, whether they suited us,
and the Executive Management Board became much livelier. Before,
we said that whatever Keith decided was the right thing — without
much discussion. Confidence started to come; we became bolder
and dismantled a lot of the check points that existed across the
country. Our own situation in the SLP had been unique. Keith was
British, but the whole team was Serra Leonean. In our various
roles we were able to assist him; he worked through us. If you take
Keith out, all the key players were still in place” %7,

The SLP rebuilding process discussed here has been described by the current
IGPassimilar to “anaircraft that isabout to be airborne. It takes alot of speed,
the structures were put in place and strong leadership was a necessity” 12,
Before Kamara took over there was some |leadership fatigue and a degree of
uncertainty and power struggles about the succession that involved allegations
of tribalismand political affiliation. These strugglesinfluenced rel ations between
the SLP and the political leadership. However, the sense that the political



leadership had listened to Keith Biddle because he was an expatriate and that
such privileges would not necessarily be granted to a Sierra Leonean IGP
proved unfounded. A President was in place who ensured operational
independence for the SL P and consequently limited political interferenceinto
the organization’s affairs.

Keith Biddle relates his account of the behind-the-scenes |GP succession
planning processin Box 14.

The Specid Security Division, which changed itsnameto the Operationa Support
Division (OSD) in March 2002 to signify anew start for the unit, were regarded
by the SL P and external advisorsasthefront line of policing. By 2004, the unit
consisted of seven groupstrained in policing public order, firearms, VIP close
protection, mobile armed response, convoy protection and escorts. Indeed, the
role of the OSD had become so important that the |GP intended to increase its
size from the 2004 strength of 2,400 to 2,900, a figure based both on threat
assessments at the time and an expanding portfolio to man some 600 protection
posts. In September 2004, for example, the OSD took over UNAMSIL
responsibilitiesin the Eastern Region of the country.



Box 14: Handing over Responsibility - The SLP Experience!?®

An|GP succession plan had been in the making since early 2001. The President and the
Police Council, together with the Minister of Internal Affairs, approved the final plan:
The IGP is appointed by the President on the advice of the Police Council, with
approval of Parliament.

» Policeofficerswereplaced in three categories:

» Those with the potential to fill the highest positions of IGP, Deputy Inspector-
Genera (DIG) and Assistant Inspector-General (AlG).

= Those with the potential to advance into the first category.

= Thosein junior ranks with the potential to succeed to the higher levels.

In the Police Council, full discussions took place on the strengths and weaknesses of
potential candidates for various high-level positions. Identified potential candidates
were subsequently observed by Police Council members and the President. Those
having potential for |G ranks were frequently tasked by the serving IGP to present to
the Police Council, for instance. Theleading group was also tasked to brief the President
and accompany him on official functions throughout the country.

Another means of preparing the transition was the provision of professional training
opportunities, awarded to thoseindividual swith the potential to succeed. For example,
the current IGP, the DIG and three of the AlGs have all attended the UK Senior
Command Course, designed to train future UK chief constables.

Themix of potential candidates was across the ethnic spectrum, but limited in terms of
gender equality, as there were only two women officers of sufficient seniority for
consideration (both are now AlGs).

Immediately following the 2002 general election, the serving IGP indicated to the
President and the Vice-President, the latter being the Chairman of the Police Council
that his contract would haveto end no later than November 2003. Proceduresto decide
on the succession were also drawn up by the Chairman and Secretary of the Police
Council (Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Internal Affairs).

Biddle recalls: “In the event the selection procedure was professionally conducted
with some nine candidates being thoroughly scrutinized and analyzed. Neither political
consideration nor tribal preferences were brought into the selection equation. For my
appointment, | had gone through the same process that culminated with an extremely
thorough panel interview before a Parliamentary Select Committee, and | have to say
that it was the most rigorous interview to which | was ever subjected. My successor’s
interview was equally thorough and more stressful, asit was tel evised and broadcasted
on the radio — live! The selection process was as professional and as politically
independent as those for selecting chief constablesin the UK.”




Box 14: Continued

There were some who tried to take the SLP backwards through lobbying politicians

and encouraging press stories by paying journaliststo write‘paid up’ stories, but | can
say that they were not in the highest echelon. In any case, the parties to the process
decided toignore such activities”.

A concern raised by some SLP officers, and echoed in CCSSP's successor in
2005, the JSDP, was that the heavy OSD focus was diverting resources away
from general duties policing. However, with OSD filling the security gap left
by the UN, an increase of the Division appeared justified. Indeed, the OSD
was, as noted in 2003, “ cited by the outgoing |GP asthe critical success factor
in developing improved relations with the community” . While this was the
case, it was also clear that careful monitoring and management vigilance was
needed to ensure that the OSD did not become an alternative ‘elite force’ or
lose sight of its primary role and purpose as an SLP palice unit supporting
Local Needs Policing. As noted in 2003: “[T]o ensure that the new human
rights-based training and operational procedures, including safeguards such as
rules of engagement, areinstitutionalized, support from the CSSP [in the context
of this narrative referred to as CCSSP] needs to continue” 3,

In 2004, the perceived difference in treatment between external and interna
security providers was creating tension between RSLAF and the SLP. This
circumstance was directly linked to the stated aim of creating ‘ police primacy’
in SierraL eone, and theinfrastructural and logistical benefits such asvehicles
and uniformsthat followed. Because of the SLP emphasison their primacy in
providing internal security, thiswas misunderstood as meaning exclusivity or
supremacy. Primacy on one side and exclusivity or supremacy on the other are
two very different types of status; the former denotes areas of responsibility,
the other connotes hierarchy of importance.

In this tense context and under the new SLP leadership from early 2003,
restructuring of the police continued. However, strategic advice by the CCSSP
became more digjointed and the management of the programme was becoming



less visible. In 2003 a delay in appointing a successor to the CCSSP project
manager, who had been in placefor four years, s owed the programme’ simpetus.
It highlighted the key relationship that had existed between the SLP and the
individualsin charge of CCSSP, the importance of timely succession planning
and also the view of some SLP officers that the rank and experience of the
advisers who were beginning to arrive in Sierra Leone werejust too low. Asa
general rule, rank and experience matters; the issue was the case in CCSSP-
SLPrelations, but also cameto theforeamong SILSEP advisorsin early stages
of the programme, and certainly isthe casefor any advisor vis-a-visthe armed
forces.

The CCSSP management hiatusresulted in too much being done by afragmented
group of individual consultants. Thel GP himself was not involved in discussions
about their terms of reference; it became clear that some of the activities of
the CCSSPat thislater stage of the programme added limited value. Effectively,
the CCSSP was coming to the end of its useful life and its value to the SLP
was diminishing. Whilst some consultants had been in post since thelate 1990s,
somewere new and inexperienced; critically, the I GPwas not kept fully in the
loop regarding the activities of CCSSP consultants: “ At one point | insisted to
see copies of the reportsthat they were doing and that they should be given to
me. They would say that ‘ when the advisers come, they would do thisand this
and | started to object and say that ‘we don't really want this and this' " %2,

This weakening of direction was clearly felt by advisers coming in to begin
implementation of JSDP:

Under Keith [Biddle] and Adrian [Horn] there had been more of a
balanced approach. Operations [OSD] had been supported, but
so had ISD [Internal Security Division], FSUs, etc. By the time |
arrived, there was no balance and there were arguments. Clearly
there was an absence of a controlled hand and | didn’t find any
strategic direction. You could argue they were at the end of CCSSP,
so there wouldn’t be, but | then immediately asked the senior
governance adviser, about the closure report for the CCSSP. The



answer | got was that ‘we don't talk about closure’. The first decision
I made in agreement with the IGP, he gave me a list of people who
he felt were helping, were useful, and in the main kept them on. |
also made it clear to the consultants that I’ d ring them. The migration
from CCSSP to JSDP was going to be a break. Some people did get
continuation” 13,

Many peopleinsidethe CCSSP programme would simply assumethat CCSSP
would roll into JSDP, amessageinstinctively taken onboard by the SLP. There
was limited engagement with the idea that the new programme was going to
cover far more ground than the narrow focus of the CCSSP on policing per se.
The aim of JSDP was to address questions relating to the justice sector as a
whole, avery different remit. At the same time, by the end of 2004, full-time
management of CCSSP had give way to temporary management by DfID
staff with a wide-ranging portfolio of diverse progranmes. In reality, DfID
came to oversee the closure of CCSSP as occurring over an extended period
of time due to delays in the start-up of JSDP implementation. Strategic and
day-to-day management were consequently not happening; CCSSP consultants
filled the gap themselves. In the management vacuum, differences began to
appear between the old and new guards, i.e., those who had been present from
the beginning and relatively recent arrival s, al so between operationsand general
policing. The CCSSP ended in June 2005, some four months after the
commencement of JSDP in March. It had run its course.

Parallel to these basic reform activities, the concept of Local Needs Palicing
noted above continued to be implemented within the SLP. Following a 2001
pilot programme, the concept was introduced in Freetown divisions from
February 2002 and eventually in therest of theWestern Area. Box 15 provides
abrief discussion to two important, community-based innovations of the SLP—
Local Palicing Partnership Boards (L PPBs) and continued implementation of
the aforementioned FSUs. Both institutions, considered success stories of the
SL P transformation process, were key in establishing accountability and trust
between the police and the population.



The Development of an SSR Concept, 2002-2005




New policerecruits during morning drill at the Police Training School in Hastings.

Box 15: Local Policing Partnership Boards (LPPBs) and FSUs -

Building Bridges to Civil Society

In 2002-2003, Local Policing Partnership Boards (LPPBs) were established in each
police division, following the rational e of community policing, Local Needs Policing.
As recalled by current IGP Brima Acha Kamara: “1 went to Northern Ireland twice
when | did my MSc at Exeter University. When | went there, they were also going
through the same change process [as Sierra Leone]. | picked up the idea of policing
boards there, as aform of accountability to the public. The LPPBs were set up as a
way of ensuring stakehol der participation in the process, that the needs and expectations
of normal people are heard. We were going to change the way we did criminal
investigations. How could we involve the locals in policing, a shared vision, shared
values, shared resources? When we do that, they own the process’**. LPPBs were a
fully Sierra Leonean-driven initiative, reflecting SLP's attempts to transform their
imageintoa‘forcefor good'. It was—and is—also apragmatic response to the need to
engage the population in their own security provision, particularly in isolated towns
and villages not easily accessibleto the SLP.

As the LPPBs were established, financial constraints became one of the greatest
challenges to mainstreaming Local Needs Policing. LPPBs did not, and still do not,
have a budget, but have relied on the commitment of police officers and community




Box 15: Continued

representatives to attend meetings and contribute to discussions about their own
security. In many rural districts, such as Kenema and Kailahun — vast areas with
limited road systems — it was and remains difficult for LPPB members to meet. The
issue of understaffing combined with lack of vehicles thus hampers the effectiveness
of the LPPBs and generally speaking adequate investigations of crimes'®. In other
words, some degree of ‘ policing by consensus’ continuesto exist across SierralL eone,
and in particular outside the Western Area.

Thesignificance of the now functioning FSUsin building up stronger relations between
the communities and the SL P was al so being acknowledged. Their successwasreflected
in other organizations, with non-governmental organisations (NGOs) not only
supporting the concept, but also actively seeking association with the newly established
SLP ingtitution. In November 2002, an observer noted that “[w]hen one considers
that, two years ago, there was open hostility and distrust of the police by aimost all
NGOs, particularly those working in the area of sexual abuse, the success of the FSUs
becomes even more apparent” 1,

MoD and RSLAF Developments

MoD’s organization had its roots in the 10" iteration of the Order of Battle
(ORBAT) of the RSLAF produced in February 2000*". Sincethen, in response
to the changed security situation, a new structure of the armed forces had
been established. In January 2002, President K abbah opened the new MoD at
Tower Hill intheformer Paramount Hotel. It wasinaugurated as‘ ajoint Civilian/
Military organization’, headed up by aDirector General and aChief of Defence
Staff (see figure 1).

Thearmed forceswere officially renamed the Republic of Sierraleone Armed
Forces (RSLAF), announced by the President at the opening ceremony, in
recognition of anew beginning for anew force*, Onthe same day, restructuring
of the Defence Headquarters was begun, essentially splitting it into two new
organizations. The Joint Force Command (JFC) and the Joint Support Command
(JSC). Both were subordinated to the MoD and both were under the command
of IMATT to steer initial development and hel p build capacity**. The design of
this twin-force structure was aimed at reducing the chances of a coup by
introducing adivision of command responsibility, based on the premisethat it
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would be much more difficult for a single ‘force commander’ to be able to
exert control over operational troopsand support elements, particularly interms
of accessto combat supplies (food, ammunition, fuel, etc.) and administration.

Into mid-2002, the UK re-equipment and training programmes continued. In
mid-May, thelast MRPtraining course was completed at the AFTC Benguema.
Following this, UK military presencein the country wasreduced in preparation
for the transition to the new IMATT structure, which became effectivein late
July 2002. The final tranche of the UK-funded RSLAF Re-equipment
Programme, ordered in April-May 2002 was due for delivery by August 2002.
Thisended themost visible and tangible part of the UK’ s programme of military
support to the RSLAF.

The new structure of the armed forces was clarified in the 2003 Defence
White Paper, which included definitions of roles within RSLAF, between the
MoD and JFC and al so between civilian and military personnel. A key element
of the Paper was acomplete overhaul of the staff grading system, which raised
a number of issues that are still of concern today. Box 16 describes the
significance of the staff grading system issues, as expressed by Emmanuel
Osho Coker and Alfred Nelson-Williams, who were key figures in Sierra
Leone's civil service and RSLAF at the time, and continues to be so today.

At itsinception, there was no anticipation that the MoD would beinvolved in
any operational planning or administration. The project plan assumed its
establishment in a benign environment, since the Lomé Peace Agreement had
been signed and the RUF/AFRC and elected SL PP were‘ sharing’ Government.
However, as it turned out, implementation of the MoD organization was
undertaken in a situation of conflict. It was accepted that external actors,
particularly IMATT and SILSEP advisers, followed a rapid implementation
timetable, which was driven by operational imperatives. Little room was |eft
for effective consultation, review and validation of new structuresand processes.

In 2003, thethen Deputy Minister of Defence, J. C. Blell, and other international
advisers concluded that that the MoD “wasfar too complex for SierraL eoneans
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Box 16: Grading System Reforms

“One of the key elementsin reorganising a functioning MoD along UK lines, at least
initially, was the definition of aworkable grading system for officers. For example, the
DG [Director-General] is Grade 13, while deputies are Grade 9. The DG is Grade 13,
the CDS [Chief of Defence Staff] is Grade 14. However, while the Deputy DG is on
Grade9, theAssistant CDSisstill on Grade 13. Senior Assistant Secretaries are Grade
8, whiletheir military counterparts are Grade 10. We haveto look at the grading system
itself in the MoD, and create a balance to get the system running” 4.

The grading system was a reflection of the urgency with which the MoD had been
established and had broader implications for how the filling of civilian posts was
handled. “The arrangements for MoD were merely ad hoc; in 1999-2000, | was
responsible for HR [Human Resources] when the SIL SEP advisors came and said |
should identify some bright young men. However, at thetime, therewas no directorate
in place. They wanted to transform Paramount Hotel, and here | was talking about job
descriptions. What would happen when people were moved away [considering that
thecivil serviceiscontrolled centrally, rather than within line ministries] ? 1t was an ad
hoc arrangement, and asthe army was being trained, civil servantsinthe MoD suffered.
We did an assessment of structuresin the MoD in October-November 2003 because of
this" 42,

The general issue of establishing a whole new ministerial structure within the MoD
also caused some tension with military counterparts:

“[S]ome of the civilianswere not properly trained or qualified for their appointments.
They were given positions as Deputy Secretaries, the equivalent of Brigadiers (10
years service); Senior Assistant Secretaries were the equivalent of Colonels (7 years
service). The Director General was assessed as a Major General. There was no
juxtaposition between the Director General and the Chief of Defence Staff, with the
Deputy Minister caught in the middle. Inevitably, this created tension at MoD” 43,

In terms of remuneration, differences were also significant, with some military staff
being paid over 400% more than their civilian colleagues occupying posts at the same
level. Indeed, in 2003, it was noted by the management and functional review team that
“in our view, it is difficult to envisage a fully-integrated structure of civilian and
military staff working successfully together if the present anomalies[regarding disparity
in conditions of service] remain in place'.

to grasp, both for the military and civilians’*5. This had been acknowledged
already from mid-2002 and took into account the “significant achievements
already delivered in arelatively short space of time”’ 246, Based on the Defence
White Paper, a Command Structure Review Committee was established to



review the structure of the MoD and RSLAF as established and transformed
by MODAT and IMATT, respectively**. The review process was initiated in
late 2003 and led by Sierra Leoneans. It aimed to lay out an organization that
they could work with, understand and run, and to move away from the pattern
of advisers coming in and doing the actual work. Other results of the January
2004 Command Structure Review were the disbandment of the Joint Support
Command and restructuring to two headquarters. A new MoD and anew Joint
Force Command headquarters.

Thereview process did not fundamentally alter internal MoD structures, but it
did help to simplify the organization. The UK blueprint that had been its point
of departure, however, had not been fully implemented; it was also weak in
terms of understanding the historical and cultural context in Sierraleone, which
had as much to do with taking Sierra Leoneans onboard the transformation
process and ensuring national ownership as anything el se.

During this period, there was amorejoined-up approach amongst the different
UK programme components, not because of direction from the UK, but because
of the cohesion of people on the ground®, It became obvious that a strategy
was needed that could help fill MoD posts with Sierra Leonean civilians and
RSLAF personnel and move IMATT and SIL SEPadvisorsinto purely advisory
and mentoring posts.

The period from 1999 to 2002 was characterized by efforts to make peace and
stabilize the country. The period that followed was one of sustaining and
developing further the gains of the three years since the Lomé Peace Agreement
had been signed. The development of the Defence White Paper wasasignificant
milestone in these devel opments. Some of the key elements of its production
are outlined below in Box 17, described by Al-Hassan Kondeh, who led its
production.



2

Box 17: Sierra Leone’s Defence White Paper

The process of producing the 2003 Defence White Paper is an excellent example of
Sierra L eonean-owned policy making and a Ministry of Defence that was no longer a
‘clearing house’ for the military and civilian staff but was starting to consolidate their
position. Given the short time that had passed since 1999, when reforms of the defence
sector began, the production of the Defence White Paper was a considerable feat. For
the first time in the history of Sierra Leone, a status report of the development of its
armed forces was being conveyed to the people.

The process of compiling the paper was participatory in approach, and conducted
through awide range of consultationswith actorsinside and outside the defence sector.
Although the NGO sector was not extensively involved, the Sierra Leonean NGO
Campaign for Good Governance, supported by the National Democratic Institute
(NDI), held meetingsin the towns of Kono and Kabala. From these meetingsit became
clear that troops stationed in these towns were enduring extremely poor conditions of
service. Meeting participants also expressed dismay over the poor state of logistics
and communication within RSLAF operational areas. (These were conditions similar
to those which led to military coups during the 1990s and equally undermined the
armed forces in combating the RUF in 1991.) Apart from engaging CCG, however,
consultations predominantly involved those ministries, departments and agencies
(MDASs) that had direct dealings with the MoD and RSLAF, including parliamentary
committees on defence and finance.

This consultative process enabled an in-depth, informative document to be prepared
on the status of reforms, future plans and strategies for the RSLAF. The overarching
theme of the Defence White Paper was‘ informing the peopl€’ on defence missionsand
military tasks, personnel and their welfare and the new MoD and RSL AF management
structure.

To emphasizethe central position of the peoplein the democratization process, President
Kabbah launched the Defence White Paper in the presence of all Paramount chiefsand
other traditional leaders in the country. Their importance in designing the size and
shape of the future armed forces was explicitly emphasized.

Owner ship of the Defence White Paper

In keeping with the concept of national ownership of the reform process, MoD advisers,
particularly the Civilian Adviser, sought to enhance the capacity of Sierra L eonean civil
servantsthrough mentoring. In particular, the Director of Defence Policy wasfocussed
on policy design and analysis, whilst the Deputy Minister and other senior staff at the
MoD were encouraged to cooperate, support and participate in the process of collating
information for the White Paper. Meanwhile, the UK provided opportunities for
overseas study tripsto research the production of comparative country case studiesin
South Africa and the UK. The most fundamental role of advisersin the writing of the
White Paper was that of editing the final version for publication. Thisrole allowed an




Box 17: Continued

incisive review of the issues raised as against the pre-, post-, and future roles and
management of the RSLAF before the document was launched by the President.

From the outset, the Director of Policy was determined to ensure that work on the
White Paper was fully managed by Sierra L eoneans, whilst recognizing the vital input
of UK advisors. However, the Director of Policy was faced with the challenge of
making the UK advisors understand the Sierra L eone context in terms of the content,
and more importantly, in terms of the process of development and delivery of the
White Paper. For example, one London-based advisor observed at the time: “[T]he
Paper appeared to us to contain the kind of detail and direction that we would expect
to see in a completed White Paper, written after a Defence Review and full country-
wide consultation” . What they did not understand at the time was that the people
had not been involved or informed about reforms of Sierra L eone’smilitary structures.
Hence, any attempt to undertake a Defence Review would mean, in the first instance,
informing them of developments undertaken so far.

Equally, in Sierra Leone, whilst the MoD’s Civilian Advisor supported the idea of
continuing work on the White Paper, Commander IMATT wanted a Defence Review
to precede it, a situation that created a rift between the two personalities. These
differences notwithstanding, the civilian adviser supported the development of the
White Paper, as it was what the Sierra Leoneans wanted. This support strengthened
the determination of the Director of Policy**.

Following publication of the Defence White Paper, the MoD produced an
implementation plan in 2004, known as‘ Plan 2010’, which was devel oped by
the Commander IMATT. It statesacommon theme expressed by actors affected
by the security system transformation process during this period: “Hitherto,
driven by the security situation, IMATT (SL) hasbeen largely reactive. Greater
stability has allowed the development of the IMATT (SL) staff effort. Failure
to act will have negative implications for the devel opment of the RSLAF and
IMATT (SL)’scredibility” >, Indeed, external threatsto stability were deemed
to below; existing challengeswereregarded aslargely internal (thisfact would
also be reflected in the Security Sector Review coordinated by the ONS and
published in 2005).

ThePlan'saim wasto deliver asmaller, better RSLAF with capable Maritime
and Air Wings and hand over training responsibility to RSLAF “in al but the
most specialist areas’, rather than rely on external — and costly — Short-term



Training Teams (STTTS). In 2004, structured training had begun at platoon and
company level in some units, “despite the constraints of resource shortages
and the distraction of Op PEBU [Operation Pebu]” 2. Similarly, substantial
training, including at the senior level, was provided to RSLAF officers at the
IMATT-sponsored Horton Academy.

With Plan 2010, a more structured approach to RSLAF and how it was to
become self-sustaining emerged, along with aclearer picture of IMATT’srole
and eventual drawdown. Simultaneously, the Plan secured afunding profile out
to 2010 from the UK ACPPfor IMATT. The plan was an important step in the
direction of a more joined-up approach by IMATT. In the words of the
Commander who took over the year after it had been produced: “[I] t shaped
alot of what | did. | tried to give IMATT plans some shape. Before there was
aplan, but it hadn’t been written down, and was basically tied to immediate
goals’**, Indeed, in London, all subsequent deviations from the direction set
out in Plan 2010 would have to be qualified. It was the first time that a
comprehensive strategy waswritten down. Previously, thedirection of IMATT
had been much more personality-driven'>.

