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INTRODUCTION  
1. One of the objectives of the African Union is, to “Promote peace, security, and stability on the continent”.  Articles 4h and 4j of the Constitutive Act of the AU respectively authorises the Union “The right to intervene in a Member State pursuant to a decision of the Assembly in respect of grave circumstances, namely war crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity;” and “The right of Member States to request intervention from the Union in order to restore peace and security”.
 

2. Article 13 of The Protocol on the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council (Reference B) further mandates the ASF to intervene in various cases, from intervention in cases of violations of human rights as above, to preventative deployment and humanitarian assistance.  

3. The Framework Document and the Roadmap for the Operationalisation of the African Standby Force (ASF) call for the development of a Rapidly Deployment Capability (RDC) capable of intervening within fourteen days in the case of genocide, for urgent assistance to a peacekeeping force, and as an early intervention presence in the case of imminent conflict.
         

4. The AU is obliged to act in accordance with the previous recommendations of the African Chiefs of Defence Staff and subsequent adoption thereof, which stated; “In an emergency situation, the OAU should undertake preliminary preventive action while preparing for more comprehensive action which may include the UN involvement.  The emphasis here is for speed of action and deployment.”
  
5. The early intervention during violent conflict, cases of genocide and gross violations of human rights, thus require the swift action from the AU’s peace and security mechanisms to stop atrocities, stabilise the situation and to manage circumstances for the return to normality.  The founding fathers of the AU envisaged the African Peace and Security Architecture and undertook to develop a capacity to address these situations.  The ASF RDC, as part of the ASF, is one of these components.  

6. Experience from Darfur, Burundi, Somalia and other recent African-led peacekeeping missions however also points to the utility of a rapidly deployable force for use in a wider number of roles.
AIM

7. The aim of this paper is therefore to present the ASF’s RDC as envisaged and to propose possible enhancements thereof for the better strategic role.

SCOPE

8. In arguing for the ASF’s RDC the paper will firstly discuss the initial political guidance documents, from which the requirements and criteria for RDC will be deduced.  The likely environment for RDC will be brought in context through a brief analysis of the causes for conflict and the nature of conflicts in Africa.  A discussion of the prerequisites and an evaluation of the various options available will be made before specific recommendations will conclude the paper.
THE CAUSES OF CONFLICT AND THE ROLES OF RDC 
9. The security environment is constantly changing.  The expansion of democracy, among others, and the accompanying expectations from the constituents give rise to tension.  Governments’ inability or inexperience to manage that further aggravates the situation.  Regional organisations and the AU Commission are continuously implementing initiatives to defuse tension and to manage conflicts.  To prepare for the future requirements of rapid deployment it is important to be aware of the characteristics of instability, insecurity and the conflicts in Africa.  The following are considered be the most important contributing factors:

a. Inter-state.  Where inter-state conflicts have reduced considerably in the rest of the world, it is still prevalent in Africa.  Disputes over border demarcation (Ethiopia/Eritrea, Ethiopia/Somalia/Somaliland and Nigeria/Cameroon), inter-states disputes over scares resources (Nigeria/Cameroon’s Bakassi peninsula, DRC/Uganda’s oil discoveries in Lake Albert, etc). 
b. Intra-state Conflict. The vast majority of contemporary armed conflicts in Africa are however within the state, and the flow of refugees, the trafficking of small arms, and the disruption of trade, have a profound spill-over effects on neighbouring states.  It also happens that neighbouring states sponsor warring parties in another country for whatever reason or to gain whatever benefits.  Attempts to achieve a peaceful resolution of these intra-state conflicts are often frustrated, which give rise to the requirement for forceful external intervention, if so required.  Provisioning of basic human security is the responsibility of governments but if it is not provided the population might react violently against those governments by non democratic means, which will again contribute to the above conditions.  

c. Competition over Scarce and Strategic Resources. The competition for access to scarce and strategic resources such as water, land oil and gas, have also contributed considerably to instability in Africa (Niger delta, Uganda oil, Africa’s scramble for neighbours resources – DRC).  Some of Africa’s conflicts are the direct result of foreign and domestic competition over the access to such scarce and strategic resources that are found on the continent.  
d. Projected climatic changes for Africa suggest a future of increasingly scarce water, collapsing agricultural yields, encroaching desert and damaged coastal infrastructure. Such impacts, should they occur, would undermine the 'carrying capacity' of large parts of Africa, causing destabilising population movements and raising tensions over dwindling strategic resources. In such a case, climate change could be a factor that tips fragile states into socio-economic and political collapse.
e. It is trusted that the AU’s conflict management initiatives will defuse such issues in-time, but early intervention of a neutral but credible force might be required to ensure sufficient time for political dialogue to succeed.  The RDC can thus be utilised to stabilise the situation and to create conditions for other conflict resolution initiatives to be negotiated.