The Plan was not so much owned by the Sierra Leone MoD as consented to;
it resulted in raised expectations among RSLAF officers. What the UK saw as
an objective in the Plan, the RSLAF saw as something to be provided by the
UK. Critically, financial assumptionsregarding contributions by the Government
of Sierra Leone were flawed. If the Plan was to be followed to the letter, it
was ultimately undeliverable. Readlisation of this resulted in the Sierra Leone
MoD instigating a Core Review at the end of 2005. This was effectively a
Defence Review by another name, but in the lead up to the 2007 elections a
formal Defence Review was not achievable!®. The fact that not everything
included in Plan 2010 was achievable should not, however, detract from its
importance as adocument providing direction for IMATT activities.

Development of the capacity and skill levels of SierralLeonean MoD staff was
alwaysone of thekey objectivesof both SILSEPand IMATT. While coherence
of strategic delivery of training was at times lacking, one notable exception to



thiswas a visit of Sierra Leonean MoD officials with South African defence
sector experts organised as a South-South initiative in 2002. Thisvisit helped
develop understanding and formulate ideas on what a Sierra Leone Defence
Review and the production of a Defence White Paper might look like. Training,
however, was often supply- rather than demand-driven and delivered in a
piecemeal manner. In addition, because there was no overall training strategy
(although onewas being formul ated), competition for training resources occurred
amongst the various SIL SEP components. Essentially, this boiled down to a
lack of openness and transparency over decisions and resource management.
More importantly, the ability to send local staff to UK courses was seen as a
powerful form of patronage and caused tension between civilian staff (managed
by Civil Service Regulations and under Sierra Leone Civil Service pay rates)
and military staff.

Onekey issuewashow to invest inimproving conditions of servicefor RSLAF,
anissueidentified during the White Paper process. Thisled to the devel opment
of Operation Pebu, detailed below in Box 18 by Aldo Gaeta, one of the key
advisersto the MoD at the time.



Box 18: Operation Pebu - Part [1°¢

The need to restructure RSLAF in preparation for UNAMSIL’s withdrawal included
the need to concentrate RSLAF locations from 50 HQ/company/platoon sites to nine
battalion barracks and three brigade HQs. Following negotiations with paramount
chiefs, it was decided to build Battalion barracks at Simbakoro, Moyamba, Yele, Kambia,
Kabala, Pujehun and Kailahun. The Brigade HQswould be at Kenema, Makeni and Bo.

Each battalion site would have technical infrastructure (offices and stores) and family
quarters. The brigade HQs would have similar technical infrastructure. All siteswould
have wells and deep trench latrines. The battalion sites were to be self-build projects,
while the brigade HQs were to be built by contractors. Operation Pebu (‘ Pebu’ means
‘shelter’ in the Mende language) was initiated in support of this process in March
2003; it was envisioned to be completed by May/June 2004.

Apart from the immediate need for accommodation, the intent of the project was to
facilitate better control, direction and sustainability of RSLAF units and improve the
morale and welfare of soldiers and dependants. Its conceptual basis was “to establish
and implement adevel opment plan that will deliver new or refurbished barracks, built
to aninterim standard, in order to put in place theinfrastructure necessary to alow the
development and implementation of a Formation Training Cycle by May 2004”.

Funding: Theinitial costing of Operation Pebu wasin excess of US$200 million. Since
it was expected that most of the required funding would come from the international
community and given the magnitude of the amount required, there was no attempt from
within the Government to build these costsinto expenditure plans. DfID was approached
through IMATT for assistance; in January/February 2003, the amount agreed upon
was £3 million, with DfID contributing £1.9 million and the Government of Sierra
Leone contributing £1.1 million. Although some of the funding was used to pay
contractors building the Brigade HQs, most of it was to be spent on material and
rudimentary tools, since construction on the Greenfield sites was to be carried out by
RSLAF personnel. DfID funds were spent both locally and through an international
procurement contract. Funding provided by the Government was all spent locally on
the procurement of materials. Between 2003 and 2004, rapid inflation in SierraLeone
had amajor impact on availablefunding.

Design: The original design for the barrack accommodation was for a one-room mud
brick construction on the basis that this was only going to be a temporary measure
lasting some 3-5 years. Thereislittle documented evidence to support decisions made
at the time or what the catalyst was, but by June 2003 the initial design for a family
quarter developed into a three-room structure with veranda, using Hydraform block
technology®”. No written evidence existsto suggest that the time-frame for the project
was re-eval uated.




Box 18: Continued

Project Management: Although Operation Pebu was jointly funded, the project was
owned by the Government of SierralL eone. The Project Director was the Joint Support
Commander; the Project Manager wasan RSLAF Lieutenant Colonel. IMATT engineers
embedded within the RSLAF Engineer Regiment supervised and advised the construction
process, but DfID’slimited presence in Freetown at the time meant that they provided
no dedicated engineering support. DfID’s main link to Operation Pebu was through
DfID-funded civil and financial advisersin the SierralLeone MoD.

An Operation Pebu Steering Committee was formed under the leadership of JSC and
met for thefirst timein early May 2003. From this, an integrated project team emerged
which would deal with the practical aspects of the project, taking its direction from the
Steering Committee and an ‘ Operation Pebu Cell’ created within the Joint Force HQ.
However, there was no senior or significant involvement from the MoD in Operation
Pebu committees, which resulted in alack of commitment and control throughout the
project, but most notably in the early stages.

Construction: Whilst the refurbishment of Teko and the construction of the Brigade
HQs were carried out by local construction companies, the bulk of the building work
was to be performed by soldiers as labourers which, ideologically, appeared to have
benefits. The flaw in this plan to self-build, however, was that the Commanding
Officer of the Engineer Regiment, responsible for the development of the project, had
no responsibility for the manpower, which remained with the Commanding Officers of
the individual battalions. Responsibility for the productivity was thus vested in an
individual who had no defined role in the project; consequently, it was not possible to
know in advance how many labourers would be available at any given time.

Thiswasfurther complicated by alowering of soldiers’ morale when they realized that
through a DfID-funded programme, the SLP was having accommodation built
commercially to amuch higher standard.

Progress: Theinitial timeframewas unrealistic. Thefact that the seven greenfield sites
had to be cleared first, that the country had limited infrastructure and that there was
severe lack of mechanical transport all conspired against the project. It was also naive
to think that RSLAF soldiers would be enthusiastic about spending their time on
labouring duty. The change in accommodation envisioned with antecedent changesin
costs and the change of building technology to Hydraform machines made it close to
impossible to keep to time plans. While an assessment suggested that no more than
12% of the married quarterswould be compl eted by the 2004 rainy season, the original
Operation Pebu plan envisaged 100% compl etion by that time. A recal cul ation suggested
that the project would end up taking at least another six years.




Box 18: Continued

In May 2004 Commander IMATT and the senior UK Civil Adviser to the MoD
approached DfID for additional funding. This time the request was put forward with

several options to accelerate project progress. With an estimated cost of some £3.8
million, the request wasrejected by DfID, which was becoming concerned with the lack
of progress.

A key question for the security system transformation process and for the
security of Sierra Leone as a whole is whether the Government of Sierra
L eonewould have sufficient resources availabl e to sustain anewly-established
and equipped RSLAF into the future. The proposed defence review was to
provide a formal vehicle for debate within the country about what people
required from their armed forces and would include discussions about
affordability. However, for political reasons, including the prospect of
significantly reducing the armed forces, production of defence review did not
happen. While awindow of opportunity existed for the Government of Sierra
Leone to do so, the will was not there, given the highly political nature of
security system transformation and SSR in general. Moreover, the eventuality
of a coup was by all measures unlikely, particularly by RSLAF whilst a UK
one-star general was shadowing™®.

Aspart of the process of downsizing, at the end of September 2002, the Defence
Council approved the new RSLAF establishment of around 10,500 military
posts (the 2003 Medium Term Expenditure Framework (M TEF) submission,
which assumed a stable state, reflected a baseline of 14,367). “From the start
it was deliberately incremental”, one high-level officer who served with the
UN and IMATT, Barry Le Grys, has noted:

“[A]'s there were significant concerns that putting ex-combatants
on the streets was too dangerous. Political will to go there, knowing
elections were coming, did not exist. Did we miss the trick? No, we
didn’t, because we wanted to do it from within, not from outside. We
could have gone the Liberia way [and disbanded the army], but we
didn’t. Sustainability was not the priority question of the day” **°.



Challenges remained with respect to securing adequate funding for the MoD
and had a seriousimpact on theimplementation of some of theissues contained
in the Defence White Paper. Momentum of the Defence White Paper was
also, to a certain extent, overtaken by the process of producing the more
comprehensive security sector review, which was coordinated to encompass
input from the entire security system, not only the defence sector. I1n 2004, the
MoD placed abid for Le58.8 hillion (approximately US$20.1 million) to runits
business, but the Ministry of Finance announced an allocation of Le42.7 billion
(approximately US$14.6 million), thusleaving MoD with ashortfall of Lel6.1
billion (approximately US$5.5 million). At the sametime, the MoD found itself
unable to access the funds it had been alocated, leaving the MoD with a
significant set of challenges in running its day-to-day business providing
equipment and paying staff, but also in dealing with the growing issue of
paymentsrelated to soldierskilled or wounded in action.

Killed-in-Action (KIA) and Wounded-in-Action (WIA)

Dueto the nature of injuries sustained by individual s during thewar, it would be
difficult and in some cases, impossible for a number of WIAsto find further
employment once discharged from the RSLAF. Therefore, during the
restructuring process, it was agreed that individuals classified as WIA would
be assessed to ascertain the level of disability in order to attract an enhanced
benefit payment over and above the normal benefitsthey were entitled to under
their Terms of Service.

A technical committee was formed to devise aformulafor fair and equitable
payments to qualified WIAs. The proposal was forwarded to the Chief of
Defence Staff that aWIA's salary should continue to be his monthly pension.
Conscious of the fact that KIAs paid the supreme price, aKIA committee was
formed to ensure that only KIA families and relations would receive benefits.
A vertification exercise was conducted to curb possible fraudsters and ensure
that only eligible beneficiarieswould be paid.
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Other restructuring activitiesincluded paymentsof KIA, WIA and natural death
beneficiaries. In 2004, 3,029 beneficiaries were paid for personnel killed-in-
action. Inthefirst phase of WIA, 290 personnel were paid terminal and disability
benefits in 2005; during the second phase, 345 personnel were certified as
medically disabled, but are still awaiting payment. Given the Government’s
poor financial situation, IMATT and DfID have been instrumental in handling
KIA and WIA payments. In addition, DfID ensured payments for all officers
retrenched under therightsizing programme. Therationalefor this DfI D support
is obvious: Having disaffected former personnel on the streets could have
precipitated a serious security situation at a time when UNAMSIL was
withdrawing and the SLP and the RSLAF remained fragile.

(I-r) Deputy Secretary in charge of Finance and Administration and acting Director of
Budget during their daily meeting at the Ministry of Defence.




ONS, CISU and the Security Architecture

When the conflict in Sierra Leone was declared officially over, the process of
consolidating the ONS structure cameto theforefront, asdid all the challenges
that the task entailed. Obstacles started to emerge, including withholding of
staff funding by the Ministry of Finance, difficulties recruiting new entrants
and delaysin passing of primary legisation. Concerns al so emerged about the
level of politicisation of these institutions, a continuation of past practices,
including the fact that some of the staff memberswere political appointees. As
theNational Security and Central IntelligenceAct wasbeing formulated, political
activitiesof ONS staff fundamentally undermined the neutrality of the national
security architecture, which was being consolidated (see Figure 1).

Figure 2: The National Security Architecture®
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In addition, ONS and CISU personnel in particular did not have direct
professional experience with national security coordination and intelligence
production, which prompted anumber of training courses. Given these challenges
and the concomitant need to build the capability of theintelligence architecture,
it was particularly impressive that so much progress was made in this period.
Much of the credit for what was accomplished is due to the individuals that
staffed the organizations.

By 2003, an ONS organization had begun to take shape, including structured
management, which prompted reconsideration of the future of SILSEP. As
noted by the National Security Coordinator serving at thetime:

“1 was in London in 2002-2003 and was asked a question about
how long we would need advisers in the ONS | said that we would
need them for an extensive period of time — far beyond 2007. They
were thinking about withdrawing in 2002. Our adviser had been
fighting wars in the sense that much of their job was to protect the
institution [from political interference] and allow it to grow. Election
time [in 2007] showed security was still an issue and the entire
system could have been thrown down” 1,

Thecritical role of the adviser in opening political spacewithinwhichthe ONS
could develop at itsown speed islikely to bethe single most important role that
an external actor can play (which wasalso reflected in therole of the expatriate
IGP). Indeed, inlate 2002, el ements within the Government continued totry to
undermine the newly-established ONS by attempting to establish a parallel
security apparatus.

SierralLeone’ s National Security Coordinator further explains:

“1 will talk to one important, but elusive point of the SSR process in
Serra Leone: Creating the political space. As | saw it, if that space
is not created, it is not going to work. | was the National Security
Adviser for two days and then on the third day | became Coordinator.
People came in with their own views, five people who picked up



stories here and there. | wasn't going to work with all of them, since
some of them were clearly political and | had a problem with that. If
interventions are going to be made by external actors, then there
has to be a structure in place — advisers, and so forth — to provide
the space so actors within the country can perform. We didn't know
how to do it, but Kabbah knew what he wanted to happen. The
structures that are being put in place should be answerable to the
President alone, but through committees, not through ministries. It
should be apolitical. Maybe we need more than one adviser. There
are wars around [of a political nature] to keep the process going.
Intelligence has to be brought to a central point first [not the
President]. | was a victim myself when | was in the military, where
officers would go straight to the President. Some were killed, some
were put in prison. | was therefore very, very fuzzy about a central
body, an assessment team, which Ghana did not have. We picked
up the idea from the UK, which has a central body in the Cabinet
Office. However, Kabbah clearly stated that he did not want it in
Cabinet. Gradually, people who could do sound assessments
emerged. In 2003 it started to make sense” 1%,

External actors would often emphasi ze the benefits of creating a wholly new
organization from a blank sheet of paper. While the ONS and its functions
were a novelty in Sierra Leon€e's security architecture, the function of the
National Security Adviser had existed. However, thecritical shift from* personal
adviser’ to ‘ government agency’ was decisive, and awhole range of functions
were introduced, including coordination, intelligence assessment and tasking.
Similarly, there had been no idea of how CISU should be structured or of how
to recruit and train staff for an organization which dealt with matters of
importance to national security. The functions of the ONSwere thus adistinct
break with the previous strategic direction of SierraLeone’s security providing
ingtitutions. Thefocus becamethe education of security system actors, including
discussion of aclear idea of the roles and responsibilities of the ONS.



The 2002 National Security and Central Intelligence Act had the potentia to
helpinthisregard. TheAct was seen asaway of fully establishing the provincial
and district security committees, PROSECs and DISECs, which at the time
existed predominantly in name only. Equally, there was aneed to clarify their
reporting relationship with the national level. On paper, the Act istoday seen as
an exemplary piece of legidation for intelligence collection and handling and
also for reporting to the political leadership and Parliament™. With the work
of advisers and the passing of the National Security and Central Intelligence
Act, a national requirement-setting system was gradually created. The core
aims of the Act were designed to lead to a decrease of political pressure on
security services, or at least its dissipation, through a series of intermediary
structures. It was also designed to delineate the rel ationship between ONS and
CISU and to boost the confidence of staff in terms of the permanence of these
organisations as clearly stated in legislation, passed by Parliament.

The proposed Act was available and gazetted in late 2000, but continued to go
through variousreview processes, including input from London-based experts
until it was put before Parliament in October 2001. The length of time that it
took for the law to be promulgated was not immediately explicable. However,
because the Act would clarify the roles of the ONS and CISU, it was seen as
having potentially significant political implications. The ONS had not only
requested that the issue be treated with greater urgency, but also declared
themselves available at any timeto support the Act’sintroduction'®*. Theissue
wascritical at thetime, asthedelay in promulgation halted further devel opment
of the ONS, and from the perspective of the UK Government, progression of
the SILSEP project specifically. Delays in recruitment and restrictions on
operations were seen as a direct result of the absence of enabling legislation
and without the passing of the National Security and IntelligenceAct, anumber
of secondary pieces of legislation, such as those relating to Counter-terrorism
and Money Laundering, were delayed.

Promulgation of the Act was important, not least in clarifying the roles and
responsibilities of the ONSand CISU. However, its promulgation did not have



adirect impact on the critical issue of capacity in either CISU or ONS, both of
which remained short of human and financial resources.

In the early stages of SILSEP (prior to 2002), a lot of emphasis had been
placed on putting appropriate vetting procedures in place; work was carried
out with the Public Service Commission to create a National Vetting Agency.
Theaim at thetime wasto require that ONS and CISU appointments be made
on recommendation from the National Security Coordinator and the Director-
General of CISU after atransparent recruitment process overseen by the Public
Service Commission.

Despite some successesin recruiting, in keeping with the direfinancial situation
of most of SierralLeone sgovernment institutions, theissue of unreliablefunding
was surfacing asadestabilizing and stifling concern. While the staffing budget
for the fiscal year may have been agreed to with the Ministry of Finance, in
2002, the Ministry of Financewould inform the ONSthat therewas no funding
available for any further recruitment for at least the remainder of the first
quarter (until April 2002). Such announcements would be made at the last
minute and had adebilitating effect on other activities such asplanned training
of new intakes (and thus waste of funding).

Nonetheless, the ONS managed to continue the establishment of PROSECY
DISECs across the country. The National Security Coordinator outlined the
processfor engaging the civilian population and paramount chiefsinthedistrict
and provincial committee system asfollows:

“ Civilians needed to start participating in their own security. We
had a lot of problems with bringing in the paramount chiefs. We
also met resistance to ONS coming in from the military and the police.
Colleagues who had served as District Officers before had certain
ideas about what intelligence was, and this (PROSECY/DISECs) was
not exactly it. They were designed as a forum to discuss security in
the local communities. It was not very easy; the police, for instance,
had had their structures before [and thus a point of departure for



building strength]. Over time, by 2002, when the war was over, we
had recruited our second batch, divided between CISU and ONS.
At the end of 2002, we had quite a few people in ONS, but we
couldn't afford to have them up-country. In each of the DISECs we
had the paramount chiefs. As long as the paramount chief agreed
to share information with his colleagues, this worked well. From
the onset, the chiefs were keen to be involved, but it took quite a lot
of time for them to become comfortable sitting with soldiers. Here
civil society was important, to convince them [paramount chiefs]
that they [the military] are not devils. The more you join in, the
better. They started to discuss a wide range of issues, sometimes
outside their mandate. In the beginning, it was about getting people
to discuss’ 1.

The National Security Council (NSC) and the National
Security Council Coordinating Group (NSCCG)

After the 2002 elections, the political will to convene the National Security
Council (NSC) dowly started to diminish, aboveall becauseimmediate concerns
about conflict were gone. Since it was established in 1998, the NSC had met
regularly as a forum for focused debates and decision-making concerning
security issues. In addition, the NSC, as prescribed, exercised some oversight
of the security system. Up until 2002, the NSC had been meeting regularly,
once aweek at an appointed time. However, as the war came to an end and
electionsloomed, the President’s priorities changed — hisfocuswas on hisre-
election campaign as well as the dire state of the economy. Particularly with
respect to the former, the NSC was not regarded as useful. Indeed, advisers
around the President came to see the NSC as a distraction from the task of
campaigning.

Asrecalled by one of the senior advisersto the Office of the President: “NSC
meetings were taking place regularly, there was no NSCCG then. Closeto the
2002 elections, however, the President brought along alot of advisersand saw
no need to convenethe NSC. Kabbah had brought anumber of advisersaround
him —that group was meeting each morning. These people said that they covered



everything” 1, Effectively, these circumstances stifled free communication
between the higher echelons of Government and the institutions that had been
established to serve Sierra Leone’s national interests.

Thus, there was no clear command, strategy, control or direction from the top
on how decisions were made, which manifested itself in indecision below.
Politicised and individualised decision-making increased at lower levels. Lack
of strong direction aso meant that the Joint I ntelligence Committee would not
know which areasto actively investigate; lack of capacity at |ower levels meant
that potentially the information being processed was either inaccurate or did
not provide clear guidance on areas requiring further investigation. In addition,
the executive chose to take up a range of issues with a number of trusted
advisersinformally. Despite various Cabinet briefings on the proper use of the
ONS as a conduit for all incoming intelligence and the NSC as the proper
forumfor discussion of itsimplications, thetraditional informal system, aparallel
system in essence, began to re-emerge, as it appeared to have more utility for
the task of electioneering. Simply put, with the war over, security seemed less
important.

In direct responseto this situation, the National Security Council Coordinating
Group (NSCCG) was established to serve as a coordinating and oversight
mechanism, and as a form of executive committee to the NSC (advising on
appropriate measures to safeguard the internal and external security of the
state). This body managed to get the heads of the implementing, rather than
political, security institutions together and incorporated the ONS, the heads of
the military, police, and their civilian counterparts. Its chief aim became to
share and co-ordinate information and increase the professionalism of
intelligence tasking, collection, assessment, and collation acrossall concerned
services and Government. Yet its establishment and the way it was operated
reflected limited political will at thetop to engagein security-related matters. It
was the National Security Coordinator who really kept the NSCCG going asa

group.



The Sierra Leone Security Sector Review and Poverty
Reduction Strategy Paper

In late 2004 and early 2005, the reform climate in Sierra Leone was ready for
the establishment of firm SSR concepts and strategies. It was in this context
that the development and security dichotomy was more closely aligned than
they had ever been'®. Two imminent events — UNAMSIL withdrawal and
publication of thefindingsof the Truth and Reconciliation Commission—elevated
security again to the status of a central issue. The launch of the PRSP (with
security as one of its three central Pillars) and the Security Sector Review
provided the element in Sierral eone’s security system transformation process
missing to date: An overarching strategy for the security transformation process.
Despite the sometimes strained relations between ONS and the Poverty
Alleviation Strategy Coordinating Office (PASCO)®, the organisation
developing the PRSP, the two processes managed to become somewhat
collaborative: It was agreed that the Security Sector Review would provide
input to the PRSP,

The Review strategically supported Pillar One of the PRSP: Promoting good
governance, peace and security. It examined the security architecture required
to provide a safe and enabling environment within which economic, social and
political development of SierraL eone could occur. Therewereclear similarities
between the two processes, at both aconceptual and apractical level. Relevant
actorswithin the security system, above all the ONS, had recognized thevalue
of anintegrated and consultative approach for the devel opment of an effective,
evidence-based Security Sector Review. The same had been the case with
respect to the Development Assistance Coordination Office leading PRSP
preparations. The PRSP attempted to combine implementation at the national
and regional level through newly-elected local government institutions, the
District Councils, working in parallel with departments of state, whilethe ONS
employed the PROSECs and DISECs'®°.

SierraL eone becamethefirst country intheworld in which the central function
of security as facilitating economic development was recognized explicitly.
Effectively, transforming the security system was seen as inherently linked



with poverty aleviation, governance and how a government operates and is
led. Theimmediate implication of thiswas that security became embedded in
the PRSP, which was able to put forward a vision of “a Sierra Leone safe
enough for the Government to undertake whatever policies it wanted through
its PRSP’ 1, |t was not that many of the concerns raised in the Review were
new, but the inclusion of security within the PRSP certainly was.

This perception of securitisation of the PRSP in fact may have impacted
negatively on ensuring financial support from thewider international community
for PRSP implementation. Of the $260m that the actors within the security
system were bidding for, “a sizeable proportion was going towards activities
that should actually be dealt with by the Ministry of Health or theAnti-Corruption
Commission or the Ministry of Trade and Industry. And you have got the Office
of National Security doingit”*"™.

It could be argued that the Government of SierraLeone was actually far more
harmonised at the time than the international community. The rationale of the
Security Sector Review process being led by the ONSwasthat the Government
needed to act together because it had along, unsuccessful history of divisive
approaches to governance. The ONS viewed itself as providing a coordinated
response to the security challenges for Sierra Leone; it was committed to the
proposition that a secure and safe environment would provide the greatest
opportunity for the achievement of wider development goals.

In 2005, there was a perception within the ONS that because they had
coordinated the Security Sector Review, they would also coordinate
implementation of security-related aspects of the PRSP in Pillar One. The
ONS was well-placed to contribute to the process because of its oversight
position and also its experience with the Review.

After a framework document was endorsed by the NSC, the process of
producing the Review itself began in late August 2003, led by the ONS. A
Security Sector Review Working Group was established, consisting of a
Secretariat operated from the ONS and a number of Government ministries



and departments, ranging from the Office of the President and the Immigration
Department to the Sierra Leone Airport Authority. Civil society was also
engaged, specifically the NGO Campaign for Good Governance and Fourah
Bay College.

A critical element in the process was providing a clear definition of * security’
as a precursor to the review process proper. In addition, to carry out areview
of this nature was decisive in clarifying the approach to security, inherent to
the security system transformation process, and what form engagement with
civil society and the public in general could take'™.

Latein 2003, adefinition of security institutionswas proposed under aheading
of “What isthe Security Sector?', which included*’:;

1. Governance and oversight mechanisms, including parliamentary
committees.

2. TheOfficeof National Security and the Central Intelligence and Security
Unit.

3. Government departments, including Interior, Justice, Defence, Foreign
Affairs, and Finance.

4. Uniformed services: The military, police, prison service, customs and

immigration.

Thejudicia system, including the Anti-Corruption Commission.

The Truth and Reconciliation Commission.

Private security companies.

Non-state paramilitary forces.

Civil society stakeholders and NGOs.

© o N U

Thisisavery broad definition of security stakeholders and, as noted about the
period when the Security Sector Review wasinitiated: “ 2003 sort of harnessed
all the other transformations that were taking place [with the onset of the
security sector review]. Fromthen on it becameclear that all institutions should
be involved. It also became clear that there were other security institutions
than just the police and armed forces’*7,



The Review's primary aim was to assess potential and actual threatsto Sierra
Leone' sNational Vision 20257, to identify theinstitutionswhich could counter
these threats and to make recommendations on how they could do so'™. It
wasthereforeimportant to have aclear working definition of the security system
in Sierra Leone, not only because of political sensitivities in making an
authoritative overview of security threatsto SierraLeone, but also because of
the Review’s very concrete aims. In brief, those who were engaged were to
define what security was — and is — for Sierra Leone.

The Review was al so aiming to support the PRSP objective of making difficult
choices about the use of scarce resources. Whilst there was certainly no desire
to undermine security within the country, funding of the ongoing security system
transformation process had to compete for a share of the budget with other
priority sectors, such as health and education. Consequently, the Review
addressed rel evant questionsrel ated to all ocation of resources, relative budgetary
allocations, efficiency and effectiveness.

For much of 2003 and 2004, the Review production process was carried out
viaworkshopsinvolving wide partici pation across Government and civil society.
Consultative workshops in the provinces were very successful in attracting
mediaand public attention and participation. (Thiswasin contrast to the 2000
National Security Policy, which had been produced in aperiod of open conflict
and with a necessarily limited external consultation process, mostly in the
Freetown area. It had also been written largely by international advisersrather
than relevant national authorities, and thus, while being an important document,
itwaslimitedinitsinclusiveness.)

The process of producing the Review included a detailed methodology
constructed around a series of specific steps. These steps are outlined in Box
19 below and have to alarge degree been followed.

Threats to security identified in the Review were ailmost all developmental in
nature: “ Perhaps unsurprisingly, many of thethreatsidentified by the population
were not of the traditional ‘ national security’ variety. In effect, little reference



was made to Guinean border disputesor Charles Taylor-backed rebel incursions
from Liberia. Instead, threats covered topics from youth unemployment and
bad governance to corruption and lack of economic opportunities’ .

Box 19: Steps of the Security Sector Review

STEP 1: Conduct a Strategic Environment Review — determine ‘drivers' that will
shape the future of the country.

STEP 2: Determine National Threats—identify and build consensus on specific and
generic threats, internal and external, to the future security of Sierra Leone and its
citizens.

STEP 3: Develop Security Policy Framework —when consensus on national threats
has been reached, establish which institution will counter these threats. This will
include identifying areas where effective coordination is required between security
system agencies and how such coordination can be delivered.

STEP 4: Develop Individual | nstitutions/Agencies Policy Framework —each rel evant
agency will identify therolesand capabilitiesit will need to effectively counter identified
threats.

STEP 5: Conduct a Gap Analysis —in order to establish the nature and level of the
transformation required, produce a valid assessment of the current capabilities of the
institutions within the security system.

STEP 6: Develop Transformation Strategies— I dentify where the organization isnow
and where it should be. Develop a strategy on how to bridge that gap.

STEP 7: Address Cost and Affordability — Produce recommendations for the
transformation and devel opment of the security system calibrated against affordability.
STEP8: Implement Transformation Strategies.

Using this structured approach, the ONS managed to develop aclear national
consensus on avision for the future of Sierra Leone, the threats to achieving
the vision and the required responses and capabilities necessary to mitigate
these threats. ONS findings were validated by the National Security Council
and through district-level consultations. What followed was a gap analysisto
identify discrepancies between current capabilities and those required before
devel oping transformation strategies. The Review process became athoroughly
Sierra L eonean-driven process based on the underlying assumption that findings
should be “ people-driven, not done by expertsinisolation”*?,



Having identified threats to security within the country, the ONS then worked
with national security institutions and other government departmentsto develop
an overarching national security framework. Following this, a series of
institutional security frameworks were devel oped to assess the capacity of the
institutions concerned to respond to threats identified by the population. This
involved identification of each institution’svisions and perceived threats, their
current capabilitiesand agap analysis between the threats and their capabilities
to respond. What emerged at the end of 2004 was a series of draft
recommendations for each of the institutions on how best they could address
the disparities between their current capabilities and those required to deal
adequately with the threats they and the population they served faced.

The external push to sign off on the Review was strong; an initial target date
was set for the end of March 2004. Regarding the PRSP, in 2002, it was
expected that the PRSP would be completed and accepted during 2004.
However, both the Review and the PRSPwere not published until March 2005.
Considerabledifficulties remained over recognition and ownership of the PRSP,
ultimately becauseincreasingly competitive Government ministriesand specialist
agencies were chasing donor funding. Other reasons why the Review was
delayed included lack of political buy-in and lack of relevant skills. One
international adviser, an IMATT Wing Commander, who had the necessary
skills and understanding to assist in pushing the Review process forward, left
his position, which was a significant set-back. It was not until an appropriate
Sierra Leonean national was recruited that the Review process gathered
momentum again. Similarly, towards the end of 2003, there was a delay in
funding for the programme, in particular for workshopsin the provinces. Finally,
it was a continuous challenge to ensure active participation from the range of
Security Sector Reform Working Group members. For example, certain
ministries and agenciesdid not understand their rolein the Review process and
sent junior staff to working group meetings, thereby providing limited input and
buy-in to the process.



The process of integrating security into abroader devel opment process, namely
the PRSP, is one of the lasting legacies of the Sierra Leone experience of
security system transformation. Making adirect link between the Security Sector
Review and the PRSP becameidentified by the UK’sACPP, and Global Conflict
Prevention Pool (GCPP), and more broadly the international community, as
emerging good practice. Merging security and development in thisway is not
easy and there was significant opposition from both security-related and
devel opment-related agencies, particularly from civiliansfearing securitisation
of more traditional components of the development agenda.

Conclusion

The period of 2002-2005 was, above all, characterized by the end of open
conflict and transition from emergency mode to peacebuilding in the medium
term, including consolidation of gains thus far in the security system
transformation process. The first post-conflict elections were held; the SLPP
and Kabbah were the clear winners. A MoU was signed between the
Government of Sierra Leone and the UK, which bound both parties to an
agreement until 2012. Asan expression of long-term commitment, the assurance
this MoU gave to the transformation process was crucial, but it also had its
weaknesses, including it being very vague on deliverables.

Oneof the key developmentsin the transformation process centred on producing
and linking a security strategy for Sierra Leone as well as the country’s
development objectives. In practical terms, thiswas reflected in the partially-
interrelated PRSP and Security Sector Review processes, where the latter
wasreflected in theformer’s Pillar One on promoting good governance, peace
and security.

In itself, the importance of the Security Sector Review cannot be
underestimated. First, it gave much needed conceptual clarity about the
i nstitutions comprising the security system, and thuswho had astakein defining
what security meant for Sierra Leone. Second, the function of ONS as
coordinator of input from the security system and producer of astrategic security



document was illustrated. Third, the fact that the Review was integrated into
the PRSP aligned security and devel opment to adegree that had never existed
before.

These developments reflected significant strides forward across the security
system where the political space for new organizations such as the ONS and
MoD was widening. In the SLP, the priority now became to deploy across the
country and to move from arelatively theoretical, strategic position to amore
practical approach. Leadership of the police was also handed over from an
expatriateto aSierral eoneanin June 2003, and withit, full national ownership
of the organization. The MoD was inaugurated as a ‘joint Civilian/Military
organization' in January 2002. While there were continued struggles between
international advisers (IMATT officers in particular) and MoD staff around
ownership issues, there were clear signs that the MoD existed as a viable
institution. A thoroughly nationally-owned Defence White Paper was being
produced, MoD structureswere being reconsidered and IMATT produced Plan
2010, a long-term strategy for their engagement with RSLAF and eventual
drawdown.

Obviously, considerable challenges remained, including issues such retaining
and recruiting qualified staff and general levels of corruption. However, the
most substantial challenge was emerging and continuesto be amajor concern:
Affordability. A key question for the security system transformation process
and for the security of Sierra Leone as a whole was and is whether the
Government of SierraLeone can sustain the RSLAF, SLP, ONSand CISU, in
both human and technical termsinto the long-term future.
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Consolidation and
Development,
2005-2007

The initial security system transformation period of 1997 to 2002 was
characterised by starting a reform process in a conflict environment, which
subsided into a ceasefire situation and then shortly afterwards, reverted back
to conflict. The period 2002-2005 waslargely concerned with devel oping further
gainsmade through the security system transformation processthusfar during
aperiod where conflict was officially over. Thefinal period under study — 2005
to 2007 — was marked by consolidation and devel opment of security system
concepts, strategies and reform activitiesthat culminated in the peaceful genera
elections of 2007. At the same time, this period was marked by Government
complacency regarding security.

In fact, an aternative chronology could be constructed around a generally
declining amount of attention and resources being channelled into the security
system transformation process. Effectively, this could have resulted in the
Government having significant problemsin the elections, had it not been for a
generally effective and joined up system of security actors, led by the ONS.

By 2005, Defence Council meetings were postponed so frequently that they
hardly happened at al. By 2006, it became clear that the Government had | ost
interest in security, in the sensethat it was regarded as having been ‘fixed'. As



one key stakeholder pointed out: “By 2003 [there was] some attention [paid to
general issues of security and the security system], in 2004 less. In 2005, they
[government officials] were so comfortablethat they didn't listen at all. Defence
Councils were postponed several times. The NSC had not been held for two
yearsuntil we pushed for one major meeting wherewe said that the Government
needed to be aware of the issues around [the 2007] elections. By 2007, most
ministries cared less about security” . This was due, in part, to other more
pressing priorities, such asthe faltering economy, but also, it has been argued,
to a degree of hubris on the part of the SLPP.

Thereisno doubt that Sierra L eone’s executive was committed to transforming
the security systemin order to establish control of external and internal security
provision. At the sametime, however, there was al so a sense among some that
the executive were “not necessarily [committed] to the structures that came
with it” e,

The executive was al so preoccupied with the upcoming general el ections, which
the country wasto organizefor thefirst timewithout external support. However,
while Government-led reformswere stifled, the reality wasthat security system
institutionswould need to prepare for the electionsto ensure they wereheld in
a secure environment.

In terms of UK support, 2005 was an important year for DfID, asit devolved
itsofficeto SierraL eone, having until then managed its projectsfromitsLondon
headquarters. Richard Hogg, Head of DfID Sierra Leone and vested with
decision-making power arrived in Freetown in March 2005; the office was
fully devolved in July of that year. Thisfull-fledged country office, rather than
aWhitehall Steering Committee-led policy implemented in Sierra Leone, not
only made management more effective, but also enhanced DfID’ s assistance.
By virtue of being far closer to operations, DflD’s more substantive presence
in Sierra Leone enhanced communication and management on the ground,
improved clarity and allowed DfID to play a more direct role in the security
system transformation process. Devolution also meant that DfID wasnhow ina
position to make a greater impact on the Government of Sierra Leone in the



pivotal areas of corruption, governance systems and procurement procedures.
The negative element of the DfID re-location was that disputes with the
Government of Sierra Leone in Freetown increased as well L,

DfID’sability to coordinateitsactivitieswith IMATT and the High Commission
was a so enhanced. What hasbeen referred to asthe ' Freetown troika’ emerged
amongst the three organi zati ons, which met bi-weekly to construct coordinated
responsesto the Government of SierraL eone. One of the IMATT Commanders
serving during thisperiod noted: “ During my time, better coordination of response
became a redlity. | left Sierra Leone with a positive feeling about that” 82, It
was also clear that good personal rel ations equalled good coordination.

By thetimethat thefinal PRSP was published in the spring of 2005, the security
system, led by the ONS, had managed to convincetheir political masters of the
Security Sector Review'sstrategic position within it. The Security Sector Review
itself was launched by the President in May 2005; links of the Review to the
PRSP were noted in his speech. The security system, led by the ONS, buoyed
by this support at the highest level, began the process of developing activities
to support Review recommendationsin the hope of persuading theinternational
community to providefunding to support their implementation.

These recommendations needed to be adapted slightly in light of the new links
with the PRSP. A multi-stakehol der approach to solve the challengesidentified
at both anational and regional level also needed to be developed. It was clear
at the outset that the costs of delivering against the recommendations of the
Review would be huge; hence, careful prioritization was required to ensure
boththerealism of their funding aswell astheir contribution to poverty reduction.
Activities were ranked on a scale of 1 to 5, based on whether they would be
able to deliver against security objectives outlined in the PRSP framework.
Theprimary objectivewas*to build security forces ableto prevent and respond
to external and internal security threats and provide an enabling environment
for poverty reduction” 182, Only activitiesscoring 1 or 2 had aredlistic possibility
of being funded®.



Thisperiod, from 2006 in particular, was al so characterized by discussionsof a
UK exit strategy from SSR-related activities. However, while an exit strategy
was being prepared and coordinated between the main UK stakeholders in
2006-2007, thevolatility of funding optionsbecame anissue. In addition, while
ajoint DfID/IMATT work plan had been devel oped in 2006 and was regarded
as an exit strategy for DfID, it was not finalised and implemented, which was
partly due to the change of staff aswell as the personalitiesinvolved.

The significance of the 2007 general elections for Sierra Leone’'s security
institutions during this period can not be underestimated. They were seenasa
test of SLPand RSLAF capacitiesto provide appropriate support to the National
Electoral Commission (NEC). SILSEP was slated to end in 2008, and DfID
was showing clear signs of disengagement from the security system
transformation process.

Implementation of the Justice Sector Development
Programme (JSDP)

By 2004, it had become obviousthat whilst the Law Development Programme
(LDP) had provided infrastructure improvement and training for thejudiciary,
huge capacity problemsremained. Despite thefact that the need to view justice
asan integrated system had been recognised as early as 2002, other elements
of the justice sector (prisons, probation, legal reform, non-state justice, lega
advice, and so forth) had not benefited from development assistance, either
under the CCSSP or the Law Development Programme. In addition, the
increasing influence of the more formal development planning process meant
that a sector-wide programme was not approved until 2004 and i mplementation
was delayed for another year until March 2005.

Prior to the JSDP, no assistance had been given to the Ministry of Internal
Affairs, which may have been caused by the heavy focus on establishing the
SLP, first at HQ level in Freetown and subsequently throughout the country?e,
More importantly, however, advisors at the time perceived a lack of political
will at the executivelevel to effect comprehensive change, even though attempts
were made in 1998, to engage the Ministry in policy formulation, ministerial



oversight, performance management and financial provision to ensure the
sustainability of police developments. In fact, at this time the CPDTF had
proposed that a Police Directorate should be set up in the Ministry to provide
effective advice to the Minister in his oversight of the SLP*’. Though still
grappling with the fundamental issue of proper political |eadership and striking
the right military-civilian balance, an MoD had been established, leading the
way in civil service reform.

At the sametime, the SLP oversight and representative roles of the Ministry of
Internal Affairs remained limited, leaving the SLP without direct ministerial
support. In Box 20 below, K eith Biddl e provides one explanation asto why this
might have been the case, which focuses on the types of support provided.

Box 20: MoD and the Ministry of Internal Affairs - Two Models

of Support?8

“In comparing MIA [Ministry of Internal Affairs] and MoD [and reform initiatives
within the two departmentsin SierraLeone], there are two thingsto keep in mind. One
is that the MoD was externally driven by some very professional and determined
people. They did a super job. They capitalized on the fear of the army again
overthrowing the Government. They were able to achieve something very quickly. If
you take the MIA in 1998, the oversight of the police should be with the MIA.
However, the supremacy of the ministry was rubbed out by the Constitution of 1991,
which removed the minister’s accountability that had been within the provision of the
almost defunct Police Act 1964. The Constitution is supreme law and its provisions
take precedence.

“The Constitution dictated that the Police Council would be the place where police
policy, disciplineissuesand promotionswere decided. The police had effectively gone
outside of the Civil Service Commission. When it came to police budgeting, decisions
were madein the Police Council”.




Thislack of ministerial support had fundamental implicationsfor the operation
of thejustice sector, and particularly for the SLP, as reforms had moved from
a predominantly operational focus to one of refining the system and policies
already in place. In 2007-2008, “the whole ministry hasto be rehabilitated with
respect to overseeing institutions. The Chairman of the Police Council happens
to be the Vice-President. Otherwise we “[the SLP] would be in a very bad
state” 1%, Papers prepared to rationalize legislative or ingtitutional changes as
well as SLP budget proposals, which, strictly speaking, would have been the
task of the Minister of Internal Affairs to take forward, have often stalled or
been sidelined™®. Thislack of ministerial oversight capacity isnot uniqueto the

police.

Lessons about sustainability were also emerging in 2006. For example, the
SLP needed to replace 100 vehicles a year from an 800-strong fleet; they
could afford to replace only 10. As DfID’s Deputy Programme Manager,
coordinating SIL SEP and other security-related programming noted about this
condition: “[T]he only thing worse than not having any capacity is having
temporary capacity and it then being taken away”'*%. In real terms, regarding
vehicles and communication, one of the biggest challengesfacing the SLP has
been financial uncertainty vis-a-vis maintenance and phased replacement of
the SLP'svehiclefleet (and in the longer-term, its communication system)*,
It is aso significant, because vehicles and communication were and remain
some of the most important means by which the SLP has proved its relevance
and madeits presencefelt to the greatest extent possible throughout the country.

Implementation of the DfI D-funded and British Council-managed JSDP began
in March 2005, taking over from the CCSSP, which ended in June 2005. It was
initiated to support the PRSP process of the Government by helping improve
accessto affordablejustice, provide support for therule of law, help to prevent
further conflict and improve safety and security, particularly for the poor,
marginalized and vulnerable. Apart from preventing amore robust approach to
non-policeagenciesintegral to thejustice sector, theinitia delay inimplementation
had al so created significant impatience among key stakeholders. Tensionsalso
arose following the uncertainties around the ending of CCSSP and LDP and



the continuation of some projects and not others. In the end, the JSDP
incorporated some elements of both previous interventions; for example, it
inherited and continued to support the funding of Commonwealth Judges and
Prosecutors as well as a Legal Draftsman post?®,

By 2005, according to international and national stakeholders, the CCSSP had
lost much of its strategic direction. However, although the JSDP represented a
welcome change in strategic direction, it was also something of a missed
opportunity. At the end of the CCSSP, there was a genuine need to look
strategically at what should happen in the justice sector asawhole. Thiswould
have involved a wide range of actors, including IMATT, local government,
Ministries, thelegal profession and others. However, thistype of broad-based
consultation did not happen; the JISDP has had to pick up some of these issues
asit developed. Similar opportunities to reflect on strategy were also missed
during the PRSP process and when UNIOSIL replaced UNAMSIL in 2005-
2006.

In part, this points to a generic development assistance issue: When anumber
of programmes cometo an end at the sametime, thereisrarely acomprehensive
review. Much funding is decided in isolated pockets that reflect the funding
boundaries of donors, and individual preferences, rather than the strategic
situation on the ground. In the case of DfID at this time, earlier planning of
JSDP was clearly hampered by the lack of a senior DfID presence in Sierra
Leone and also by ‘planning blight’, i.e. relative importance being given to a
correct logical framework rather than to an informed strategic approach based
on experience.

By the time JSDP began implementation in 2005, the ONS, using the Security
Sector Review asitsvehicle, had managed to establish sound ground rulesfor
cooperation acrossthe security system at national, provincial and district levels.
However, within the formal justice sector, let alone the informal sector, there
were no similar co-ordination mechanisms. Hence, while collaboration did take
place between the various justi ce sector institutions, coordination between the
Ministry of Internal Affairs, prison services, courts and the SLP was limited.



Moreover, before JSDP began implementation, external advisers had treated
these ingtitutions in relative isolation from one another. Indeed, by 2007 the
SLP had serious concerns about whether it could effectively fulfil its own
mandate without external support for devel oping systemsfor trying, processing,
holding and rehabilitating criminals.

The JSDP represents an important shift in thinking and devel opment within the
security system transformation process in Sierra Leone and therefore more
generally. In particular, although it suffered from a number of initial teething
problems, the JSDP did represent a significant broadening of security system
transformation — or SSR — to encompass justice as a whole. Whilst SILSEP
and IMATT, in combination, had covered defence, security system coordination
and intelligence gathering comprehensively, the JSDP nonetheless became
regarded, in 2005, as*“thefirst Sierra L eone experience of abroad sector-wide
programme” 1%,

The transformation from CCSSP to JSDP also reflected the central role that
the judicial component now has within particular conceptualisations of SSR.
Under the CCSSP, the focus had predominantly been on tactical and operational
support to the SL P, which was critical in theimmediate post-conflict period. It
gave the police a much needed boost of confidence in their role as internal
security providers and ultimately led to the development of an organization
owned and driven forward by the SLP itself. It also represented a clear need
for afunctioning SL P asthe basic building block of security and development.
The JSDP represented anew stagein the devel opment of justice more broadly;
whilst it recognised the SLP's operational effectiveness, it sought to develop a
more strategic approach to policing.

From the beginning, JSDP's emphasis was focused primarily on providing
assistance to the improvement of police-community relations and on ensuring
that the SLPwasbecoming integrated into thejustice delivery system. Emphasis
was placed on enhancing Loca Needs Policing with associated L ocal Policing
Partnership Boards and enabling community representatives and civil society
organi zationsto work jointly with the police on crime reduction and community
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safety projects. A critical component — thoroughly neglected before JSDP —
has been the support given to improving prison services'®. Before and during
the conflict, there had been atendency to marginalize prisons. Indeed, in the
past, prison services were effectively treated as a ‘dumping ground’ for
unwanted elements of society*®.