f. The Contribution of Non-State Actors to Insecurity.  Many of the above instabilities are as the result of non-state actors.  Trans-national criminal organisations, mercenaries, rebel movements, warlords and militia thrive in an unstable environment and will continue to destabilise it in order to achieve their individual objectives and thus further contribute to destabilise the security environment.  These non-state actors are often well trained, experienced and well equipped, and it should only be a properly mandated, robust and better prepared RDC that should be tasked to neutralise the threat.  
g. The Rise of International Terrorism. Indeed, terrorism has become less territorially defined and more global in reach, including Africa.  In addition, it assumes a level of anonymity that is increasingly driven by non-state actors.  No country can be considered to be immune from acts of international terrorism and all are affected by the way in which the world responds to this threat.  It is therefore important that the African member states/Regional and Continental organisations plan to address such possible disasters.  The collateral capabilities of the RDC might be utilised for this eventuality. 
h. Others. There are of course also other factors that contribute to instability in the rest of the world and Africa.  These are factors like globalisation, ‘….no country or individual, no matter how remote remains unaffected by security-related developments.’
  The North-South economic disparities have contributed with the south becoming progressively poorer. This trend has grave implications for the development and hence the security of countries in Africa.  
i. The nature of the activities of mercenaries and/or private military companies and their participation in armed conflict has often been controversial. The controversy arises especially when mercenaries provide military services in violation of domestic and international norms. The sophistication of these likely opponents needs to be considered in the design/development of a capable RDC.  
10. The Likely African Scenario.  The above examples have all been present in the African context and are likely to reoccur despite continental and international efforts to avoid it.  Contemporary conflicts and insecurity in Africa emanate from, among other factors: disenfranchised constituents, weak and dysfunctional states; poor political and economic governance; the politicisation of ethnicity; armed competition over scarce and strategic resources; the involvement of the military in the political and economic governance of states; and unconstitutional changes of governments.  These factors all contribute to; Inter and intra-state conflict; Poverty and underdevelopment; Proliferation of small arms, light weapons and child soldiers.

11. Mr Boshoff argues that this instability allows for the unlawful activities of mercenaries and non-state actors in armed conflicts;  The use of Africa as a base for international terrorist groups as well as a target for their activities, and increased piracy along Africa’s Coastline.  The above conflict creating factors are further exacerbated by religious intolerance, HIV/AIDS, malaria, landmines, famine, small arms, child soldiers, cross border crime, poaching and fundamentalism.
12. The current Nature of Conflict in Africa.  A recent survey of wars and conflict in Africa over the last decade reveals that any intense war fighting is limited to an average of 3 weeks; Forces engaged in such intense fighting number only a few thousands, are secretive, highly mobile and assisted by limited air power, especially transport; Contingents engaged in the fighting also sometimes enjoy the support of governments/states and has elements of conventional and militia units integrated; There purpose is to create dominant conditions for a more long-term rebel force to hold.

PURPOSE AND ROLES OF RAPID DEPLOYMENT

13. Purpose.  The purpose of having a robust rapid deployment capability is thus for the AU to be able to insert a force into a crisis area in order to stabilise the situation and to neutralise the source of the crisis’ centre of gravity.  The RDC must be able to react swiftly to any situation of emergency or crises, but is not designed to be a capability for providing the initial forces for a peacekeeping mission in support of a peace agreement. 

14. Roles. The envisaged roles for the RDC are the following:

a. The conduct of reconnaissance (RECCE) missions in possible hostile environments where Scenarios 4 – 6 are considered.

b. Peace enforcement/Intervention missions (Scenario 6).

c. Crises response/Emergency assistance – where another mission might be in crises.  

d. Crises response/Emergency assistance – in cases of natural disasters where the collateral capabilities of the RDC can be utilised in emergency rescue activities. 