Prisoners at the Moyamba District Prison which was recently renovated and remains
supported by JSDP.
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An inmate painting in the art centre at Pademba Road prison in central Freetown.

A young man facing charges of theft at the Moyamba District Court.




Support to the prison services has been primarily in areas of infrastructure
rehabilitation and devel opment, e.g. prisoner accommadation in Moyambaand
officer’s quarters in Bo, Makeni and Kenema. (There have also been ad hoc
initiativesby UNDP and UNIOSIL to procure medicinefor all prisons)*’. Due
to prison overcrowding and the destruction of many prisons during the conflict,
there was a critical need to increase prisoner accommodation. Two examples
of the prison situation tell the story: The Pademba Road Prison in Freetown is
operating at approximately 350% capacity. While adult literacy classes for
prisoners have a so been part of JSDP, comprehensivetraining of prison officers
only began in a structured manner in March 2008,

By 2005, significant organisational reformsweretaking placeto strengthen the
strategic direction and cohesion of the SLP. A comprehensivefive-year Medium
Term Strategic Plan was produced, which acknowledged linkagesto the PRSP
and sound financial management procedures. A change management group
was established to deal with the development of professional policeleadership.
A culture of open debate and space to voice opinions without fearing
repercussions, was consolidated at the top-level of the SLP, a space which had
not existed prior to, during or immediately after the conflict.

It was also clear that the difficultiesinherent in ensuring ajoined-up approach
to security system transformation in 1999 till existed in 2005-2007. TheSLP's
Medium Term Strategic Plan, for instance, had not been firmly connected to
the Security Sector Review process. Thiswas in part due to the timing of its
publication, but also to an alleged lack of proper cross-referencing with the
ONS. In September 2005, it was noted that “ some of the perceived difficulties
between differing security sector institutions have been exacerbated by
necessary programmatic separations between SILSEP and the rest of the
sector”1%°,

However, the decision within the SLP to merge the Specia Branch and the
Criminal Investigation Department into acoherent unit to provideintelligence
on security and criminal activity improved internal co-ordination and reduced
political rivalry. It was also recognised that if the SLP was to be a truly



intelligence-led force, enhancing information gathering, analysisand collation
needed to be genuinely prioritized, in actions as much aswords.

The SLP were still deploying outside of Freetown and, in 2005, although the
police were now officially up to their authorized strength of 9,500, police
deployment was had yet to be completed in districts of the country. In December
2005, it was estimated that 60% of the deployment plan had been implemented.
While vehicles, uniforms and equipment remained in short supply, the major
logistical problem was the chronic shortage of police accommodation.

In what was referred to as the ‘migration’ from CCSSP to JSDP, concerns
were rai sed about the changesin approach taking place and whether important
security-related programming would continue to be addressed. While CCSSP
had been strong on support of operational activities, the move from largely
tactical/operational police support to holistic justice sector support would
inevitably leave gaps.

This led to a split in support of the SLP, which saw SILSEP assuming
responsibilitiesfor gathering and analysis of criminal and security intelligence
and strengthening capacity to dea with operational planning, event management
and public disorder. (Almost 1,500 police personnel weretrained to beformed
rapidly into Crowd Control Units*®.) These activities, combined with work on
mediatraining, community liaison and asset management, were linked to the
SLP's Election Policing Strategy. By extension, impact was felt within the
SILSEP programmeaswell. Given the continued level of commitmentto RSLAF
through IMATT, the UK could not be viewed as neglecting the continued central
importance of the SLP. It wasvital that their rolein maintaining internal security,
and their ability to do so, were sustained. For this reason, security aspects of
the SLP's core business were absorbed into the SILSEP programme, whilst
JSDP maintained the lead for the broader organisational development of the
Police. This split between ‘security’ (placed within SILSEP) and ‘justice
(placed within JSDP) “encouraged security and justice to be seen asinterrel ated
rather than integrated, just as security and development more broadly were
struggling with the same conceptual issue’ X, It could be argued that this split



between ‘security’ and ‘justice’ was similar to the split in 1999 between
‘security’ and ‘ defence’ within SIL SEP, hampering an integrated approach to
security transformation yet again (and indeed, to some degreethedivision came
as a consequence of the personalitiesinvolved).

The split was compounded by difficult decisionsthat had to be made about the
future of the Operational Support Division (OSD) and tension emanating from
the conceptual divide between security- and justice-oriented policing. There
was no denying the fact that in the immediate aftermath of the conflict, the
OSD was seen as a bulwark for the Government. As one senior adviser stated:
“[1]f thearmy kicked up, the OSD wasthereto support. It has an establishment
of seven rifle companies[approximately 3,000 officers]. Thearmy isinfantry,
and in many ways, so isthe OSD. Given that elections to be led solely by the
Government of SierraLeone for thefirst time were on the horizon, there were
several potential areas of conflict that could have led to violence”22, A threat
register prepared by the SLP identified factors such as closely-contested
constituencies, history of disorder, geographic isolation, ex-combatants, strategic
economic importance and border security. Indeed, it was the threat register
that would dictate the actual deployment of resources during the elections.
The 2007 elections generally held much greater challenges for the SLP than
previous elections, as it was operating with a reduced logistic capability and
with less ‘background security’ support due to UNAMSIL’s withdrawal 2%,

At the sametime, the ONS, supported the OSD (composed of 3,055 personnel
in 2007) explicitly, particularly relativetointerna security provisionby RSLAF
through Military Aid to Civil Power (MACP):

“Ig ometimes you just need normal officers to enforce the law. We
wholeheartedly support the strengthening of the OSD. Overusing
the MACP because people claim that the police are not able to do
A, B and C is inappropriate. We hope that messages to the NSC are
heard: Refrain from using the RSLAF too much. We want to keep in
the police — if guns are needed, strengthen the OSD rather than the
RSLAF" 204,



The critical issue here is that the ONS did not want the army on the streets
dealing with domestic policing issues. OSD’s capability meant that police
capability was wide-ranging and both the political leadership of the country
and SLP leadership trusted the OSD more than the country’s other security
forces, including RSLAF. ONS support of OSD over RSLAF for election
security could also be seen as acomment on the lack of clarity that in the past
had characterized relations between the police and the armed forces, and had
led to misunderstandings and role conflict, and certainly lack of trust from
civilians. Indeed, the SLA had deliberately been kept out of the domestic arena
since 2000 through ajoint policy between the Government of Sierra Leone,
UNAMSIL and IMATT which has proven remarkably effective and consistent.
However, theinitial critical need for armed police officersto maintain law and
order was argued by some to be lowered, relatively speaking. Since the OSD
force level represented one third of the SLP's force level, discussions were
initiated about whether the OSD should begin contributing to basic police support
duties.

In relations between SIL SEP and JSDP, both of which provided support to the
SLP, the issue of programme coordination came to the fore once more, a
recurrent theme throughout the security system transformation processin Sierra
Leone. It became clear that having two separate programmes with separate
funding within a single organization was difficult to coordinate and almost
impossi ble to manage coherently. In addition, it nurtured an impression in the
MoD that the SLP had an ‘ unfair advantage’ in accessto DfID funding, since,
in effect, the SLP had two pools of funding®®. Equally, within the SLP, it was
not very clear how, as it was by far the greatest beneficiary of CCSSP, it
should be part of JSDP, precisely because of the latter’s much broader focus.
This problematic was partly reflected in the lack of clarity about where the
SLPsitsintermsof ‘justice’ or *security’, whilst at onelevel it sitsin both. In
terms of funding this is significant, due in part to internal DfID funding
arrangements. In the words of one DfID staff witnessing the transition from
CCSSP to JSDP:



“It was not beyond the realm of foresight to predict that expanding
a programme entirely focused on one institution into a broader sector
starved of resources would cause a level of animosity within the
criminal justice sector. The Sierra Leone Police felt aggrieved at
having to share donor resources with the prison service, the
judiciary, the Ministry of Internal Affairs and others, at the
opportunity cost of further progress being made within the SLP.
The other criminal justice institutions, in turn, were reluctant to share
their newly-acquired funding access with the Serra Leone Police,
to whom it was felt the lion’s share of the development assistance to
date had already been provided” 2%,

One of the critical effects of the JISDP was that it took some earlier initiatives
and expanded them. In particular, this happened in the area of gender and
justice reform, largely through the expansion of FSUs, which had begun
implementation in 2000. Further details of the continued development of FSUs
are provided by Ms Fakondo, the key driver of the programme, in Box 21.



Box 21: The Family Support Unit (FSU) - Part 11207

“In 2006 | was appointed chairperson of the JSDP Task Force, which was comprised
of managers and middle management members of thejustice sector institutions. We met
once a month to work with the JSDP team on the development of a strategic plan for
the justice sector that reflected the needs of sector institutions and civil society. The
JSDP constructed FSU offices at Police stationsin Lumley, Ross Road, Kissy, Calaba
Town, Waterloo, Tombo and Goderich. Previously a pilot office had been built at the
Moyamba Police station.

“The programme not only supported construction work, but also supplied all the
pieces of furniture, including television and video setsfor victims of abuse (especially
children). They aso supplied toys for our interview rooms.

“Even though there was much delay in dealing with FSU cases in courts, we still had
convictions that sent clear messages to the public that sexual offences and other types
of violence agai nst women and children are unacceptable.

“With the help of two British Judges in the High Courts, convictions with up to 16
yearsimprisonment were handed down. Sierra L eoneans now knew that nobody would
be spared in the dispensation of justice.

“Convictionswere also achieved in the provinces, thereby increasing public confidence
inthe FSU and the courts. Thisled to agreat increase in the number of cases reported.
Today, SierraL eoneansrealise that no onewill be spared in the dispensation of justice
to vulnerable women and children”.

International Recognition of Sierra Leone's FSUs — Regional Learning

“In June 2005, UNICEF Liberiareguested the Sierra Leone Police to train the Liberia
National Police (LNP) in the investigation of Sexual Exploitation and Abuse (SEA) in
order to counteract increasing occurrences of sexual offencesin that country. The SLP
was contracted after careful observation of police institutions in West Africain their
handling of women and children protection from variousforms of abuse. Liberiawanted
to have ataste of the post-war experience Sierra L eone already had, and similar socio-
cultural ties paved the way for that.

“The IGP, BrimaAcha Kamara, approved the SLP contract to help the LNP establish
aFSU prototype. Together with Sergeant (now I nspector) Vandi, we spent two months
doing research and preparing atraining package of international standardsfor Liberia.
UNICEF Liberia requested the heads of NGOs and sexual abuse specialists from the
United Nations Mission in Liberiato read and critique our training manual. In August
2005, we left for Liberia; training began with a colourful launching ceremony in full
view of the mass media. A total of 25 male and female police officers
were trained for one month; the Headquarters of the Women and Children




Box 21: Continued

Protection Section, Liberia’'s FSU prototype, was established at LNP headquarters.

“After multiple trainings, a total of 75 LNP personnel are now trained in family
support issues and practices. We have also established units and deployed personnel
inMonroviaand itsimmediate environs. Each of our training partnershipsa so included
mentoring and recommendations for further programme improvement. In late 2006,
wereturned to Liberiato carry out atraining of trainers and subsequently returned to
observeroll-out of trainingsled by Liberian nationals’.

This positive example of regional |earning was made possiblein part by earlier
CCSSPpaliciesof promating promising younger officersfaster than they would
have been promoted in the pre-war system. This generation of officers had a
different set of values and were less tainted by earlier practices within the
SLP. At the same time, there were significant opportunities for both male and
female officers to be promoted on merit, rather than on seniority or political
connections. The most el oquent statement of what thismeant in practice comes
from Ms Fakondo®®:

“There were people that were benefiting from the system, how it
used to work. We were yearning for change, we had an idea about
what change should be. We had three groups of people standing,
those who were ready to jump onboard, those who were confused
and those who didn't want to see change. It was the responsibility
of those who wanted change to lead the way. Even if we don't have
the funding, we have put in place systems. We need to look at the
terms and conditions of the SLP. We have tried to convince the
executive board to have a female committee. The executive board is
saying that we have a police board. However, this is the policy of
gender mainstreaming. Why are we able to bring this up? Because
the foundation has been laid. | have always wanted to be a proud
police officer; | have been to forums where I’ve been pushed aside,
where someone would be verbally highly abusive of the police.
Because | had support, | had the confidence to speak up — and you
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can only speak your case when others are listening. | knew what |
wanted, | wanted to be a proud police officer. Where else would |
go? The war in fact made it possible for people to speak up” .

It had become evident during the IGP succession planning period of 2001-
2003, that many candidates for the highest positions did not have experience
managing all thefunctionsof the SLP. In consequence of thisredisation, Assistant
Inspector-General s have been frequently rotated through the various disciplines
of the force. This has helped ensure that in the future, the highest ranks are
likely to be populated by senior personnel who understand and have experience
managing all disciplines at the strategic level of the SLP.

Further Development of the Ministry of Defence

The period following 2005 within the RSL AF was dominated by the lack of an
overall strategy, caused in part by the UK withdrawing from devel oping such a
strategy and the inability of the RSLAF to develop its own approaches and a
plan. Thislatter issue had asmuch to do with the general political buy-in, which
was vital with a Deputy Minister who was engaged, but lacked authority. The
Cabinet, which had the authority, was not engaged; in fact, it had only been
engaged to alimited degree since 2003. Effectively, without political top-cover,
the MoD and the RSL AF |eadership would not commit®®.

Thereis an overall vision of the RSLAF, but it remains idealistic rather than
grounded. Where policies were in place and functioning, they tended to have
been driven by strong individuals, rather than overarching strategies. The
converseof thisis, of course, that there were also some areaswhereindividuals
were not so strong and as aresult, neither was the strategy. In 2007, there was
still no single programme management document containing details of activities
to be conducted, timelines, budgetary allocations, objectives and other
management guidelines.

By 2005, the gains of building aMoD essentially from scratch were obvious.
For al thedifficultiesfacing anew Department with new responsibilities, MoD’s
image as acutting-edge institution remained intact. It was now an organization



under visibleand identifiablecivil control; civilian and military staff wereworking
side-by-side. RSLAF input into the 2003 Defence White Paper, PRSP and
security sector review wasindeed perceived to be limited, but had nonetheless
been clear. The MoD was now seen as a critical member of the security
community and playing akey role in articulating security strategy issues and
planning implementation activities. For example, the MoD was central to the
drafting of the Security Sector Review Implementation Plan.

Compared to other government departments, the MoD was aso seen as being
‘ahead of the game’ in terms of financial management. Advice from MODAT
inthe early stages of transforming the security system, and later on the presence
of a dedicated DfID-funded financial management adviser and an IMATT
counterpart, played asignificant role in this. Aslate as 2005, these two posts,
which had executive powers, were seen as vital by an externa review. Had
they been removed, it would have been highly gquestionable whether the MoD
would enjoy itscurrent reputation for its comparatively competent approach to
financial management?'°, At the sametime, however, it was deemed necessary
that MoD officialstakefull responsibility for financial management in the near
future. It wasthese considerationsthat led to thetransitioning of apost dedicated
to financial management into that of an assistant civilian adviser post with
general responsibilitiesfor advising and mentoring across arange of different
defence management issues. This push was necessary in order to transfer
competencies, asit had become clear that the legitimacy of expatriates making
executive decisions had decreased significantly. Indeed, RSLAF anditsveterans
and demobbed soldierswerelikely to react strongly to aCore Review regarded
as having been driven by external actors that would inevitably have financial
implicationsfor them.

2007 was the ninth year of UK support to Sierra Leone’'s MoD. During this
period, residua executive powers were being handed over; those remaining
were de facto legacies of long-running projects, such as refurbishing the
Paramount Hotel and Operation Pebu. In 2007, it was a so becoming clear that
therewas much lessdisparity inthe approach of SILSEPadvisersversusIMATT
officers, which hitherto had created tension between civilian and military staff.



However, this period was also characterized by criticismslevelled at expatriate
advisers for the lack of an audit of DfID funding, poor communication and
failure to learn lessons?.

One of the lingering cases that engendered a good deal of criticism was the
aforementioned Operation Pebu, a MoD-managed project to provide RSLAF
accommodation. Box 22 provides an account of the final stages of Operation
Pebu, as recalled by the 2005 Commander IMATT, David Santa-Olalla and
Aldo Gaeta, Civilian Adviser to the MoD.

Box 22: Operation Pebu - PART 1212

By theend of 2005, all efforts of Operation Pebu were focussed on achieving completion
of accommodation in two sites— Kailahun and Pujehun. Asthe Commander IMATT at
thetime noted, “70% of the project was cancelled and focus was on the remaining 30%.
It wastime to draw aline under Pebu. The original planswere never going to work. A
lot of time was spent making sure that IMATT credibility was not lost” %3,

The decision to dramatically scale down the project had come in response to DfID’s
rejection of additional funding and the fact that ateam of independent consultants had
suggested that Operation Pebu’s accommodation could possibly result in ‘ the creation
of new slums'#4. There was no proposal on what would happen after completion of
these sites because nobody could predict what materials would still be available or
what the chances of additional funding would be.

From late 2004 to early 2006 work progressed on both sites in Kailahun and Pujehun,
but again, the planned timescal e for completion was not achieved. During 2005, two
significant events happened. Firstly, the demarcation that existed between Government
and DfID funding was removed, allowing all the funds to be pooled for the benefit of
the project. Secondly, DfID, which now had a Country Office, released the remainder
of DfID funds to the project and also made it clear that no further funding would
become available for Operation Pebu. The sites of Kailahun and Pujehun were not
completed during the period covered in this narrative.

The sheer scale of Operation Pebu was never appropriately considered. In the original
plans of seven construction sites, the estimated population to be housed would be in
excess of 2,500 per site. To achieve 100% completion within oneyear, bearinginmind
SierraLeone'sinfrastructure and arainy season of five months, defieslogical explanation.
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Box 22: Continued

Thereisno single organization involved in the project to blame. It wasjointly funded
by DfID and the Government of SierralLeone. In addition, IMATT played asignificant
part in the management and on-site supervision of the project?s°.

Operation Pebu terminated in the spring of 2008. It had delivered two completed sites
at Pujehun and Kailahun —the agreed revision to the original programmein 2005.

An RSLAF officer standsin front of his recently renovated accommodation.

Despite the gains over ailmost a decade of building the MoD, it is clear that it
takes a substantial amount of time to consolidate civil management of an
institution that for a decade had been a‘ clearing house’ for the armed forces
and beforethat, had been deliberately neglected by the executive. During 2005-
2007, many officials who had been drawn from across the civil service and
trained and advised to build the MoD had been transferred to other ministries,
departments and agencies or had left the civil service atogether. Their vital
institutional memory left with them. Without appropriate recording systems,
training opportunities and induction, this has had considerable impact on the



balance between civilian and military staff, which in 2005 was referred to as
“fully-integrated” by the UK, Change is fragile and can easily be undone,
which is certainly the case in Sierra Leone where civilian oversight of the
armed forces was a relative novelty.

In 2005, there was therefore a concern that gapsin key financial management
postswould lead to theloss of al institutional memory on some of the systems
that had been established. Thisisone of many examples of the fact that human
resource management is the single most critical component of the security
system transformation processin SierraL eone. Ultimately, noingtitution-building
or external financial support can alter this reality. Changing institutions and
patterns of behaviour through SSR — and development more broadly — is a
long-term and messy endeavour.

Throughout the period covered in the narrative, one considerable challenge has
been to ensure that members of the army would accept the principle of civilian
oversight. In particular, the existing culture and experience of thearmy dictated
some degree of resentment at civilians taking ‘their’ jobs. At the same time,
therewasalingering perception that the main reason for dismantling themilitary
HQ had been to prevent future military coups. Whilst thisistrue, in thelonger-
term, dismantling the military HQ was also an important part of the reform
process that engaged the RSLAF into a broader process of democratisation
within Sierra Leone, and introduced enhanced checks and balances?”.

To acertain extent, suspicion of theimplications of civil oversight still persists
withintheMoD andimpactsintegration of theprinciplesof civil-military relations
into defence management. Many of the military tend to see civilians as
inexperienced in defence and security matters and therefore lacking the
necessary competence to oversee the army. On the other hand, many civilians
see the military as an obstacle to the reform process, including expenditure
management. Mutual distrust along theselinesstill meansthat thereisapotential
to undermine the authority of the MoD — for example, if there is limited
commitment by senior RSLAF officersto effectively participatein Procurement
Committee meetings*2.



In conclusion, itisclear that within the MoD, the process of working to create
an organisational culturethat ensures accountability, efficiency and effectiveness
in defence management, is a very difficult and slow one. The continuing
differencesand culture clashes between the military and civilians need careful
management in the long-term.

Creating a Role for the RSLAF

There is no denying that results achieved by 2005 in terms of establishing
democratically-accountable forcesin Sierraleone were impressive. As noted
by one of RSLAF's senior officers: “After UNAMSIL left, everybody cried
out that the military was going to make a coup, but because of the reform
process, no one would do that”2'°. Furthermore, a perception survey carried
out among RSLAF staff and published in early 2007 noted the stark reality that
in their past professional identity, it would have been difficult, if not outright
impossible, to identify who wasasoldier and who wasarebel. Thiswasclearly
not the case anymore. In addition, there were further indications that RSLAF
officersnow regarded themselves as generally heading in the right direction®®.

While RSLAF reforms have been significant, deep-seated suspicion of the
armed forces on the part of the executive remained. As a conseguence,
Government funding of the RSLAF was minimal. As noted by the 2005
Commander IMATT:

“ Despite the fact that their [RSLAF] capacity was close to zero,
they were just feeding themselves, and they were almost unable to
do that; every month they got down to the last Leone. The defence
budget was tiny, and the only time they got something was from
IMATT — training, accommodation” 2,

These observations resembl e the Government’s treatment of the armed forces
before the war. He continues:

“[T]he Government and civil service take control that way, by
keeping the armed forces living at a bare minimum. It was also one
of the reasons why conflict started in the first place” 22



Whilethereform process was rendering RSLAF more professionally focused,
theforce continued to be plagued by continued lack of equipment, low levels of
operational activity and welfare and perceptions of being comparatively worse
off in terms of salary and training than their neighbours in the region. Not
surprisingly, the Government was seen as failing to honour them. In 2006, it
wasnoted that “aclear commonality with thewider population|...] isperception
of the government [...] as a hindrance rather than an ‘enabler’” 2%,

A clearly identified role for the RSLAF and its mandate in Sierra Leone was
also needed — and sought for. The security system transformation process had
been designed to contain the army and enhance policing as the unambiguous
providers of internal security. “Professional identity would be further
strengthened by a constitution for security akinto ‘ Police Primacy’ "%, A great
deal of effort had been expended to remove the army from the political sphere
and matters of internal security, but it had proven difficult for the RSLAF to
emerge with an identity that would give the armed forces a clear purpose.

This issue was exacerbated by comparisons between RSLAF and SLP
performance. Over the yearsthe two organizations had received fundamentally
different types of external assistancethrough IMATT and CCSSP, respectively.
In 2005, there was a distinct perception within the SLP that RSLAF
achievements had been delivered or driven by IMATT, ultimately making reform
efforts less sustainable in the long run. Nonetheless, a qualitative perception
survey among RSLAF officers conducted in 2006, a so showed that since 2004,
relations between the police and the army *“had become, if not stronger, then
more accepting [...]. In 2004, it was suggested that although aware of the
message of police primacy, participants perceived RSLAF and policerolesto
be unclear and overlapping [...]. Furthermore, tension between the RSLAF
and the police was aresult of a perceived discrepancy in reward levels rather
than an RSLAF desire to take back elements of the police's domestic security
role’??, Such vaguenessin roles and responsibilities appeared | ess pronounced
in 2006, with RSLAF members “ perceiving their rolein relation to the police
more clearly with less need to make direct comparisons between themselves
and the police’ 2%,



One reason for this perception shift no doubt related to ONS' formulation of
the policy defining Military Aid to the Civil Power (MACP). (MACP outlines
how the SL P may call on RSLAF assistance in the extraordinary event that the
security situation demands it.) Previoudly, in the words of one of RSLAF's
senior officers “acrimony, misconception and rancour” existed between the
two security organizations®’. During aseminar for key security system actors
held in December 2005 in Accra, slight puzzlement over the centrality and
weight conferred upon the MACP was expressed. Yet, the MACP gave much
needed clarity to relations between the SLP and RSLAF, and as such was
crucial in outlining precisely when and how the armed forcesmay play arolein
internal security in SierraLeone. It a so defined an inclusiverather than exclusive
role for the armed forces.

MACP itself revolves around when and how the RSLAF may be employed in
support of the ' civil power’ in conditions of relative peace, stability and normality
and in the absence of any substantive threat to theterritorial integrity of Sierra
Leone. Itsfunctions are defined by ‘standing’ and ‘ emergency’ categories.

m A standing MACP task is one where authority is granted by the NSC
for the RSLAF to conduct a defined operation in support of civil power
agenciesfor an indefinite period. The period will end when the relevant
government authorities, the NSC specifically, decidethat military support
isno longer required.

= Anemergency MACP task is one where specified support is provided to
thecivil power by the RSLAF after a specific request and NSC authority
has been granted. Each task will be considered on a case-by-case basis.
Tasksinthiscategory will only be conducted in specific situations of dire
emergency and where the civil power is unable to deploy sufficiently
appropriate resources to cope with the emergency confronting them
(including counter-terrorism and crimein the event that the SLPisunable
to provide sufficient resourcesin atimely manner). Thistype of MACP
also includes point security, providing armed or unarmed RSLAF
personnel to secureinstallations (e.g., the Presidential Lodge or acritical
infrastructure site) and specialist assistanceto the policein dealing with
civil disturbances.
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Soldiers from the RSLAF 4th Brigade and Force Reconnaissance Unit taking part in
crowd control training exercises at the Armed Forces Training Centre in Freetown.




It was within the MACP framework that RSLAF supported the SLP during
the 2007 elections. After arequest by the SLP through the NSCCG, RSLAF
assistance was granted. RSLAF played an essential role providing pre-
positioning troops before, during and after the elections, even though
apprehensions about its success were expressed by major stakeholders?®.
Involvement of the RSLAF in suchinternal security situationswas made public
knowledge through a press statement.

Anocther means of investing RSLAF with a stronger identity has been through
its potential contributions of troops to the ECOWAS Standby Force (ESF).
Indeed, RSLAF aspires to participate in ECOWAS as well UN and AU
peacekeeping missions. In 2006, RSL AF contributionstointernational military
operationswere seen as“ an important mechanism for reinforcing national pride
and devel oping operational capability”?°. However, while providing international
peacekeeping forces was noted as one of RSLAF's priorities™, the RSLAF
lacked severa of theimportant capabilitiesessential for successful involvement.
IMATT noted its willingness to support the development of some of these
capabilities, but this assistance was to be preconditioned on what was referred
to as a ‘comprehensive and sustainable plan’ for an appropriately-sized and
trained force, effectively a Core Review, which could have paved the way for
a defence review after the elections. This remains an unresolved issue at the
timeof thiswriting.

Nonetheless, the RSLAF has already contributed a staff officer to the ESF
Headqguarters in Nigeria, led by a Nigerian Brigadier. Whilst currently not
deployable, aforce structure has al so been prepared, which sees SierraLeone
generating at least an infantry company and possibly a battalion to the ESF.
Thedebatein 2006 revolved around whether to select the company or battalion
as awhole, which would be based on the best operational evaluation reports,
or whether it should be done by selecting the best individuals to make up the
company/battalion®L. Either way, therewasan obviousincentivein the possibility,
through ECOWAS Standby Forces contributions, of being employed on UN
subsistence rates. Indeed, as noted in 2005, income generation could in the
long run emanate from RSLAF contributions to peacekeeping missions™2,
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IMATT and RSLAF soldiers during an ESF exercise at the Armed Forces Training
Centre.




although the possihilitiesto do so should not be over-estimated (and the African
Union would be unlikely to generate any). Of greater potential have been the
perceived gainsfrom patrolling the seasfor illegal fishing, anideathat surfaced
since ‘Plan 2010 was produced in 2004. This would be accomplished by
collaborating with the Government of SierralL eoneto establish aJoint Maritime
Authority, but despite preliminary planning, this initiative has not been
implemented.

From the very outset of the defence reform process, support to build capacity,
educate and train was guided by the wish to see young, motivated officers
emerge in the same manner as occurred in the SLP. It was obvious that there
were good lieutenants and captainsin RSLAF. They had undergonetraining in
Ghanaand at the Horton Academy at L eicester Peak inthe hillsabove Freetown,
but they had limited or no opportunity for promotion®2. From the perspective
of senior RSLAF officers, however, such perceptions, even if not explicitly
communicated, were clearly understood: “IMATT personnel were tempted to
turn to these officers|[i.e., young officers] asthe best chance for consolidating
reform. IMATT believed that these officers had theflexibility, open-mindedness
and idealism of young officers everywhere. They were recruited specifically
to wash away the stains left by their predecessors, i.e., most senior officers
still serving” 2%,

This approach understandably |ed to tension between a new generation of up-
and- coming officers and those officers who had served through the years of
conflict, including, in some cases, under NPRC and the AFRC. It was afine
balancing act, but by 2005, adrivefor voluntary retirementswasinitiated with
economic and political support from the ‘ Freetown troika’ (DfID, the High
Commissionand IMATT). Several Brigadiersand Colonelswereremoved and
paid the amount that they would get had they stayed in service until retirement
age. From the perspective of IMATT, the focus was on “people who they
knew were corrupt. RSLAF had no disciplinary mechanisms, even with all the
evidence. Wewere ableto bring through Mg orswho were more competent” 2%,



At the same time, the issue of further downsizing the armed forces to an
affordable and sustainabl e size continued to be hotly debated. RSLAF and the
MoD had aready experienced a considerable drop in numbers between 2000
and 2006, from around 15,000 to lessthan 11,000 personnel. However, thereis
a continuing tension between the need to produce a Core Review of Defence
and political resistanceto do so, partly because thismay imply significant further
reductions. It may even imply revisiting the original figures of 6,000 for the
armed forces envisaged in the 1990s before security-rel ated programming took
off, but themorelikely level would be 8,500 (closeto thetarget discussed from
the early 2000s), asis currently being discussed. The need to produce a Core
Review had been identified by some of the civilian staff in the MoD as a UK -
driven constraint on the future size and shape of RSLAF. However, issues of
sustainability and affordability could not be addressed without it. In 2007, it
became clear that whatever decision was to be made about the size of RSLAF
had to come from the incoming Government. The executive powers held by
expatriates, civilian and military, had been greatly reduced in 2007; reluctance
to enforce difficult decisions on behalf of Sierra Leonean counterparts was
increasing.

In conclusion, by 2007 RSLAF had come along way and was continuing to
consolidate its own position, even if affordability issues remain a primary
concern. The development of MACP and theturnover of senior officers helped
define more clearly anew mandate for ademocratically accountableinstitution
and to make changes in the organizational culture to reflect this. These
developmentsare critical inthe RSLAF s ability to establish aclear picture of
itsown identity outside of domestic political involvement and the provision of
internal security where the SLP has primacy. At the same time, the MACP
setsdown aclear framework for RSLAF support to SLP activities. The RSLAF
was beginning to see a clear, democratic framework within which to operate
and atarget (peacekeeping) as something to aim for in the long-term. For all
the difficulties and challenges that remain, both are arguably measures of how
far RSLAF has come.
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A map reading and navigation training exercise at the base in Wiberforce, Freetown




Development of the ONS and CISU, 2005-2007
Intherun-upto electionsin August 2007 therewas adegree of distance between
the ONS and the Office of the President. Part of the initial establishment of
the ONS was in fact separation between these two institutions, designed as
such to avoid political capture. At the same time, the role of the UK adviser
remained critical as a guarantor of independence of the ONS. Certainly the
ONS viewed advisers as protectors of their political independence against
external interference, given the slow implementation of the recommendations
in the Security Sector Review. As noted by the National Security Coordinator:
“We need to maintain the level of advisers, whether they are visiting or
permanent. They are still that protector. Perhaps after the next elections [we
can do without advisors], becauseweare gill transforming, weare il reforming,
and we need those checks and balances. The things that we identified in the
Security Sector Review have not been dealt with even 109" 2%,

Adding to the overall issues within the country, the PRSP process had stalled
and apotentially dangerous stalemate was brewing during this period. With no
new money appearing, the Government appeared to have little interest in
governing and the stable security environment lessened the immediate
imperatives to lead. There was a danger that a small political elite would be
propped up by a competent security system of institutions, which potentially
could lead to disgruntlement among the security forces, and the potentia for
new coups. Whilst security wasdropping down onthelist of immediate priorities,
it was clear that little or no poverty reduction had been achieved. Indeed, it
was certainly undeniabl e that there were distinctly closer links between politics,
business and corruption. For instance, severa high profile corruption cases
emerged around minerals and marine resources involving Ministers became
public. However, no action on these cases was taken by the Government. The
symptoms of the conflict may have been dealt with, but the root causes were
again becoming evident amongst the elite of Freetown asthey resumed business
as usual®'.



This was an obvious frustration for al concerned and the lack of financial
support for the PRSP hit those institutions ensuring Sierra Leone's security
particularly hard. Effectively, they would not receive any funding through the
official PRSP trust fund?®. The ONS and other security institutions had clear
ideas about which activitiesto prioritize, including organized crime, drug and
diamond smuggling, fisheries, customs and border control. However, none of
these activities could be undertaken in isolation. In turn, the government
departments concerned were either unable or unwilling to take the initiative
required to devel op acomprehensive strategy needed to incorporate therole of
the security system. Some of these issues are outlined in Box 23. Thiswas a
lesson for both the UK and Sierra Leone: Developing competent security
provision and coordination in avacuum was becoming as much of athreat asa
benefit to security, since there effectively was no accompanying plan for the
rest of the Government.

Box 23: PRSP Implementation, But By Whom?°

The main challenge within the PRSP process was how to build the capacity of weakened
and inexperienced institutions to the point where they could bid for funding in a
professional manner. Frequently, the organisations themselves did not know their own
capacity weaknesses and, whilst this put the security institutions at an advantage, it
also handicapped them in the eyes of the Government, who knew that they needed to
realign their priorities, but did not know how. Rather than the security system being
theleader in enabling the environment necessary for poverty reduction to occur, it now
needed to be afollower. But lead institutions such asthe Anti-Corruption Commission,
the National Revenue Authority, the Ministry of Mineral Resources and the Ministry
of Marine Resources did not appear capable or willing to take on this role. This
presented all concerned with aquandary —how could a set of institutions contribute to
broader Government when there was no broader Government to contribute to?

One of the assets of the 10-year MoU between the UK and Sierra Leone was that
rather than being subject to standard donor three-year bidding cycles, UK aid allocation
to Sierra Leone was fixed at £40 million ayear for the duration of the MoU. Thisisa
sizeable amount of money —the UK’s largest aid per capita programme in the world —
but once allocated, it allows no additional flexibility for filling development spaces
created by successin other sectors. The work undertaken among security institutions,
for example, created opportunitiesfor work in trade, the diamond industry, healthcare,
education and local government, but the funding was not there to take advantage of the
opportunities.




Compared to the inception phase of security system-related transformation in
thelate 1990s and early 2000s, aprocess of disengagement by the Government
frominternational adviserswastaking placein 2006-2007. The ONS, however,
played a central role before and during elections as an objective source of
advice to the political establishment in State House. As stated by National
Security Coordinator, Kellie Conteh:

“The leadership that was provided by ONS was consistent, it was
focused. It also provided a general opportunity for all of us to
participate. That bond, camaraderie, was very, very critical at
elections. We needed to tell the public that there was no fraction,
and that politicians could not use one against the other. Before,
politicians would split the security sector, and exploited the vacuum
created. ONS largely provided the leadership. Political tolerance —
we did several statements on the radio, to get people to work
together. At the end of the day, both the military and police realized
that a storm had blown over” 2%,

At the sametime, the perceived disengagement of the executive madeit difficult
to addressfundamental problems, including an exit strategy by donorsfrom the
security system transformation process, however long that exit might take.
SSR is fundamentally a political process, and in some ways politics is more
important that capacity-building. Without high level political support, the security
architecturewasin adifficult position. However, the ONS remained politically
adroit and whilst it isfundamentally dependent on the current National Security
Coordinator, in 2007 a number of officers have emerged who are able to take
on a variety of different tasks and take over from the National Security
Coordinator when necessary. As already mentioned, institution-building is a
slow and incremental process, requiring periods of consolidation where staff
can learn new skillsto enhance overall performance. While the ONS had gone
far very quickly, new ingtitutionswith ashort institutional memory need timeto
take root. This process cannot be short-cut, a point that is true for the MoD as
well as for the ONS.



The success of the ONS is reflected in the wide range of issues that the
organization hasdealt with asit has comeinto its own, which have not always,
strictly speaking, been withinitsoriginal mandate. The ONS hasbeen involved
in coordinating refuse collection from the streets and responding to the water
crisisin the summer of 2006; it has also dealt with organized crime, aswell as
establishing aworkable security framework and alocalised system of intelligence
gathering. Similarly, the security sector implementation plan that followed the
Security Sector Review became the responsibility of the ONS rather than
different Departments of Government contributing their specific expertise (which
was the case with the PRSP). However, because the Government seemed
disinterested, it was very much external actors, DfID specifically, that stepped
into help.

By 2007 the ONS was clearly identified as a success story. It had established
itself as one of the “most effective Government agenciesin Sierra Leone and
[...] fully capable of performing the core requirements originally envisaged for
it: Preparing joint intelligence assessments; acting asasecretariat for national,
provincial and district security committees; and providing strategic security
advice to the President” 4.,

Indeed, one could argue that the ONS has been a victim of its own success. A
review in 2007 concluded that “the ONSisnow evolving into adefacto Cabinet
Officewithamuch wider remit thanintelligence assessment and national security
coordination” 22, Because of the Government’s adoption of “human security”
asaguiding principle, the ONS has started to aim to provide policy research as
well as coordination to much of Government.

The centralization of risk andintelligenceanalysisaswell asbroad crisisresponse
coordination carries both benefits and risks with it. ONS may be in danger of
crowding out other government institutions by being too effective, even beyond
their mandate, partly due to the relative weakness of other ministries,
departments and agencies. At the same time, the strength of the ONS,
particularly itsability to riseabove palitical infighting, isembodiedinitsleader,
the National Security Coordinator, or, moreto the point, the specific individual



inthat position. Whilst security isfrequently about human resources, the danger
of thisis that once independence becomes embodied in one person, this can
develop into asustainability problem brought about by the lack of asuccession
strategy. This can be particularly dangerous when the strength of the ONS
could, potentially, be exploited by future political leadership. An organisationis
only asunbiased astheindividualswho lead it. In the case of SierraL eone, the
absence of current effective Ministerial and Parliamentary oversight compounds
thevulnerability of the ONS.

With the change of the security situationin SierralLeone by 2007, CISU moved
its attention from paramilitary organizations to serious crimes, particularly
organised crime. Criminal organisationsare adept at infiltrating and undermining
security organisations, partly due to their command of economic resources,
such as diamonds or drugs. However, the relative weakness and corruption of
the overall justice system meansthat arrests made on the basis of |eads provided
by CISU would not necessarily lead to successful prosecutions. In addition,
lack of funding for CISU reflected the lack of executive political will to support
the organisation appropriately.

It had also become clear that in 2005-2007, many Government officials and
parliamentarians did not understand the difference between ONS and CISU.
Therelative strength of the ONS had created difficulties for CISU in terms of
establishing its own identity and legitimacy, something that remains an issue
externally, if not internally, vis-a-visthetwo organizations. Discussionstaking
place during 2007 of moving ONSfrom State Houseto aseparate, new building
was seen asenhancing the ONS' neutrality, but also separating ONSand CISU
and thus enhancing CISU’s profile.

Despitethe continued difficulties establishing CISU’slegitimacy between 2005
and 2007, it was ableto play acritical role during the el ection period by exhibiting
that several damaging and destabilizing rumours about coup plots and rigging
of the elections were fabricated. Given that ‘intelligence’ of this nature had
been a highly politicized tool just eight years before and had led to executive
and security sector inaction in general, makesthisaconsiderabl e achievement.



The charged political environment in the 2007 pre-election period cannot be
over-emphasized. Even the ONS, the primary advisor on security matters to
the President, came to be regarded with some suspicion during the run-off
period between the SLPP and APC. To some extent this was due to arrogance
on the part of the SL PP, who became so sure that they would win the elections
that any information to the contrary became viewed as a conspiracy. The
President’s preference for only listening to a small group of trusted advisers,
coupled with ageneral distrust of security institutionsand intelligence ingtitutions
in particular, would maketheroles of the ONSand CISU increasingly difficult
asthey sought to balance the delivery of objective advice and gain the trust of
the political executive.

At the same time, there was widespread consensus among both Government
officials and UK advisers that the PROSECs/DISECs had come to play an
important role in coordination and conflict resolution at the local level. ONS
had established representatives in nearly all of the security committees at
provincial and district levels. They had become an undeniably important player
by acting as a secretariat and communicating important issues to Freetown.
Evenin 2005 there was considerablelocal involvement in preparing the ground
for the 2007 elections; PROSECs and DISECs cameto play an important role
by inhibiting and monitoring paramount chiefsand security officialswho sought
to discriminate against specific political actors. In addition, their presence on
the ground further allowed afar greater outreach to civil society and a greater
participation and consolidation of the PROSECs and DISECs as part of local
communities. Critically, the two organisations’ coordinating role at provincial
and district levels has, when effective, performed the same function asONS at
thenational level in bringing together individual sin key positionswho, if isolated,
could be vulnerableto political pressure. One observer closeto the events has
noted that such figures “found strength and support from being part of a
collaborative structure” %,

Thefocused engagement of civil society in the security system transformation
process as an integrated component of SILSEP begun in 2006, also made an
impact, as described in Box 24 by Rosalind Hanson-Alp. With the project



Srengthening Citizens' Security, Conciliation Resources began implementation
of aproject with the explicit aim of ensuring enhanced civil society engagement
in security-related matters, and by extension, the security transformation
process.

Box 24: Civil Society Engagement in the DISEC?4

Conciliation Resources, aninternational NGO, facilitated open meetings between civil
society and security personnel in Kailahun District with the aim of improving local
understanding of security structures and dial ogue between security personnel and civil
society.

During the first meeting, when security personnel presented the structure of national
security, it became evident that most civil society participants did not know that there
was someone representing them in the DISEC. Asone civil society participant stated:
“He does not represent us and we are not aware he sits on DISEC on our behalf”. At
the same time, security personnel stated that this member was currently suspended
from the DISEC whileinvestigating all egations that he was apolitical aspirant, which,
if true, would breach the criteriaof political impartiality. Inturn, the security personnel
used this civil society representative to argue that civil society as awhole was neither
serious nor committed to participating in security issues.

Thisissuehighlighted some of the challenges of collaboration and at their own admittance
civil participants acknowledged that civil society wasfragmented. Asaresult they did
not have a strong voice, which madeit difficult for security personnel to identify civil
society partnerships.

The meetings conducted by Conciliation Resources covered awide range of issuesthat
gave people the chance to express their views on security and directly interact with
security personnel. As one participant expressed: “Thisinitiativeis an eye opener for
us. | havethefeeling that the frank discussions around how we perceive ourselveswill

go along way to bridge the gap between them [security] and us|[civil society]”. It was
agreed that there was dire need for civil society to coordinate as a forum from which
they could nominate representation on the DISEC. Security personnel acknowledged
theimportance of improving communication to the public. Asthe ONS representative
said: “I think the issue of DISEC going to the radio to discuss issues on security that
is of use to the public will be an issue to be discussed at the next DISEC meeting. |

consider thisto be crucia”.

As a response to recommendations, within a month of the meeting, the Kailahun
District Civil Society Organisations (KAIDCSO) was formed and one of its members
nominated and accepted by DISEC to represent civil society on the committee with




Box 24: Continued

the directive to report relevant information back to KAIDCSO. In the ensuing year,
KAIDCSO members and security personnel have collaborated on a number of events
and information gathering activities, both as part of Conciliation Resources' Strengthening
Citizens Security project and independently.

The relationships devel oping between security personnel and civil society in Kailahun
has noticeably helped to ‘ demystify’ security and createinformation resourcesthat are
mutually beneficial to civil society and the security system.

Oversight of the Security System

Oversight of the security system remains a big political issue within Sierra
Leone. As one international adviser stated: “One wonders where oversight
and accountability exist, because | have seen no evidence of oversight or
accountability in any of these institutions’?#, While the MoD represents the
main civil oversight mechanism for the RSLAF, a similar process was never
initiated with respect to the SLP. The reasons for this relate both to the
Congtitution and personalities of advisers aswell as consecutive Ministers of
Internal Affairs (Charles Margai, Prince Harding and Sam Hinga Norman).
Asnoted, aPolice Council exists, chaired by the Vice-President, not the Minister
of Internal Affairs. Asa Constitutional body, the Police Council isresponsible
for the police service, essentially performing the functions of the non-existent
police directorate, including dealing with expenditure and personnel issues.
Regardless of the professionalism of the Police Council, this organization of
police affairs and centralization of decision-making power does of course, to
the outside observer, call into question whether appropriate mechanisms for
accountability and checks and balances are in place.

In 2007, the mandate of the MIA remained unchanged, which was to oversee
the SLP, prison services, immigration department, national registration
department, fire service and coroner’s office. This ministry, however, in stark
contrast to the MoD, only received limited attention and support during the
security system transformation process. Whileinitial cooperation between the
CCSSP and the MIA had been strong, for example, when the CCSSP project
memorandum was produced, collaboration was not nurtured long-term. This



was partly aconseguence of thelack of political will to institute radical changes
within the ministry. The net result has been that the SL P continue to operatein
the accountability regime set out by the Police Council. Of equal importance
has been the converseissue of the SLP not being appropriately represented in
Cabinet due to aweak Ministry of Internal Affairs.

At the same time, the separation of the ONS from the Office of the President
remains both a core strength and an Achilles’ heel. The current professional
reputation of the National Security Coordinator means that the ONS remains
apolitical, but in terms of sustainability thereisalong way to go to create the
kind of internal culturethat would allow the ONSto develop acomprehensive
succession strategy and build on the considerable successes of the ONS to
date. Thisisparticularly important, given that the ONSisan idand of competence
amongst anumber of Government institutionsthat lack capacity tolead. There
is a danger that the ONS will step beyond its mandate, and whilst a strong
ONS s necessary to a secure future of SierraLeone, it cannot do everything.

The Parliamentary Oversight Committee on Defence, Internal and Presidential
Affairs(POCDI&PA) is specifically mandated to oversee agenciesthat provide
security. However, the Committee faces anumber of substantial challengesto
performing its role effectively. As point of departure there is alack of clarity
surrounding the Committee’s functions, noticeable in the Committee’s name.
In addition, while the Committee’s mandate is restricted to issues of defence,
internal and presidential affairs and does not include security as provided by
the SLP and intelligence, it has effectively extended its remit to these areas.
There has aso been an overlap between the POCDI& PA mandate and other
parliamentary oversight committees, as the former does not have exclusive
power and authority over defence appointments or budgetary issues. Other
challenges to the efficient work of POCDI& PA include the lack of human
financial and material resources. Finaly, the selection of the 16 Committee
members, of whom oneisawoman, is not based on knowledge of the security
system — appointments occur through consultation with party leaders in
Parliament?.