REQUIREMENTS 

15. The composition of the initial capabilities will differ in accordance with the type of intervention required.  The RDC must be capable to successfully address these challenges and be self sufficient until the other required forces/capabilities can be in the mission area (30 days). 
16. The criteria for an ASF RDC to deploy rapidly within the concept of operations are discussed in Annexure A and points towards the following key requirements:

a. Command and Control Capacity.  No force can be properly utilised or be effective if the command structures are not competent and adequate.  The Policy Framework dictates the requirement for a strategic and mission level HQs.
  An air-transportable standby headquarters
 (HQ) will further enhance the force’s readiness to function.  

b. Communication and Security.  The transportable HQ should be complemented with modular operations and communications centres, with integral HF, VHF and UHF communications on ten to fourteen days NTM.  The force HQ must have satellite communications, protection and the ability to sustain itself in a hostile environment, suggesting the need for a signal element and a HQ company element.
c. Operational Capability.  The force will also need strategic lift to get it into theatre, a military capability, including vehicles, helicopter support, communications, logistics support, medical and defence stores, appropriate to the hostile environment that is envisaged.  (An analysis per possible scenarios will give an indication of total requirements and should include the equipments to be leased and capabilities and equipment that require the UN and/or the international community to have it ‘in-theatre’ on seven days notice.)  

d. Training.  The force will require troops, police and civilians, trained to a high standard and on fourteen days NTM.  This implies strong coordination with training establishments and training providers, a task that would be the main focus for the officer responsible for ASF training in the AU Strategic HQ

e. Notice to Move (NTM).  The timelines mandated for the RDC are extremely demanding, but should be possible with a proper functioning EWS and timeous mission-reconnaissance.  
17. Deployment Flexibility.  Inevitably, there will be constraints placed on the deployment of troops depending on the political circumstances surrounding a crisis.  This suggests the need for either a menu of forces available on standby or for two separate standby forces.  Two separate rapidly deployable forces should give sufficient flexibility to allow a single force to be created providing the troops are trained to a common doctrine and standard and sufficient interoperability exists.  Fundamental to be able to support this are the following:  

· early warning,

· timely reconnaissance, 

· determining requirements and configuration of the force, 

· deployment of an advance force to create a ‘beachhead’ or holding area, if so required, 

· deployment of the main forces, and 

· subsequent deployment of support elements; and   
18. The ability to equip properly and to deploy the RDC efficiently through timely strategic lift is fundamental to the concept of rapid deployment.  Similarly, the ability to sustain the RDC operationally in the area of deployment is elemental to the outcome of the mission.  Logistic support for the RDC is therefore a key factor and is one of the premises on which AU Peacekeeping is built.  Appropriate logistic staffing at all levels and predictable funding are crucial elements.
19. Maritime capabilities have many attributes that can contribute to the success of peace missions.  Advance planning can ensure that a maritime force handles the strategic lift requirements and suitable ships can provide an adequate ‘base/platform’ for deployment of forces and the operational and logistic support thereof.  The increase in piracy around the African coastline poses a serious threat to already fragile security conditions in Africa and strategies need to be developed for rapid response to neutralise this threat.    
20. Superior technology, like UAV, satellite coverage, thermal imaging, and others will further enhance the RDC to intervene and stabilise the situation as required.  Technology can however not replace the quality of the leadership and forces, the quality of their training level and their experience
CONCEPT

21. The Policy Framework for the Establishment of the ASF and MSC focuses on the establishment of the ASF and also envisaged an African capability that would be able to rapidly intervene in those areas where the UN are reluctant to engage, because there are ‘no peace to keep’, or where the preferred early deployment in accordance Article VII of the UN Charter is not possible in the timeframe where most atrocities are perpetrated – the first month. 
22. The AU envisaged capacities to address these issues through the African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA) of which the Peace and Security Department is the ‘executive arm’ of which the ASF
is the primary mechanism for the achievement of its stability, peace and security initiatives.  The ASF’s RDC must therefore be able to react rapidly in cases of grave violations of human rights or genocide, or to intervene in cases where there is ‘no peace to keep’ and where the UN will thus not intervene.  The AU considers this initial phase equally important to the subsequent phases in order to ‘create conditions where belligerents can start the process of reconciliation’. 
DELIVERY
23. The Policy Framework (Reference C) states “the ASF will be composed of standby multidisciplinary contingents, with civilian and military components located in their countries of origin and ready for rapid deployment at appropriate notice.”  ASF’s Rapid Deployable Capability (RDC) is thus to be developed.