In concluding this section on oversight mechanisms, the critical role of civil
society in promoting accountability and contributing to decision-making
processes around security should be noted. Important initiatives have been
taken through mechanisms such asthe Security Sector Review and programmes
such as Conciliation Resources' Srengthening Citizens Security programme.
As with the rest of the security actors in Sierra Leone, the issue of lack of
resources and at times operational capacity has been decisive and remains a
substantial challenge to the transformation processin the near to long-term.

Conclusion

Electionsin 2002 were held in the immediate aftermath of conflict and in an
environment that had not yet fully stabilized. Moreover, they were held when
there was significant in-country security and logistics support from the UN.
Even so, it was a testament to how far the SLP in particular had come in a
short period of time that they were able to ensure that the elections were a
success. The 2007 elections, on the other hand, in someways held much greater
challenges, both for the SLPand SierraL eone’s security system asawhole. In
simpleterms, they operated with less ‘ background security’ support, but in an
arguably much more stable environment. The SLP published their Election
Strategy in April 2006; its main thrust was to work with the National Security
Architecture®’.

At the ONS-level, discussions had begun by mid-2006 on security needs to
enabl e the conduct of the elections. As elections drew closer, the coordination
forum provided by the ONSfor the National Electoral Commission (NEC), the
SLP and other security institutions engendered a structured approach that
covered all aspects of the elections — before, during and after?®. In the rather
tense atmosphere surrounding the elections, ONS leadership was vital in
showing, domestically and internationally, that the security system wasindeed
a coherent system of actors that spoke with one voice. In the end, the SLPP
lost the elections to the APC and a new Government took over. Considering
the state of affairs in Sierra Leone in the early 2000s, this is a significant
measure of successfor the security system transformation process. It becomes
an all the more significant success when one considers that political buy-into



the security system transformation process had diminished considerably by
2005 (by 2007, NSC meetings had not been held for two years). While general
commitment to the transformation process might have been there, the 2007
genera elections had become the main preoccupation of the Government.

Any strategic considerations on behalf of the UK into 2008 must involve the
development of astrategy for its exit from the security system transformation
process. Thisis an extremely difficult and sensitive process. The role of the
UK in SierraLeone, particularly for the last eight years, has created a strong
tie between the two Governments. In some cases, the UK acts both as an
important catalyst for change, but also asaguarantor of political independence
amongst a set of institutions that became heavily politicised in the pre-war
period and were all but destroyed during the conflict. An exit strategy hasto be
planned carefully and phased in, so as to prevent the lack of oversight and
civilian capacity across Government leading to a further politicisation of
organisationsin aposition to abuse power. If thisoccurs, SierraLeonewill find
itself back in the same set of circumstances that led to the war in the first
place. Moreover, as ONS and CISU create more distinct identities, what
cooperation isgoing to look like needsto be carefully considered.

Thisisall themore stark when thelack of resourcesavailableto the Government
of Sierra Leone is considered. Sierra Leone has none, the state is virtually
bankrupt, and is almost entirely dependent on external resources. The only
reason why the country is stable is that external resources provide funding.
Unrealistic expectations of progress driven by planning imperatives of
devel opment agenciesremain akey issue. Asone participant notes: “Wethrow
itinto SierraLeone and expect it to be sorted in three or four years. | think we
need to be realistic with the time framesinvolved” 2. One of the key features
of the successesin SierraL eoneisthelong-term nature of theinitial involvement
of the UK and the MoU. This has been an unusually long commitment, but the
result has been to instil confidencein the future that isall too absent in several
other devel opment environments. Oncethe period of the MoU isover, areturn
to athree-year project cycle with the accompanying uncertainty could have a
significantly negative effect on confidence of and in the system of security
institutions that has been established®.



Key Issues In Security
System Transformation in
Slerra Leone

So far, this narrative has concentrated on reconstructing a coherent,
chronological narrative of anumber of the key processes and eventsthat have
characterized security system transformation in Sierra Leone. This chapter
takes a more thematic approach and analyses cross-cutting themes that have
emerged and changed over the period covered, many of which remain issues
today. It evaluates the policies and principl es adopted and followed during the
process and the changes in the rel ationshi ps between the UK and SierraL eone
over time.

This chapter is divided into four main sections. The first section discusses
issues surrounding the UK’sinvolvement in the process that emerge from UK
policy itself. The second section discusses technical and processissues, many
of which changed as the process progressed. Most of these issues are relevant
not only to SSR programmes, but to development programmes overall. The
third section discusses the issue of national ownership that has been critical to
the success of Sierra Leone's security system transformation. And last, we
identify key issuesin moving forward.



UK Government Issues

There can be no doubt that one of the key reasons why the intervention in
Sierra Leone was so relatively successful was buy-in to the process by key
UK institutions. This was influenced by strong emotional and historic ties
between the UK and Sierra Leone and by avocal SierraLeonean diasporain
the UK whichwasvery effectiveat |obbying for political support for intervention
and raising public awareness of the war. There was also a series of personal
commitmentsto SierraLeoneby influentia politicianswho had some degree of
connections to the country. Even the Prime Minister, Tony Blair, had a link
through hisfather, who had been a school teacher in SierraLeonein hisyouth.
Indeed, apart fromthe decision tointervenein the SierralLeone conflict, generaly
speaking, UK engagement in African affairs, were limited, bordering on non-
existent, inthefirst term (1997-2001) of the still-serving Labour Government?t,

UK involvement had been growing in SierraLeone during thewar. It increased
after the scandal resulting from the involvement of a former senior British
Officer, Tim Spicer, and his private military company, Sandline, which was
accused of organising an illegal arms shipment to the country. (The arms
shipment had been sanctioned, in part, by the then British High Commissioner
in SierraLeone.) There was aclear understanding at the highest political level
that asimilar situation could not occur again (Robin Cook, Secretary of State,
mentioned this to David Richards at a chance meeting between the two
immediately before the 2000 UK military deployment)?2. Given that the then
UK Government had proposed an ‘ ethical foreign policy’ thisscandal caused a
significant amount of UK press attention and thus, a response from the UK
Government.

Finally, the personality of the then Development Secretary, Clare Short, cannot
be underestimated in terms of developing the political drive to intervene in
Sierra Leone. As one UK Government source noted, she was “amost an
elemental force; she was very, very committed personally — she met Kabbah
and took this upon herself as a kind of personal crusade’®®. It is hard to
overestimate the power of personality at the centre of the UK’s commitment
to SierraLeone. Indeed, in Short’s own words: “And then, there were people



like me, ringing Tony Blair, and — | think | was somewhere else in Africa, |
can't remember exactly where | was — and saying: ‘We must not go [leave
Sierra Leone]’. Blair, to his credit, decided yes, they wouldn't just evacuate
and leave, but stay there, which iswhat they did” 2.

On a more pragmatic level, apart from the obvious moral imperative to aid
Sierra Leone on the verge of conflict, there was also the perception that if the
UK could not achieve its conflict prevention and stabilization objectivesin a
country such as SierraL eone, where, then, would the devel opment instruments
available to the UK Government be effective?

Another key issue with the UK’s involvement in Sierra Leone has been the
continuing struggle to achieve joined-up Government. Although the High
Commissionistheprincipal political authority among UK institutions overseas,
thiswas not reflected in the rel ationshi p between the High Commission, DfID
and IMATT in Sierra Leone. Each organization reported back to London
separately, and “not necessarily in asingle package. In my view, we were al
reporting to our own”2%,

The lack of any one Department in charge meant that there was no ultimate
responsibility or accountability vested with any one UK actor vis-avis the
transformation process. Thisled to alack of |eadership, with no oneinstitution
ableto “get everybody together and say: Right, what are we doing in-country?
Isit joined-up? How do we report back to London to ensure that the various
strings are being played?’?%. This was arguably a personality issue, not
necessarily one of process and procedure, but the fact remains that there was
no one Department able to take the lead in forwarding the process in a co-
ordinated manner. This is likely to remain an issue, particularly at the field
level, where abody resembling the Cabinet Office does not exist.

Thus, co-ordination became afunction of individual s collaborating effectively
on the ground in the absence of an overall and agreed framework. Along these
lines, the CCSSP Project Memorandum stated that the project would belinked
to the Sierra Leone Security Sector Programme (SILSEP), the Law



Development Programme (L DP) and the Anti-Corruption Programme, but there
was no indication of how thiswould be achieved. Thefailureto address project
coordination, referred toin 2004, was also evident in the design of the LDP and
SILSEP.

In defence of this approach, at the time, the context inherited by these
programmes was one of crisis management. Literally, security system
transformation started out during awar. Therewaslittle time to spend months
planning, collecting baseline data and so forth — action had to be taken
immediately. This had the effect of putting responsibility into the hands of
individuals on the ground who had to make decisions. There were clearly
advantages and disadvantages to this, but put simply, where there were good
people, good decisions were made, and when there were people in difficulty,
the decisionswere not as good. In the absence of an overarching framework —
astrategy which waslacking for areason — such decisions could beimportant.
Theexperience of Sierral eone shows quiteclearly that getting the right people
into theright place at theright timeiscritical.

The width and depth of DfID, High Commission and IMATT engagement on
the ground, apart from what has been referred to informally as the “weekly
prayers’ 27 isdirectly proportionate with how well the three organizations are
getting along at any given time. This is compounded by a high turn-over of
staff (DfID’s average field tenure is around 2-3 years, while IMATT's isone
year), which has meant that each organisation on the ground has had to cope
with constant changes in personnel and the accompanying limitations to
institutional memory. Indeed, it may even be suggested that given the amount
of turn-over of staff, theinstitutional memory liesalmost exclusively withinthe
Government of Sierra Leone.

Changes in IMATT were particularly difficult, given that each Commander
IMATT came in with specific sets of aims and objectives. Many came from
radically different backgrounds within the military and brought with them a
variety of personal styles. Thiswas particularly the case before Plan 2010 was
produced in 2004, but also later on when questions around an exit strategy



were brought up by one Commander IMATT and DfID Manager, but not taken
up and further devel oped or implemented by their successors. In brief, getting
up to speed became areal problem, which was also reflected in how output to
purposereviews, that isevaluation of SIL SEPin particular, were not necessarily
picked up by successive staff comingin. How to retain and pass on ingtitutional
memory remains areal issue.

Intheearly days, it was also certainly clear that the elevation of DfID to anew
position and its devel opment as anew Department clearly meant that it wanted
a digtinct identity along the lines of “we are DfID, we are not the Foreign
Commonwealth Office” 2%, Thiswastruein London and it wastruein Freetown.
Moving into SSR in the late 1990s was in and of itself a reflection of this
circumstance, and unheard of for DfID, a development agency, to engage in.
However, whilst DfID did maintain an officein Freetown, there was no senior
DfID presence until 2005, which meant that to some extent DfID could not
play afull partin dialoguein-country. Thiswasimportant, given thelevel of in-
country decision-making that had to happen within the exceptionally volatile
security context and with SILSEP staff effectively taking part in fighting a
war. In the late 1990s in Sierra Leone, it was simply an academic exercise to
insist on aclear distinction between operations and capacity-building, which
DfID on their part did given the substance matter of their activities.

Pre-2005, before DfID devolved programme decision-making authority to
Freetown, and asearly as 2002, the need for arelatively senior DfID programme
co-ordinator (based either in Freetown or visiting moreregularly from London)
to supplement the DfID Freetown office was emphasized®®. The purpose
would beto build bridges between the various el ements of the programmes put
in place to transform the security system, aswell aswith London. Because of
remoteness from theatre and bureaucratic hurdlesin London, it wasdifficult to
respond to urgent requests for assistance or contribute towards the resolution
of problemsin atimely and effective manner. This was compounded by long
gaps between civilian advisor deploymentswithin SIL SEP. Relations between
the team working in Freetown and London were alwaystense: “ They [DfID in
London] were unaware of the real issue and generally lived in the past. They



did not understand the dynamics of the SierralLeone Civil Service”?®, Indeed,
there was an acknowledgement of the fact that there was no professional
resource in-country for project management and coordination of SILSEP
specifically, and all the elements of security system transformation, generally
speaking. Inthe early days, within DfID, there were al so separate desks dealing
with SILSEPand CCSSP, the Conflict and Humanitarian Assi stance Department
(CHAD) and the Government and Institutions Department (GID), respectively.

One important reality of the security system transformation processin Sierra
Leone—or put differently, the collection of projectsthat wereinitiated in Sierra
Leone around security-related issues —is that no overarching strategy guided
efforts. The development of security system transformation in Sierra Leone
was hot a joined-up process, certainly in the early stages. Even by 2003 one
UK Government official stated: “When | went to Sierra Leone at the end of
2000, what | was presented with was not a strategy, it was a vision. And,
basically, | wastold: ‘Makeit up when you get out there’. When | asked about
ablueprint for SSR, | wastold: ‘Well, you aregoing to writeit’. Effectively, we
did” e,

In the absence of a strategic plan, it was clear that security system
transformation was an evolving set of programmes, neither carefully planned
nor sequenced. However, itisalso clear that avision was devel oping, however
opaque, and that the group of people on the ground implementing its different
parts were making decisions broadly in line with what has later come to be
referred to as SSR, even if they did not always call it by that name.

TheUK’sinvolvement in Sierraleone at thetimewaslargely based on political
motivation rather than technical needs assessments. Ms Short said: “We could
not — we, being the British — could not let this fragile, but democratically-
elected Government collapse. Now, | don’t think there was much theory behind
that” %2, Indeed, to the question of why, then, an intervention took place, Ms
Short put it; “1 wasjust doing it because it was disgraceful. No onewas planning
anything” 2%, Thishad animpact on thekind of activitiesthat could realistically
be undertaken at the time. There was no space to sit back and develop a



strategy, since the country needed support — urgently. UK intervention was
very much shaped by consecutive crises prior to peace in 2002, particularly
with a military juntain power from 1997-1998, the invasion of Freetown in
1999 and 2000, the RUF attacks on UNAMSIL, and so forth. UK staff had to
try to react to that which forced theminto action. Giventhis, it was not surprising
that activities on the ground were not particularly joined-up. In fact a report
written as early as 2002 concluded that in “the absence of clear guidelinesand
precedents for SL-type situations, the strategy follows the pattern of needs as
they occur and are recognized, rather than vice versa’ 2%,

In 2002, when the MoU was signed between the Governments of SierralL eone
and the UK, a number of activities were outlined, effectively within a first
phase of engagement. However, the MoU framed a 10-year commitment of
the UK to spend £40m a year and there was no re-evaluation of MoU
commitments to adjust them according to changing priorities. There was a
vision, but no real evolving strategy to underpin that vision. The lack of an
overarching strategy and a clear end-state also meant that the same concerns
kept emerging again and again. For example, withintheMoD, each timeanew
IMATT Commander was deployed he had to ask the same questions:

“This lack of overall vision: Where do we want to go with this? The
end-state: When do we know when we' ve succeeded? When do we
know that we have something that is good enough? Ultimately this
boiled down to the issue of:-Against what are we judging success?
Are we judging success on the basis of people being able to make
their own decisions? Are we judging people on their effectiveness?
There are all sorts of criteria” #®.

Sierra Leone’s Role in the Establishment of the Conflict
Prevention Pools

Thedifferent interventionsin SierraL eonein the late 1990s conflated with and
impacted on the pooling of resources among MoD, FCO and DfID. Regarding
the police, there were certain types of support that simply were not feasible
with the funding streams availabl e at the time. Rearming the Special Security
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Division (SSD), for instance, would not have been possible (and indeed only
happened in the late 1990s) if individual CCSSP staff had not gone straight to
the UK Chief of Defence Staff for support (albeit with DfID blessings)?®.
“Until then [when the GCPP and ACPP were established], we had steered
away from anything to do with weaponry. Not that we [ DfI D] could do anything
with weaponry, but at least the Conflict Pool mechanism got us into that” 2%,
The new 2001 Overseas Development Act and the establishment of the joint
conflict pools were seen as enabling SIL SEP to encompass activities, such as
specialist training for intelligence services that were previously considered
inappropriate for ODA funding. Likewise the inter-Departmental pool
mechanism allowed for thinking about operational issues, including training for
the Anti-Corruption Commission, Specia Branch and FISU, which had been
resisted by DfID. The division simply became that in those areas were there
was a clear operational aspect to the training, funding was provided by the
ACPRP, rather than DfID, development funds.

Prior to the integration provided by the pools, the UK Government was only
ableto draw on arelatively small pool of FCO funding; no ODA funding was
availablefor many of therelevant activities. After the Abidjan peace agreement
and democratic el ectionsin 1997, the country was relatively peaceful and the
window of opportunity was used by the UK Government. A number of projects
were begun, in thewords of former British High Commissioner, “to nurturethe
infant democracy, including thejudiciary, police, the public sector, mediaand a
military training programme, the budget [for which] was something like
£150,000" 2%, Following this, the patchwork of activitiesoutlined inthe narrative
was enacted utilising different pools of support. However, in 2001 UK
Government concluded that it could make coordination much more formal.
The three relevant ministers, Clare Short (DfID), Jack Straw (FCO) and Jeff
Hoon (MoD), jointly decided to establish two funding mechanisms, the GCPP
and the ACPP. In fact, the idea of the ACPP had initially come from DfID,
immediately followed by the FCO'’s idea of a GCPP. As recalled by Clare
Short:



“ Gordon Brown and the treasury came up with this idea, putting
lumps of money up to encourage cross-departmental working so
somebody in Africa Division said, let's go for an Africa Conflict
Prevention Pool, and we were up for it, we'd done some work on
conflict in Africa. The idea then was that the Treasury would put in
their £20 million — it wasn't much — on the table and then the other
Departments would match it, but then that money would be run
jointly. The point from the Treasury’s point of view was leveraging
better inter-departmental working. For us, of course, it meant, really
getting into the policy-making, including the security services’ 2,

Theideaof the poolswasto provideaformal indicator that the three departments
werewilling and ableto work together, and, as such, they were at least partially
positioned to respond to political pressure within Whitehall. The accounting
officers of the departments would remain accountable for the expenditure,
whilst the Ministers engaged in joint policy decisions. Apart from the fact that
each of the pools dealt primarily with post-conflict, rather than ‘conflict
prevention’, therewere additional problemsin making the poolsgenuinely joined-
up. In particular, the different cultures amongst the different ministries were
exposed within the operational mechanism of the pools, aswell as continuing
bureaucratic obstaclesto meaningful collaboration.

While there might not have been aclearly outlined strategy for security system
transformation process in Sierra Leone, meetings in the Cabinet Office about
UK engagement in the country took placeregularly. However, the evolution of
joined-up work in Whitehall isarelatively recent phenomenon. In the days of
ODA, the “ideathat you would have anything to do with ‘nasty’ Ministry of
Defence was deeply resisted’?™®. At the same time, whilst resistance remains
strong among devel opment agenciesto engage in security-related programming,
it is important to recognise that people have travelled a long distance since
2000 in terms of working jointly: “This period will in the future be looked at,
probably not as seismic, but as a quite significant shift in the whole ethos. The
idea of being involved in intelligenceis strange — | mean, talking to peoplein
Vauxhall Cross, it was dangerous’ ™.



Cabinet meetings aside, there was little evidence in 2007 of coherent cross-
departmental strategic direction regarding Sierra Leone from the key
departmentsin London?2. Thiscould have asignificant negative effectinterms
of changes to current programming or on devising an exit strategy. Without a
clear consensual notion of where SierraLeone lies on the spectrum between a
‘post-conflict’ and ‘ developing’ country contexts, it isdifficult to make aproper
assessment of whether executive roles of international staff should be
considered or whether adevelopmental approach would be more appropriate?”.
Similarly, the current lack of a clear definition of what the realistic end-state
for Sierra Leone might be has made it difficult to properly assess which
programmesto scale down or what actions are needed to allow for ameasured
handover of responsibilities over time. Palitical will and momentum in the UK
and at country level will dictate future engagement.

Technical and Process Issues

The experience of Sierra Leon€e’s security system transformation process is
primarily one of individuals. In the absence of an overarching strategy and an
unequivocal decision-making structure, the issue of personalities rises to the
surface and becomes instrumental in achieving successes or failures. That
was certainly the casein SierraLeone. What made the transformation process
so effective in Sierra Leone was the lucky combination of individuals who
shared common viewsand approaches. It could, of course, have gonedisastroudy
wrong. Whilst it issometimes, at least conceptudly, difficult to distinguish people
fromingtitutionsand organisationsinthisway, it isclear fromfieldwork involving
workshopswith most of the people engaged in security system transformation,
that there is a great deal of mutual respect on all sides, even when there are
strong differences of opinion.

International advisers had unprecedented access to officials occupying key
positions, both in Cabinet and the security system. It ultimately boiled down to
the personality of any given adviser whether he or she would be able to add
value to the ongoing reform process: “Mr. President, might | add aword —and
you add aword on the basis that hopefully it will be agood word, and if itisa
good word, then next time you do that, everyone stops and listens’?. The



danger hereisthat the international adviser would end up usurping arole that
essentially was meant for SierraLeonean institutions and staff. At times, there
was pressure from London to bypass the Sierra Leonean hierarchy, to ‘get
things done’. It is aso clear that there was a perception pressure, i.e. ‘if it
doesn't look like the UK, it is afailure’, which sometimes forced immediate
decision-making and disregard of that which was not well understood. The
effects of this personality-driven approach could also have the undesirable
effect of advisers working on different agendas. This was to a certain extent
overcomein SierraLeone by asignificant, critical mass of advisersworkingin
asimilar general direction and also by increasingly strong national ownership
(see below) by arelatively stable team of Sierra Leonean counterparts.

“The role of the personality of the head of state, Kabbah, clearly is
a key issue, and anything that has to do with SSR has to take that
into account. Any SSR strategy must take the leading personalities
into account. Kabbah had to be brought onboard. Part of this
process was to identify those key individuals who we found capable
and understood what we were driving at. The key was to convince
both the President and the broader political environment that this
was going to work” 27,

In fact, in al of this, the role of the President as an individua is frequently
forgotten in much of the analysis of Sierra Leone. However, his personal
commitment, until at least the latter part of the period covered in thisnarrative,
when his attention turned to the upcoming el ections, was constant. Indeed, it is
to his credit that the room was made for many of the institutions that were
being established in thefirst place or rebuilt, including the ONS, the MoD and
the SLP, for instance. Kabbah himself stated in a speech in May 2005 at the
official launching of the Security Sector Review, together with two other SSR-
related documents:

“ As you are aware, my government, since the end of the civil conflict,
has been faced with many challenges, including the need to transform
the security sector to make it respond adeguately to threats to the
state and its citizenry, especially in the face of UNAMSIL'’s final



withdrawal. | also appreciate the creation of the enabling
environment for poverty reduction. The underlying tenet is that
security is the umbrella under which peace and development can
thrive. It is therefore no accident that the Security Sector Review
forms the detail of the first pillar of the PRSP — and this is for the
first time ever” 2,

Within all of this, the critical role of the UK Government advisers was to act
primarily as both catalysts and as guarantors of independence. The role of the
expatriate | GP, serving between 1999 and 2003, was one of ingtilling confidence
inthe public but also, critically, in the ranks of the police, particularly thelower
ranks, of whom alot was expected. The main benefit of an international adviser
to the ONS was also independence of the organization from political
interference. In an organization that in popular perception could have easily
succumbed to political interference, the presence of an international adviser
acted as an important symbol of independence, and protector of the National
Security Coordinator in the conduct of hiswork.

Apart from the obvious protection role played, there was aso a key role of
instilling confidence within asystem that had completely broken down during
the 1990s. Acting as a catalyst is frequently an underrated role, but it is a
critical one. In asystem that needsto look hard at itself, an outsider can often
say and do things that would be unacceptable to nationa staff. Initiating a
process of open criticism can then lead to systems beginning to reconstruct
themselves, construct internal culturesand therefore evolve. Thereissignificant
evidence of thisin some parts of the Sierra Leonean Government now; thisis
atangible positive effect of international involvement over the past ten years
(again the ONS and the MoD are examples among others of this process).

Financial Management

A critical issue throughout the period covered in the narrative has been the
challenge of financial management, which has been, and continues to be,
centrally controlled through the Ministry of Finance. Financial management
systems in Sierra Leone require departments to make bids for funds in line



with costed strategies and plans. However, financial allocations from the
Ministry of Finance tend to be based on last year’s allocation rather than bids
presented. In addition, indicative ceilingsand final allocationswould, asarule,
fall well below bidsand earlier alocations. Thiscircumstance, impacting across
the civil service, may boil down to the general lack of available resources as
well as corruption, but it has severe repercussions for strategic planning.

The alocation process is complicated by the fact that funds are released
gradually through the financial year. This gradual release of funds is neither
consistent nor predictable. Thismeansthat funding released in thefinal quarter,
for example, might be significantly abovethat released in, say, the second quarter.
Inconsistency within thefinancia system makes budgeting particularly difficult
and eveninawell-functioning department likethe MoD, the motivation to plan
properly issignificantly undermined when existing plans are frequently stalled
as a conseguence of the inconsistent release of funds®”.

These circumstances are compounded by two additional issues. Firstly,
reallocation of fundsis not possible without the permission of the Ministry of
Finance; even if the MoD wishes to make a decision over funding during the
budget year, it cannot do so without permission. Secondly, the unpredictable
nature of funding also applies to certain types of donor funding that may not
appear in the official defence budget, e.g., certain types of equipment. Apart
from the unpredictability of thisexpenditure, its off-budget nature hasalso led
toitsinvisibility to the Ministry of Finance, who, sinceits budgets are based on
the previous year, will not include the expenditure in its estimates. Over time,
this also leads to a significant resource gap between actual consumption and
budgeted figures, weakening the potential sustainability of initiatives.

For the Government, revenue collection lies at the heart of sustainable fisca
policy. Thisbecame evident as‘ donor fatigue’ began to befeltin SierraL eone,
especially given the expenditure requirements of the PRSP. It was clear
however, that while revenue collection had improved interms of US$ collected
(from 123 million in 2003 to 145 million in 2005 as a percentage of GDP),
revenue collection had remained relatively static, at 12.2% of GDPin 2005 (in



the receding two years, it had been 12.4% and 12.3% for 2003 and 2004,
respectively)?8. While the challenges to the economy remain substantial and
entirely unrelated to the security system, in and of themselvesthey arepotentially
destabilizing. Weak capacitiesin tax administration, arelatively narrow revenue
base, high levels of inflation and domestic and external debts still threaten to
cripple Government. Indeed, during 2006, agrowing deficit in security-related
funding was detected. As noted above, almost all increases were in the off-
budget segment of the expenditure.

These circumstances have directly impacted one of the key concernsraised at
the very beginning of thisnarrative: The conditions of personnel serviceinthe
system of security providersitself, and across MDAsmore broadly. In 2003, it
was assessed that the disparity in conditions of service between pay and
emoluments received by uniformed personnel and civilian staff employed at
the same grade level was a clear source of discontent?®. In the second half of
2006, it was assessed that annual wage increaseswere bel ow inflation—around
10 per cent each year. Whilst modest gains had hitherto been made,
improvement of thefiscal situation wasvital.

Because of the slow speed with which general tax reform initiatives such as
theintroduction of value-added tax was undertaken, “ effortsthrough the security
sector to foster an enabling environment for the private sector” appeared “all
the more justified; to move progressively towards a virtuous cycle’?°. And,
indeed, from 2006, the ONS and CISU have been focusing increasingly on
security measuresthat havethe potential to be revenue enhancing, e.g., through
the consideration of strengthening integrated border management and maritime
policing. In other words, apart from ensuring national security, there may be
waysin which security actors can be explicitly engaged in economic recovery
and generation.

National Ownership

One of the key reasons why the security system transformation process stayed
on track in Sierra Leone was that citizens as well as leaders bought into the
overall ideaof UK engagement in the country. In short, “there was no appetite



to go back. It worked because the local population wanted us [the UK] to be
there” %, Indeed, had this fundamental buy-in not existed, “it would not
necessarily be the success story that it has become’?®2, For obvious reasons,
in the late 1990s and early 2000s, security remained atop priority. At the state
opening of Parliament on 22 May 1999, President Kabbah noted that “1 take
the security of thiscountry asmy number one priority and intend to pursuethis
objectivewith all necessary vigour”. Similarly at the state opening of Parliament
on 11 June 1999, Kabbah adopted “ peace, security and development” as his
theme, pointing out that in* developed countries of theworld, peace and security
had provided the foundation for their progress’ and that in SierraLeone*“ human
needs and human security must be the basis for our development”28, As is
evident from thisnarrative, therewerefundamental obstacles, including political
interests and corruption, standing in the way of establishing well-functioning
security system ingtitutions. However, it is also evident that at the executive
level therewasthe political will to allow security institutionsto be established
as part of immediate post-conflict reconstruction (the MoD and ONS being
cases in point).

At the same time, this buy-in was not only at a public level. There has been,
and still is, a core group of Sierra Leonean officials who guide the process of
recovery, a point made at length throughout this narrative. Indeed, the core
team of Sierra L eoneans hasremained consistently engaged. Thishasallowed
strong Sierra Leonean participation in programming and decision-making
throughout the whole period covered in thisvolume.

Key Issues Moving Forward

Certainly inthe early stages, the development of security system transformation
in SierraLeonewas not ajoined up process. Thereisstill alegacy of thislack
of coherence. Rivalry between some palitical institutions may have calmed
down following theeectionsin August 2007 (while alwaysremaining asignificant
threat), but these rivalries remain between security institutions and between
security and non-security political and government organisations. The ONS
continues to be akey actor in the security architecture and yet, despite all of
the developments over ten years, there remains a need for a UK adviser to



protect the organi sation from accusations of palitical bias (which appear ailmost
on aweekly basisin the media).

At the sametime, there are seriousimplications surrounding sustainability raised
by the level of commitment the Government iswilling to put into the security
system. Thereisafeeling that security is‘solved’ in SierraLeone, along with
arecognition that thefocus of Government efforts needsto move onto economic
development. Whilst thismay betruein theinterim, the poor economic situation
itself could lead to a worsening security situation. If there is no political
commitment from Government or external agencies to maintain a clearly
unsustai nabl e security apparatus, adeclinein servicesprovided by Sierraleone's
security system may occur.

In this regard, the growth of criminality and associated criminal gangs is of
particular interest, sincetheir economic power makesthem relatively powerful.
Given this, the existence of afunctioning Sierra Leonean security systemisa
regional issue, not just anational one. From the point of view of donors, continuing
to evolve the existing functioning security institutions may not only be morally
justifiable but far cheaper than letting them fall into disrepair and then having to
intervene further down theline. In fact, thereisavery strong case to make for
enhancing theability of existing ingtitutionsto liaise not only with regional security
institutionsthrough ECOWAS, but also with the national security organisations
of Liberiaand Guinea.

Theissue of backing individualshasresulted in agroup of SierralL eonean staff
which is committed to security system transformation, individuals who have
excellent relationships with their international counterparts. However, the
downside to this approach is that a great deal is invested in these specific
individuals. This is probably less problematic in the SLP and RSLAF, where
there has been a huge effort to deliberately construct a cohort of capable
officers. In the intelligence architecture in particular, the success of the ONS
reliesonavery small group of people; how long theseindividual s can be expected
to continuein theseroles and who would succeed them isan on-going issue. In
the case of intelligence, so much relieson culturethat it isimpossibleto simply



build a critical mass of intelligence officers to take over. It is inevitable that
some form of international support needs to continue to ensure their
independence. Similarly, inthe case of civilian oversight of defence, ingtitutional
memory in the MoD goes back to 1999 at best; with only afew civil servants
trained to staff the Ministry, thecivil-military balanceisinevitably fragile.

At the same time, having said that the SLP and RSLAF are operational —
whichthey are—issues of sustainability have haunted many of the devel opments
over the whole time period. It is clear that the current establishment of the
RSLAF istoo big and ambitionsfor greater capability may well betheresult of
raised expectations rather than planning based on sound principles of revenue
or sustainability.

The question of sustainability raises the difficult issue of an exit strategy. At
some point, the long-term commitment of the MoU with the UK will needto be
replaced, but the danger is that a rapid removal of support for the security
system will destroy the confidence built up over the previous ten years. In
practice, this would result in a situation where poor economic conditions are
compounded by an unsustainabl e security system where conditions of service
decline and there are few prospects for servicemen outside the military or
police. Different models for sustained advisory support could be considered,
whichisnot ingtitutionally or programmatically embedded in IMATT or SILSEP,
but centred around a team of advisors with experience in different areas of
relevance to the institutions that comprise the security system?*. Indeed, this
may be the most realistic way of constructing an exit strategy, while ensuring
that ‘ political space’ is maintained to continue Sierra Leone’'s security system
transformation process. For the work that has been done over the past two
years regarding an exit strategy, and the work that is being planned, see Box
25.



Box 25: Exit Strategy?s®

In late 2006 a working group was formed to develop a workable model for a future
programme which would involve amerged IMATT and SIL SEP programme working
acrossthe security architecture. Theinitial authors of this proposed Integrated Security
Advisory and Training Team (ISATT) left shortly after setting up the working group
and their successorsin DfID, the High Commission and IMATT failed to fully agreeto
the proposed structure. Consequently the ISATT was not taken forward at that point
intime. What did come out of the discussions, however, was an agreement that the next
phases of SSR in Sierra Leone needed to involve closer working and coordination
between IMATT, SILSEP, JSDP and the High Commission. A security sector
coordinator was appointed to both fulfil this role, coordinating UK Government
activities, and act as an adviser to the ONS.

The UK did not begin exit planning around security-related programming in that point
in time as it was widely expected that SILSEP would be extended to give time for
greater funding and ownership of the programme post-€l ections by the Government of
SierraLeone. DfID had recently signed ajoint country strategy with the EC committing
them to increase support to health, water and education and draw down programmes
in minerals and security. The rationale for this change in direction was the human
development statistics in Sierra Leone, including the highest infant and maternal
mortality rates in the world, and the state of stability and peace in the country. The
argument followed that long-term stability could only be guaranteed if citizens were
given basic services and opportunities, the lack of which had led to widespread
dissatisfaction and the start of the civil war to begin with. So, although drawing down
security-related programming, DfID’s new direction wasfocussed on service delivery
to reduce poverty and prevent areturn to conflict.

In autumn of 2007, the result of the resource alocation round was announced, and
DfID Sierral eonewasgiven alower than expected budget — budget increases were not
to happen in 2008-2009, but in the outer few years of the exercise. This led to a cost
cutting exercises, theresult of which was a decision to reduce spendsin 2008-2009 by
accelerating thedirection laid out in the Joint Country Strategy for SierralLeone (JCSP),
developed with the EC. The Head of DfID Sierra Leone made the decision to not
extend SIL SEP post-2007. However, abid was submitted to ACPP, which was accepted,
giving, asapoint of departure, one extrayear of support to ONS and CISU primarily.

In parallel with these devel opments, as part of the process of beginning the devel opment
of an exit strategy, meetings were held across the UK Government and with ONS,
CISU and the Ministry of Finance on how to ensure sustainability of the institutions
established under SIL SEP since 1999, including Government of SierraLeone ownership
and funding. The APC Government was finding its feet, and the core priority of the
ONSwasto proveits effectiveness. With thisin mind, ONS submitted abudget for the
use of ACPPfunding to DfID, and instigated discussions with the Ministry of Finance
on funding after March 2009. A big focus of ONS, as already noted in this book, was




Box 25: Continued

revenue generation, for instance by increasing capacity of the Joint MaritimeAuthority,
and by supporting the combat of trafficking. DfID also made a subsequent bid to the
ACPPto build new accommodation for ONS and CI SU allowing them to move outside
of State House, and create a physical space for the organisations' continuity post-
DfID support.

Recognising the urgent need for an exit strategy, in early 2008, the UK Government
began work on a strategy for UK Government reduction of support to security-related
programming. This time, rather than an ISATT, IMATT would follow its proposed
glide path and DfID and the High Commission would complement the glide path
through reducing budget support and advisory support gradually over the coming three
years. Each subsequent bid to what had now become one collective Conflict Prevention
Pool (CPP), rather than a GCPP and an ACPP, would match the SSR transition strategy
which would be an annex to the overall UK strategy for SierralLeone. The bid for 2009-
2010 was a single bid from UK agencies in Sierra Leone, which requested funding
against this agreed exit strategy. The exit strategy will be shared widely with the
Government of SierralLeone, in particular the Ministry of Financeand ONS, to ensure
that it will be able to take over UK support as it is drawn down.

At the time of writing, this strategy and the UK strategy are being finalized.
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Popular Perceptions of
the Security
Environment#®

A perception survey was conducted in the first half of 2008 as part of the
Security System Transformation, 1997-2007, project and coordinated by
International Alert in collaboration with Conciliation Resources, an international
NGO working in Sierra Leone. It measured popular perceptions of the status
of the security environment in the country, including the main security concerns
of the people compared to before and during the conflict in 1991-2002. Sinceit
is not a comprehensive survey of all informed opinion across Sierra Leone,
some of itsfindings can be very localised and need to be treated with caution.
However, the survey did cover a significant group of people across a wide
area; asanindicative survey of basic opinions, it isan extremely valuabletool.

The methodological approach of the survey included use of a semi-structured
guestionnaireto structure discussions based around Participatory Rural Appraisal
(PRA). The survey took place in two districts in each of the Eastern and
Northern regions of Sierra Leone and one district in each of the Western and
Southern regions. While, as mentioned, the survey is not meant to be
representative of Sierra Leone as a whole, the spread of the survey was
nevertheless designed to contribute to a national sense of the results of the
security system transformation process.



Beforethe actual survey was carried out, pre-consultation preparation included
briefing key stakehol ders about the reasons why the consultations were taking
place. Of particular significance were courtesy callsto paramount chiefs. Visits
were also made to the location where survey consultations would take place.
Pre-consultation was also crucial, in order to identify a recorder, who would
take notes while the survey was being carried out, and a facilitator who could
help run the PRA sessions.

The work drew upon both primary and secondary data. Secondary data was
drawn fromthe MoD and the SL P, first, to provide contextual analysisof RSLAF
actionsto address personnel issues, but also to examine official approachesto
ethical issues, including HIV/AIDS and offences against civilians. Use was
also made of the Security Sector Review carried out by the ONS in 2005,
which contained significant participation of key actors on the ground at the
local level.

Primary information was collected from 250 respondentsthrough questionnaires,
group discussions and focus group interviews. Different techniqueswere used
to cross-check information obtained during individual interviews. The survey
gathered information about the following issues:

1. Thevisibility of the armed forces and SLP.

2. The degree to which changes relating to the security system
transformation process have been accepted by the local population.
The degree to which the armed forces are accepted by the population.
The perceived impact of security system transformation.

Knowledge of processes of the security system transformation process
amongst thelocal popul ation.

6. Impressions of how the security situation may be strengthened.
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These questions are necessarily broad and deal with anumber of perceptions.
Thismeansthat the survey is not dealing with absolutes, or has produced hard
dataper se. What the survey does provideisasnapshot of views on the ground
about the security system transformation process and its perceived impact.



Where Were the Surveys Carried Out?

Surveyswere conducted in four of SierralL eone’s Eastern, Southern, Northern
and Western regions. One district was chosen in the Western and Southern
regions; two were chosen in the Eastern and Northern regions, including
Bombali, Kambia, Kenema, Kono, Bo and Freetown.

These locations provided a cross-section of different experiences, including
flash points during the war where there currently are significant numbers of
disaffected youths and ex-combatants; provincial capitals (Bo) wherethereis
a wide base of different communities, ranging from drug sellers and users,
student and youth groups and civil society organisations; other urban areas,
including main district towns and the capital (Kenema, Makeni and Freetown),
where there are concentrations of political activity, but also thelegacy of mass
migration during the war; diamond rich areas (K ono and Kenema); and border
areas (Kambia near Guinea). Care was also taken to ensure that the gender
split in the survey was roughly 50:50, and that respondents included
representatives from different strata of local society.

What Did the Surveys Tell Us About Security Concerns?
Overall, the Government of SierraLeone’s strategy was for security actorsto
provide security for the popul ation asawhol e, and the survey suggeststhat the
Government has made significant stridestowards achieving thisgoal. However,
the survey also suggests that thereis still significant room for improvement in
terms of security delivery and the perceptions of people on the ground.

Survey results indicate that many of the deep-rooted causes of conflict have
changed little since the Government published the Security Sector Review in
2005. Threats identified by the survey include those that have been or are
being addressed, whilst othershave been identified aspriorities. Thefollowing
isasummary of survey results:
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Table 3: Perceived Security Threats

Social violence (including

sexual violence)

‘Classic’ SSR security

threats

Wider environmental
thr eats from outsidethe

community

e Rape

e Gendered violence

e  Street violence

e Drug taking

e Youth unemploy ment
e Armed theft

e  Unlawful allocation of

land
e Townmining

e  Chiefs misallocaion

of land

e Inadequae coverage

of security forces

e Toofew SLPnight

patrols

e  Bribey of security

forces

e Lackof screening of

security personnel

e  Useof ex-combaants

as security personnel
e  Poor judicial system

e Inadequae conditions
of service for security

personnel

e Low levelsof

educaion

e Political interference

e  Predominance of small

arms and smuggling
e International smuggling

e  Criminal activity relaed

to drugs

e  Smuggling of people,
especially children

There were, of course, significant localised concerns that differed across the
districts. InBombali (Makeni), for example, therewere concerns about political
violence and marginalization and increasesin HIV/AIDS. Kambiawas more
concerned with theft and smuggling of food and drugs. Survey results also
indicated concerns about human trafficking and drugs as major security threats.
Aboveall, giventheleve of activity surrounding security system transformation



at top level s of government, there seemed to belittle knowledge of these efforts
at thelocal level.

Issuesin Bo weredifferent; they appear to befar more concerned with political
violence and marginalisation due to political beliefs. This was also a serious
issue in Kenema, where political tension was exacerbated by deforestation
through commercia logging and in Kailahun, the Yengaborder crisiswith Guinea
wasmentioned. Given that it isthemain areafor diamond activity in the country,
Kono was, hot surprisingly, dominated by the presence of significant numbers
of people from outside the district and from West Africawho believe that they
can make quick money in the diamond fields. At the same time, pressure on
land and access to land has led to accusations of bias amongst chiefs, forced
migration, land degradation, illegal mining and corruption regarding compensation
claims. The presence of former combatants as security guards for some of the
mining operations also adds to the sense of insecurity in the area.

The Western Area around Freetown was different again. Following the rapid
urbanisation during the war, Freetown’s main security problems rest with the
large number of youthswho inhabit the growing slum areas and engage in low-
grade crime, including street crime (sometimes violent), theft and use of
marijuana. At the same time, as the capital of the country, Freetown exhibits
an element of palitical violence and criminal activity related to organised crime
connected into the metropolitan elite.

While it is extremely difficult to rank all of these factors in any meaningful
way, it is clear that detailed results from al districts show that there is some
consistency amongst the top threats that recur from district to district. These
include crime (especially violent and street crime); drug abuse and smuggling;
rape and domestic violence; child trafficking; and youth unemployment. Overall,
the picture is one in which serious threats of political violence or abduction
from rebels has almost entirely disappeared, only to be replaced by domestic
threats supplemented by external criminal networks.



Clearly, domestic violenceremainsakey issuein the countrysidein particular.
Thisisalso complicated by the number of women who identify alack of access
to traditional systems, in particular, paramount chiefs, that operate outside the
formal legal system. Thisiscritical, given that in many areas most people use
the formal system for conflict resolution only as alast resort. In fact, the lack
of faithintheformal justice systemisreflected acrossall of thedistricts, but it
isnot wholly clear whether thisisthe result of lack of trust, lack of knowledge
or lack of resources (in al probability it is a combination of the three). It is
certainly related to lack of people, particularly lawyers, who are familiar with
theformal system outside Freetown. Traditional justicedoes serve asarelatively
quick, effective and accepted source of justice, but it still clearly excludes
specific groups, particularly youth and women.

Survey Results: Security System Transformation Successes
Itisclear that the profile of security forces across SierralLeoneisthat they are
both far better deployed and enjoy abetter reputation than before or during the
war. While thisisto be expected, it cannot simply be taken asagiven. Survey
respondents across the districts mentioned the increased visibility of security
forces as well as their deployment in areas where they had not been present
(or had not been perceived to be present) previously.

Communication between the security forces and the civilian population has
also improved. In particular, theimpact of the ONS has certainly increased the
general population’sview of who isand who is not a security providing actor.
Approximately 40-50% of the popul ation in each district not only said that they
had good relationswith the security forces, but that they were active participants
intheir own security provision. Approximately 40% in each district were aware
of the existence of the PROSECs and DISECs and their role in collecting
security information. Thisisan impressive statistic given the completefailure
of the intelligence structure before and during the war itself. A number of
survey respondents indicated that they would use these committees asaform
of dispute resolution instead of using the formal magistrates system or the
chiefdom courts. This, along with the use of traditional authoritieslike chiefs,
elders or secret societies, was a significant feature of all of the survey results.



The population in general (96% in Bombali) also stated that their security was
significantly improved. The RSLAF was mentioned as being present but in
barracks —in other words while people know that the RSLAF isthere, they do
not generally feel threatened by them. Indeed, in many ways, the RSLAF has
been removed from the domestic security scene, which has to be seen as
extremely positive. Several peoplein garrison townslike Freetown, Daru, Bo,
Makeni and Kenema also feel they can seek redress when soldiers step out of
line. Civilians say that they can now talk to Colonels of the RSLAF without
been beaten and thrown in the guard room, which isasignificant change since
before the war.

The situation with the SLPismore complex, partly dueto their visibility inlocal
communitiesandtheir integral rolevis-avisinternal security. Several participants
also seemed to get the SLP confused with ‘western’ models of justice and the
courts in particular. There remains a distrust of some western methods of
justice and a continued reliance on traditional justice systems. However, at the
same time, the reputation of the SLPis greatly improved. Before the war, the
SL Phad areputation for corruption, extortion and random violence. Now, there
were instances reported of local communities handing over criminals to the
police, aswell aswidespread use of L PPBsand the Complaints, Disciplineand
Internal Investigation Department of the police. One of the SL P units mentioned
most frequently was the FSU, which, given the prevalence of both child
trafficking and al so domestic violence, has assumed an important rolein many
communities. All of these measures, along with anew emphasisonlocal needs
policing have clearly had apositiveimpact, with, for example, 96% of Bombali
respondents and 98% of Kambia respondents people saying that the SLP had
improved.

What emerges from the surveys is that the SLP and RSLAF are now clearly
embedded into local communities and are no longer seen as being ‘above’
them. Thisisasignificant improvement for the general population.