24. The Policy Framework
 also recommends for the AU Commission to have arrangements ‘outside’ the ASF concept, through bi-lateral arrangements with lead nations in order to have this RDF. 
25. The ASF consist of five (5) Regional Standby Capabilities (RSC), where each consists of military- police-, and civilian components.  From this the REC/Region must also include a RDC.  It is the responsibility of the RECs/Regions to prepare these capabilities as mechanisms for utilisation by the AU Commission to achieve the Peace and Security Council’s (PSC) peace, security and stability initiatives.  The ASF should thus be able to act on an AU or UN mandate to bridge the gap between the eruption of violence/conflict and the deployment of the UN forces.

26. The AU Commission (ASF HQ) however also requires the capacity, to rapidly deploy the RDC for quick intervention, efficiently and effectively.  The ASF HQ must therefore have a nucleus of senior support staff pre-selected for rapid deployment to help in the establishment of a new mission headquarters and the planning of new missions.  This can be from the Current Mission Division within the ASF HQ, complemented by the required staff of the RDC on standby.  This implies that the strategic level HQ must manage a roster of senior support staff available to complement the operational level planning element (PLANELM) at AU ASF HQ.
27. A Workshop on the Development of the RDC, was held in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, in July, 2007, and was attended by military, police and civilian experts from all the RECs/Regions, during which the initial concept paper was considered.  The following conceptual framework was endorsed:  

a. The RDC should be an integral part of the regional standby forces (RSF). RECs will provide a RDC from within their designated RSFs at fourteen days notice to move.

b. An RDC should where possible be based on a single region.

c. There should always be two RDCs on standby.  The political realities, where it might not be desirable to deploy a particular RDC within that region, will necessitate the availability of a second RDC on standby at any one stage. The required continental roster system should be coordinated by the AU, the regional rosters by the RECs themselves, possibly using the lead nation concept.  

28. The RDC will consist of an integrated (civilian, police and military) baseline capability, configured in accordance with the mission requirements.  Inherent in the concept is the need to reduce the NTM of the follow-up elements from the standby brigade and the police components and to activate the civilian call-up process commensurate with the operational requirements.  The RDC should, where possible, be based on a single region.

29. Concept.  The conceptual basis for the RDC is that it is either; 

a. A separate (a stand-alone) entity, and therefore not part of the RSC’s, but available in accordance with agreements with various lead nations, (Also see the Policy Framework Reference C, para 3.11a(3)), or 

b. Part of the Regional Standby Capability (RSC) - where it is not a stand-alone entity, but an integral part of the RSC.  

30. Four categories with eight (8) options were considered.  (See Annexure C for an evaluation of the options.)  
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Concept – Option 1.  The Protocol on the Establishment of the ASF and MSC (Reference C) advocates the lobbying with lead nations, who have the “standing deployable HQ capacity of greater than brigade level, and with forces that are capable of seizing points of entry, ideally using airborne or airmobile assets”
.  This can be an interim solution and the AU’s Peace and Security Department (PSD) should identify such lead nations asap and negotiate possible arrangements with them.  It is also possible for this RDC to then constitute the ‘first wave’ of entry and that the RDC of a particular RSC then constitute the ‘second wave’, if that lead nation cannot provide the full RDC as envisaged in Annexure B.  It will also imply a similar arrangement with a number of lead nations in order to address non availability or non interest by the particular lead nation.  (See the above diagram of RDC Concept Model)
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Concept – Option 2 is where the RDC is a separate component within the RSC, but still part of the RSC.  The rationale for this is that the profile requires the troops to be differently selected and trained.  The RDC will also be under C2 of the AU (ASF HQ) while on standby and during deployment.  The RDC will however withdraw from the missions once the situation is stabilised and handed over to the ‘peacekeepers’.  The RDC will thus be available for another assignment or as reserve in case of crises.  (See diagram of RDC Concept Model).  
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Concept – Option 3 is where the RDC is part of the RSC, where it will deploy on fourteen days notice, but will only come under AU (ASF HQ) C2 once they are deployed.  They will also stay in the mission area and will be incorporated within of the RSC that will follow them.  (See diagram of RDC Concept Model).
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Concept – Option 4 is the alternative concept option where the RDC is a permanent AU capability and independent/ separate from the RSC organisation.  It will be constituted with personnel from member states and all the components of this RDC will be collocated at a permanent base.  (See Annexure C, Category B for evaluation of this option.)

CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS

31. The RDC’s Concept of Operations should be formulated for the achievement of mission objectives.  Within the criteria it can therefore be robust with a variety of sophisticated assault weapons on the one extreme, which implies not so mobile or lightly equipped forces with high mobility, if the situation allows it.  An analysis of recent (last decade) conflicts in Africa, where intervention were required, indicates a low level of sophistication of the belligerent’s forces.  Configuration objectives must therefore be specific – a design that covers all eventualities is too ‘multi-functional’ and might be unaffordable expensive.  

32. Deployment and Operational Concept.  The deployment concept must enable the RDC to be in theatre within the fourteen (14) days, after mandated by the PSC, and as prescribed in the Policy Framework.  (This period can be shorter and is possible with a streamlining of the political decisions making process.) 

33. The RDC will deploy in three Phases 

a. Phase 1 – Pre-mission Reconnaissance – should be conducted by the RDC and will most probably be required prior to the endorsement of the mandate by the PSC.  

b. Phase 2 – Force HQ becomes operational – the establishment of secure area from where the operation can be conducted.  This might be in an adjacent country, if it make operational sense, or can be within the AoO if a secure ‘beachhead’ could be established. 

c. Phase 3 – Deployment of rest of the force and conduct of operation.
34. Workshop Recommendation.  The RDC Workshop recommended, what is now reflected as, Category D as the preferred category with Option D2 as option.  The reasons for this is that there will not be sufficient time for the RDC to deploy again within their standby period and in the operationalisation of the ASC, the RECs/Regions are seen as the appropriate institutional structure to generate and prepare the required capabilities in accordance with the ASF (ASC) concepts.   

OPTIONS EVALUATION
35. On presentation of the workshop outputs to the AU commission it was nevertheless decided that other options should be reflected and compared against the others to allow the Commission to make a qualitative decision.
36. Various options were developed to facilitate an approach to the achievement of this objective (See Annexure C for a comparison of options).  The Options fundamentally differs in that;

a. Category A is where the AU has special arrangements with lead nations to provide a RDC on ‘standby’ arrangement, as discussed in para 25 above.  Although this option was endorsed in the Policy Framework, it lies ‘outside’ the RSC concept as it implies bi-lateral arrangements with member states.  This option also implies a pledge by a lead nation without avoiding its responsibility for capability contribution to the REC/Region’s RSC. (Note: With Category A as option it will imply that a number of RDCs will be available in accordance with arrangements with the various identified lead nations.)

b. Category B1, B2 and B3 options are based on a Standing RDC and thus permanently under AU C2, but constituted from national resources (member states).

c. Options C1 and C2 are based on a part Standing and part Standby RDC, where the 1st wave will be permanently under AU C2 (a permanent force and consists of elements drawn from RECs, but organised by the AU), and the 2nd wave provided in accordance with agreements with the particular REC/Region on a roster system.  

d. Options D1 and D2 are based on a permanently Standby RDCs.  Option D3 is based on the concept discussed in para 21 above, where the RDC deploys, but remains in the mission area.

Note:  Any Standing arrangement would need to take into account infrastructure requirements as well as the administrative arrangements necessary to supervise and administer a standing component.  The cost of building separate barracks, including maintenance and running costs, together with the cost of paying for the secondment of national forces to the AU plus the development of international command structures, will require political endorsement as well as significant financial investment. 

37. Comparison of Options.  Assuming that the key enablers discussed above are in place, all of the options are able to meet the AU deployment timeline criteria.  The Matrix in Annexure C compares each of the options against prerequisite, risks, costs, advantages and disadvantages.  The following key conclusions were made:
a. The framework agreed upon by the experts immediately puts Options B1-B3, C1 and C2 as well as D1 out of question. 
b. Although a standing RDC was considered to be the most effective it will not be the most efficient as the cost thereof will be in excess of $M300pa.  
c. The lead nation concept (Category A option), has many advantages, specifically in the short term (up to 2010), and should be further explored.  It might however undermine the important role that RECs/Regions play in the collective objectives for continental stability, peace and security.  The aforementioned workshop however considered it to fall outside of the RSC concept and was thus not further developed.  (Also see Annexure C for evaluation of the options.).
d. Option D2 was the option supported by all the RECs/Regions and delegates.