Challenges and Opportunities

Significant challenges and opportunitiesremain. One of the key challengesis,
of course, to maintain improvements that have aready taken place, which
requiresthe maintenance and further improvement of termsand conditionsfor
service personnel. This may have asignificant impact on levels of corruption,
which, for all of theimprovements mentioned in the survey, wasstill identified
by the general population as being a significant security problem. Specific
examples of thisthat re-occurred in survey resultswere the extortion of a*tax’
from taxi drivers by the SLP and the continued misuse of some equipment
(vehicles) meant for RSLAF operations.

At the same time, there are significant opportunities highlighted from survey
results that could lead to further improvements in security. Whereas between
40-50% of people had heard of the ONS and understood its basic functions,
there could be opportunities to develop this further and get people further
involved at alocal level in managing their own security. Local involvement in
L PPBs was taken as an example of how people could participate in decision-
making that affected their own communities and were mentioned asapossible
means for the ONS to engage people in security more broadly (as are the
Chieftaincy Security Committees (CHISECS) that the ONS is planning the
implementation of with support from UNDP).

Local dispute resolution also represented a significant feature of most of the
discussions. Generally speaking, this involves a number of different actors,
including chiefs, elders, magistrate courts, the SLP and a wide range of
alternative dispute mechanisms. These dternativesrangefrom religiousleaders
to youth groups and other civil society organisations, with PROSECS and
DISECS also playing arole. In Freetown, the press was also mentioned as a
means of controlling corrupt politicians.

Other suggestions by survey respondentsincluded civilians playing aprominent
rolein criminal investigations by helping identify and in some cases prosecute
criminals and suspects. The role of the individual in ensuring his or her own
security isnot insignificant.



Conclusions

There is no doubt that not only have significant improvements taken place
within the security system transformation process, but also that they have been
noticed and appreciated by the local population across a range of districts.
Whilst problemsstill remain, SLP and RSLAF improvementsaswell asgreater
visibility of the ONSat alocal level haveall contributed to the general population
feeling more secure.

Consolidating these gains will, of course, be an ongoing process and whilst
there have been improvements, there are still other activitiesthat could further
improvethe security situation. It could be noted as a point of concern that very
few survey respondents were aware that the changes they were seeing on the
ground were the result of amajor set of programmes around security system
transformation with international support. However, the fundamental question
is: If peoplefedl more secure, doesit matter if they understand the transformation
process that led to a greater sense of personal security?



5 Popular Perceptions of the Security Environment

SLP officers on patrol in the community around Lumpa police station.




Conclusions:
| essons and Issues

The aim of this narrative has been to describe the development of security
system transformation as a policy, or, more precisely, acluster of policies and
programmes to reconstruct post-war Sierra Leone. It also documents UK
involvement in Sierra L eone between 1997 and 2007.

It isimportant to point out again that thisdocument is heavily contextualised. It
deals with the specific set of circumstances of Sierra Leone and the conflicts
that existed at that time. The pointsof view of individualsquoted in our narrative
are subjective; the relative if not complete absence of ‘objectivity’ or
‘technicalities’ of the process characterizesthe narrative. Assuch, since context
is so important, the applicability of any policy recommendations drawn from
this experience need to be carefully considered.

Virtually all of SierraLeone's infrastructure, including buildings and records
overrun by the RUF, were destroyed during the civil war. Whilst UNAMSIL
and the UK were ableto assist the Government of SierraLeonein establishing
basic security across Sierra L eone, those charged with rebuilding the country
were faced with the challenge of designing and constructing a security system
within the context of civil war. Thisisvery rare in post-conflict or, indeed, in
devel opment environmentsin general.



Itisagiven that the creation of any system of governanceisultimately political.
Within the context of Sierra L eone during the period under consideration, the
fact that several of the Government’s administrative functions had ceased to
exist meant that there was less frictional resistance to the reconstruction of
security systemswithinthecivil service, evenif political spacewithinwhichto
effect the transformation had to be created. Whilst the immediate security
threat of the RUF had largely dissipated by late 2000 and wasfinally quelledin
2001, the country was faced with a number of additional security issues,
including unstable borders and neighbours, lack of a security infrastructure,
discredited security institutions and a rapidly urbanised population with no
immediate prospects for economic betterment.

Fortunately, at the Government level there was avery powerful consensus for
reform and reconstruction amongst incorporated political figures, senior
operational leaders and the international community. The commitment of a
core team of SierraLeonean leading personalities, at both political and senior
civil service levels was absolutely critical in driving the reform process and
exercising national ownership.

Therole of the international community in SierraLeone is noteworthy in that
the UK provided clear |eadership and aremarkablelevel of commitment to the
country. Given the absence of multiple donors, there were fewer external
harmonisation issuesrelativeto several other post-conflict contexts. Leadership
provided by the UK, backed up by military involvement, proved critical in
establishing credibility, not only with the Sierra Leonean population and the
Government, but also with theinternational community.

The Importance of National Ownership and Engagement

National ownership requires confidence on both sides of the devel opment table.
External actors need to consider national actors as development partners and
cede a portion of the decision-making power to them. National actors, inturn,
need to be willing to take a major portion of the responsibility for the
transformation. On both international and national sides in Sierra Leone, a



critical mass of people developed a high level of national ownership and kept
the transformation process going, despite occasional difficult times.

At apolitical level, there has been powerful and consistent buy-in from the
President and other senior civil servants. Thisleadership hasbeenimportant in
terms of not only occasional intervention, but also in terms of developing a
professional environment for security services and garnering public support
and confidence in the system. Critically, there has been a pool of operational
actors at senior ranks of the army, intelligence and police, amongst others, who
have effectively managed the process (including external advisers) throughout
the transformation period.

Overall direction of the process has been driven by the consistency of the core
group of actors in Sierra Leone. Whereas the international staff changed
frequently, Sierra Leonean staff remained remarkably consistent. The role of
international advisers as well as external financial support cannot be
underestimated, but it isan over-simplification to conclude that security system
transformation was ‘externally driven’, a criticism that is often raised of the
Sierra Leone experience. It is Sierra Leoneans, not external actors, and the
country asawholewho haveinvested adecade or longer in the transformation
process.

The Individualised Decision-Making Approach - Advantages
and Disadvantages

In large part, initial security system transformation in Sierra Leone was the
result of individuals on the ground making far-reaching decisionsin the absence
of overarching planning and strategies. This individualised decision-making
approach has contributed to the sustainability and coherence of the
transformation process over time. The consistent presence of these key national
actors contributed to the ability of the Government of SierralL eone to manage
external donor relationshipsin amore coherent manner and greatly increased
the level of trust between UK and Sierra Leone. The importance of these
individualsin this process can not be overestimated.



Of course, thereisaninherent danger in such an individualised decision-making
approach, namely the creation of a small group of powerful individuals who
make strong decisionsand havethe political and financial backing toimplement
them. Thisisavery positive situation within the framework of theinternational
support that operated immediately after the war. It does, however, have the
potential to create a significant group of extremely powerful power brokersin
an infant democracy, with few checks and balances, or at least, checks and
balances over each other. This is, of course, aways a risk, but the obvious
regjoinder to this point isto ask ‘What other choice was there?

Thedisadvantage of anindividualised decision-making approach highlightsthe
value of external involvement over longer periods of time to build up norms
withingovernmentsand allow for further development of democratic institutions
capable of safeguarding civil institutions from negative security interference.
In particular, this touches on the development of civil society broadly and
democratic norms more specificaly.

The development of civil society in Sierra Leone has been driven in part by
some of the security system institutionsinvolved in the transformation process.
The ONSand SLPin particular have been instrumental in engaging civil society
through ingtitutions like the PROSECs and DISECs; the RSLAF have also
been trying to engage the public in terms of improving public perceptions of the
army and theway in which the army interactswith the public. Resultsfrom the
local survey presented in Chapter 5 show clearly that these efforts have been
significantly successful. Today, most peopleinthedistrictsdo not feel threatened
by the army or the SLP, whereas before they certainly did. Thisimprovement
in public perceptionsisatribute to both the professionalism of institutions that
are now willing to engage to some degree with civil society and the ability of
civil society itself to foster a security system more open to public discourse.
However, only in 2006 was a robust attempt to involve civil society in the
process made in a more structured manner. This belated civil society
engagement in security issues speaks of the general weakness of oversight of
SierraL eone’ s security system asawhole, by both civil society and parliament.



By far the least developed element of oversight within the system is at the
political, including parliamentary, level. Dueto i ssueswith and between Ministries
and Ministers and the lack of functioning parliamentary structures, one of the
key oversight mechanisms within the Government is the ONS. The question
remains, however: Who monitors the ONS? In the longer term this may be a
political risk; without proper parliamentary oversight, and at some point, without
UK support, the security system may not be able to sustain development in a
democratically-led direction.

The Importance of Individuals on the UK Side

If there is one lesson to come out of the Sierra Leonean experience it is that
getting key individuals on the ground who know what they are doing, who are
sympathetic to the context in which they operate, and who are empowered by
Whitehall to make decisions (even when they disagree with London) is
paramount. In the case of Sierra Leone, it is difficult to overestimate the
importance of UK experts on the ground driving the transformation process,
supporting the Government of Sierral_eoneand, initially, making thefirst moves
to co-ordinate security system transformation. This is a critical lesson to be
learnt for other UK interventions — the choice of who to send should involve
more substantial criteriathan whether a person iswilling or availableto go.

Whilst the importance of sending competent and knowledgeable UK experts
to SierraLeoneisin part afactor driven by the importance of individuals, UK
staffing for Sierra Leone has also been a function of the lack of a coherent
Government strategy in Whitehall. Absence of such a strategy has driven a
series of continuous disagreements between MoD, FCO and DfID which have
been directly related to theissue of individual personalities. The situation was
certainly not helped by thelack of senior DfID representation on thegroundin
Freetown for a number of years and reflects a wider set of issues across
Whitehall that are still present, despite the development of the joint pooling
mechanisms between ministries. Partly because of this, in somewaysthelevel
of coherence reached within Sierra Leone is surprisingly good. Coherence of
Sierra Leonean representation and the crucial role played by who were
empowered and able to make decisions contributed to this; at arelatively early



stage, a critical mass of individuals recognised that the need for coherence
required them to work together.

With regard to security system transformation specifically, there are somevery
good reasons why there was no overall strategy for developing approachesin
Sierra Leone. Since Sierra Leone lacked virtually all of the basic tools and
infrastructure necessary to govern and speed was of the essence, it was
particularly important to get something up and functioning rather than leave a
power vacuum. There was no time to go through formal planning procedures
that would have delayed intervention, a circumstance acknowledged at the
highest level of the executive, both in SierraLeone and in the UK.

In this situation, DfID fell back on its professional experience and placed
experienced staff from within and outside DfID into the field to assess needs
and begin implementation. Whilst many of these people were not well-versed
in formal project management, they were experienced in running projects on
the ground. They were also technical experts within their respective fields,
rather than expertsin developing logical frameworks. Thiswasacritical skill
set in a situation where there was no way that Whitehall could have accessto
al of the relevant information fast enough to build programmes and adjust
them according to immediate needs. As recalled by one of the leading DfID
advisers in the late 1990s: “[T]he great thing was that we got on with it and
supported the Government, and avoi ded obsess onswith planning at the expense
of actually doing things’%7.

Perhaps more problematic for the near-term futureis the current lack of a UK
exit strategy, although one has been worked on more or less since DfID
established aCountry Officein 2005. The prevailing concernisthat the current
functioning of Sierra Leone is only possible at its current level because of
significant external support. It should be pointed out that thisisnot particularly
unusual in several parts of Africaor indeed in development aid generally, but
there areissues here about the level s of functionality and whether, for example,
the RSLAF remainstoo big. Without addressing these strategi ¢ questions more
fully, the question of sustainability isalwayslikely to remain anissue.



Britannia Waives the Rules

Another significant element of UK involvement wasthelong-term commitment
to Sierra Leone provided by the MoU between the two countries. This was
primarily theresult of ahigh-level coalition of British politicianswho had strong
personal commitmentsto acountry they felt could not be allowed to fall further
into chaos. UK intervention in Sierra Leone was marked by the need to act
immediately; in doing so, it circumvented some of itsinternational devel opment
policies. Thus, Sierra Leone became an exceptional case that resulted in a
strong drive for UK Ministriesto work together, even though there have been
significant issuesin doing so.

In particular, the experience of Sierra Leone influenced the creation of the
conflict pool approach to managing aid funding, which wasaimed at enforcing
shared strategies across the FCO, MoD and DfID. However, there have been
internal i ssueswith the management of the pools, not least the rapid and constant
change of decision-making personnel located within the pools. This change of
personnel has led, at times, to a lack of coherence. It has also resulted in a
situation where the future of the security system transformation process in
Sierra Leone has been threatened because of the changing priorities of the
relevant funding institutions.

At the sametime, the early commitment to work together and the devel opment
of an overarching framework developedinthe MoU wascritical in establishing
trust between the UK and Sierra Leone. Thiswas certainly the main driver in
devel oping increased confidencein the future of aGovernment of SierralL eone
backed by the UK and allowed the UK expatriate staff to play arole asexternal
catalysts and guarantors of trust in the Government. In turn, the relationship
between the UK and Sierra Leone also contributed to the development and
nurturing of acredible group of SierraL eonean staff as effective counterparts.

Sustainability

One of theissuesof sustainability in the context of SierraLeoneiswhat exactly
ismeant by theterm. A purist definition would take it to mean that agovernment
should be able to sustain its own security institutions without external



interference. However, thiswould mean that virtually no functioning security
apparatusin Sub-Saharan Africawould be ‘ sustainable’. The key word hereis
‘functioning’, and it is on the relevant functions that are expected of Sierra
Leone's security system that we need to concentrate.

Dysfunctional security institutionsare prevalent in many parts of theworld and
areparticularly proneto direct involvement in politics. Inthelong term, external
military involvement in stateswhere security institutions have ceased to function
(except in a political sense) may be far more expensive and less sustainable
than providing steady support and guidance to security institutions over the
long-term, with theaim of preventing them from becoming dysfunctional inthe
first place. Small amounts of investment over a longer period of time may
produce a more functional and sustainable international security system than
no investment, steady decline and then crisisfollowed by yet another intervention.

There are, of course, specific operational issues about the relative sizes of
armies, police and intelligence systems that need addressing. In particular, the
experiencein SierraLeone of linking the production of anational security review
where threats are identified to transforming the security system to counter
these threats can be devel oped elsewhere. There are some weaknesses in this
approach, particularly the risk of ignoring external regional and international
linkages. For example, the RUF did not exist in Sierra Leone alone; it existed
alsoin Guineaand Liberia. Theregional dimensionsof SierralL eone'sconflict
and of any potential future conflict imply that any national security strategy
should incorporate significant linkswith regional partnersto prevent any future
movement from falling between ‘ nations' cracksin boundariesand jurisdictions.

The issue of sustainability also leads to a clash between external actors and
national owners of the process. It is inevitable that there will be differences
between perceptions of what isor is not sustainable in thelong run, aswell as
what operational capability is required or feasible. Like much of SSR — and
devel opment activitiesmore broadly —thisis partly dueto questions of political
balance and pragmatism and, at some level, of balancing realistic strategic
planning with plansthat amount to ‘wish lists'. There may be hard decisionsto



be made about the form and function of defence and policing infrastructures
and procurement of vehiclesand equipment that will need strong leadership at
the top. However, there must also be commitment from external donors to
retrain and reconfigure security institutionsthat arefit for purpose, as opposed
to mirrors of security systems in the donor country.

Where Does Sierra Leone’s Security System Transformation
Process Leave SSR?

Whilst many activities are now implemented in the name of SSR, it remains
conceptually rather weak in Sierra Leone and within the UK Government.
Given the length of time that the UK has been involved in security system
transformation in Sierra Leone and how often this experience is used as an
example of how to implement SSR elsewhere, this is a concern that needs to
be addressed.

As we have seen, there were a number of factors that led to development of
the security system in Sierra Leone, not least the fact that at the beginning of
UK involvement there was no strategy or blueprint of what this process would
entail. In effect, what SSR policy that exists within the UK Government isin
many ways a post-hoc rationalisation of adiverse set of activitiesthat clustered
well in SierraLeone. However, in order to back that conclusion up, we need to
examinethisfurther.

The specific experience of people on the ground who were able to react to
situation and context is very different to having a coherent plan of security
system transformation—or SSR. Clearly  SSR’ hastaken placein SierralLeone,
but largely without aframework within which to act. Thecritical factors appear
to have been the existence of a strong group of national owners who have
remained relatively constant over time and the existence at important times, of
akey group of external adviserswho were ableto work together to support the
Sierra Leonean group. Even though these external advisors themselves have
not been constant, the constant presence of external groups who managed to
work together (UN, World Bank and DfID, for instance) and specific support
mechanisms (IMATT in particular, aswel | asindividual s supporting key security



institutions like the ONS and CISU) has been critical in ensuring a constant
upward curve of post-conflict reconstruction. In many ways, the experience of
Sierra Leone shows how dedicated people can, over time, achieve an awful
lot.

Current debates on SSR emphasize holistic and integrated approaches to the
reform of institutions that deliver internal and external security, incorporating
security ingtitutions, intelligence, governance and justice. At the same time,
there are serious tensions around the further development of SSR as normal
planning functions of government departments comein to play. The question
that SierraLeone asksis how far one can actually plan a series of policiesthat
are based in part on an evolutionary series of events and activities devised on
theground?

This, in turn, raises a number of questions about SSR programming and how
far it canindeed be programmed. Thereisaclear set of activitiesand principles
within SSR, but this does not amount to aplan per se; itismore like a series of
guidelines or a ‘direction of travel’. Whilst this may be an important issuein
itself, it does not lend itself to development planning in the sense of neat three-
year project cycles. The experience of Sierra Leone, where transformation
rather than reform was taking place, shows that SSR is governed by context
and entry points. Itis, aboveall, an evolutionary process guided by individuals.

Security System Transformation in Sierra Leone, Ten Years
On

SierraLeoneisstill at the bottom of the leaguein terms of human development.
However, it is clear that there have been significant gains in terms of basic
living conditions of the mgjority of the population. In particular, the pattern of
security threats faced by most people has changed markedly from an assumed
threat from security forcesthemselvesto more‘ conventional’ formsof threats,
including domestic violence, street crime (frequently violent), smuggling
(particularly of drugs), human trafficking (particularly of children) and youth
unemployment. The local survey conducted as part of this study may have
covered just asmall sample of the districts acrossthe country, but thetrendsin



all areas—urban and rural —are positive. These patternsin themsel ves, however,
also have significant implications. The demand for particular types of security
has changed; this change needsto bereflected in the nature of security provided
across the country in the years to come.

Concern about youth unemployment is reflected in a number of papers on
post-war SierraLeonethat point to the potential threat of alienation of groups
that identify themselves with those who originally took to the bush under the
auspices of the RUF. In thisregard it may be argued that the threat of ‘going
back’ remainsstrong in the countryside. Inthe urban areas, youth unemployment
reflects a concern about street crime, with young men being the most likely
candidatesto perpetrate such criminal activity. Unemployed young people also
tend to become the foot soldiers of criminal gangs.

Thisgrowth of criminal activity and the persistence of unemployment and social
exclusion also pointsto acontinuing need for an effective SLP presenceinthe
countryside aswell as early warning systemsthrough the PROSECs, DISECs,
and, perhaps, CHISECs as well. At the same time, the existence of gangs
engaged in the smuggling of drugs and people means that the SLP and other
security agencies need to develop stronger cross-border links. (For example,
recent drug activity in neighbouring Guinea underscores the need for cross-
border linksto become apriority.) These changesin security threats now faced
by Sierra Leone also point to the critical need to change and enhance the skill
sets required by security services across the board.

Theimportance of ongoing reform of the justice sector also emergesin most of
the discussions we have had during our research. In particular, the critical
effect onthe morale of the SLPof thejustice system’s processing and sentencing
criminalsisaserious concern. Theideathat one could support the devel opment
of an enhanced SL P whilst not supporting the development of acriminal justice
system is not borne out by the Sierra Leone experience, where improved
performance has led to full prisons and delays in sentencing.



Itisalso clear that for most peoplein SierralLeonejusticeislocal; itinvolvesa
range of non-formal and semi-formal conflict resolution mechanisms, including
village elders, religiousfigures and chiefs. However, recent reportsfrom Kono
relating to some of these mechanisms making ‘wrong’ allocations of land are
worrying, especially as land allocation is considered one of the initial social
causes of the war. One implication of these findings is that justice reforms
should pay more attention to non-formal justice mechanisms (addressed in part
through the JISDP), whilst at the same time encouraging an accessible SLP and
magistrates system.

Overall, perceptions of security have markedly improved; security system
transformation hasinstilled confidencein security servicesamongst the general
population. Thefact that more than 40% of respondentsto the aforementioned
survey understand the functions of local intelligence infrastructuresis, in our
view, asuccess; these local institutions should hold the infrastructure in good
stead in the future.

Finally, confidence in security and the success of the security system
transformation process as awhol e can be seen in thefact that free and peaceful
elections were held in 2007 without significant violence or the threat of
involvement from the security servicesin politics. An incumbent government
left office; an orderly transfer of power to the new government occurred.
Considering the state of affairsin SierraLeonein the early 2000s, that, initself,
is a significant measure of success that suggests that security system
transformation is an absolute necessity in order for political transformation to
take place.

However, the successes inherent to Sierra Leone's SSR and transformation
process do not prove that reforms have cometo their natural conclusion. After
only about 10 years there is no way in which Sierra Leone's security system
transformation process could be said to have been completed. The real test of
its durability isyet to come —when donor support dwindles. At that time, the
Government of Sierra Leone will have to make a number of difficult choices
amidst all the other economic and social challenges the country still faces.
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Thisis something that is recognised by other donor agencies, including Danida, which
commits for periods similar to the UK MoU and even longer, with the express aim of
building confidencein institutions.
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Output to Purpose Review, Sierra Leone Security Sector Reform Programme, April
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Adrian Freer, Roundtable, 18 December 2007, London.

Robert Ashington-Pickett, roundtable, 18 December 2007, London.

Statement by His Excellency, Dr Ahmad Tejan Kabbah at the Official Launching of
Three Key Security Sector Reform Documents for Sierra Leone, 26 May, 2005. See
http://www.statehouse-sl.org/speeches/3-key-sec-may26-05.html. Accessed 26
February 2008. The two other documents were the Protective Security Manual and
the Standards Response Guidelines for the National Security Architecture.
Middlebrock and Miller (September 2006), Sierra L eone Security Sector Expenditure
Review (SS-ER).

Middlebrock and Miller (September 2006), Sierra L eone Security Sector Expenditure
Review (SS-ER).

Management and Functional Review of the Ministry of Defence, November 2003.
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http://www.sierra-1eone.org/ GOSL /kabbah-061199.html. Accessed 2 October 2008.
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The current position, in September 2008, is that the Government of SierralLeoneis
aware of the UK’s planned withdrawal from ONS and CISU by 2012, with
incremental reduction in donor support commenced in 2008-2009. the National
Security Council is discussing with the Ministry of Finance to enable the Government
to take over donor elements of the funding from January 2011. Adviser support is
planned until 2012.

Rebecca Stringer, notes, 2008.

This chapter is written on the basis of alocal survey among 250 respondents in the
following districts: Bombali, Kambia, Kenema, Kono, Bo and Freetown (Western
Area). The survey was part of the overall project, ‘ Security System Transformation,
1997-2007’, and carried out by James Vincent, Consultant and Director Integrated
Community and Rural Development Services. His work was overseen by Conciliation
Resources.

Garth Glentworth, Roundtable, 18 December, 2007.
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