38. Option D2 as Conceptual Starting Point.  Consequently, the workshop has concentrated on this option and has recommended the establishment of RDCs as integral part of the regions’ standby capabilities. This has obvious advantages over all other discussed options:

a. It is a financially sound option. The burden is shared among the members of the RECs/Regions whereby every region has to expect additional costs of roughly US$10 million per year per force.

b. The role of the RECs/Regions in achieving any African stability, peace and security objectives is essential.  This option builds on the proven concept of using RECs/Regions as pillars of, and implementation agencies for, continental policy.  This means that RECs/Regions are given a significant role and major stake in the development process which reduces the chances of failure.  

c. It avoids further centralisation of responsibility and thus further burdens on an already overstretched African Union.  

36. Implications of Option D2:  While Option D2 is the preferred options, it has the following implications that should be addressed:

a. The inclusion of an RDC in the existing RSC reduces the RDC capacity to act as an independent force – is this desirable?  

b. The reintegration process, once all forces are in mission, needs to be further developed and considered - would the RDC remain a separate force in theatre or merge (back) into the RSC?  What are the Command and Control implications?

c. Is it desirable to take a group of highly trained ‘interveners’ and change their profile after 30 days to become ‘peacekeepers’?  By the nature of their task the intervention capability (RDC), personnel will be specifically selected and trained for the role of intervention.  They will most probably function in a very hostile and confrontational situation during the stabilisation phase of the mission and the likelihood of/desirability to effectively changing their profile must be considered.  It might thus be desirable to rather maintain their profile and keep them in reserve for eventualities where further intervention might be required, or return them to their base.  

d. How would the training cycle of the RSFs have to change to accommodate the fact that a substantial part of their forces will now have to be trained for rapid reaction tasks rather than the originally foreseen peace support duties? 

e. Would the composition of the RSCs personnel have to change? 

f. How would the different roster systems interact?  
37. Conclusion on Options.  In considering all the various options the following can be concluded:

a. A standing (permanent) RDC is not a viable option and should not be considered.
b. The role of the RECs/Regions and their responsibility therein must remain paramount in the development of the RSC and the RDC.
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Two RDCs of ‘battle group’ capability, on seven days standby notice, should be available for six months at any one moment at all times, while two others will be in preparation mode.  (See the adjacent diagram as an example.)
d. The lead nation concept to provide RDCs was not developed as it falls ‘outside’ the RSC concept, but should be seriously contemplated as an interim solution. 
Note:  None of the options that were considered will be workable or acceptable if a competent and functioning ASC Command structure is not in-place.
LOGISTICS

38. The ability to equip properly and to deploy the RDC efficiently through timely strategic lift is fundamental to the concept of rapid deployment.  Similarly, the ability to sustain the RDC operationally in the area of deployment is essential to the outcome of the mission.  Logistic support for the RDC is therefore a key factor and is one of the premises on which AU Peacekeeping is built.  Appropriate logistic staffing at all levels and predictable funding are crucial elements.

CONCLUSIONS
39. This paper cannot do more than suggest how a RDCs could work and how RDCs could be made available.  What is not negotiable is the competence of the command cadre and the forces, which implies thorough training, quality intelligence, and the capability to deploy rapidly.  The development of the RDC and applicable Concepts of Operations however requires more detailed discussions with broad participation and in close collaboration with the RECs/ Regions and member states, and in such a way as to meet the capability as defined.  All this will require political acceptance.  The ASF’s RDC is however possible and should be established as soon as possible. 
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ANNEXURE A










TO RDC PAPER

CRITERIA FOR AN AFRICAN UNION RAPID DEPLOYMENT CAPABILITY

The following are criteria that a rapid deployment capability should conform to:

a. Robustness.  Robustness is an essential requirement in the design of the RDC to ensure that they can face any adversaries and be able to stop atrocities, to provide self defence and to stabilise the situation.  The RDC must therefore be designed to be successful – the design must be applicable for the scenarios envisaged and appropriate (robust) enough to fulfil its immediate tasks until reinforced.  Sophistication will give them an advantage in any situation – (ie Access to satellite communication monitoring/imagery.)
b. Adaptability/Flexibility.  Be sufficiently flexible to be capable of adapting to different scenarios.  The force must be trained to different scenarios in different circumstances and different terrains.  It must be flexible in its composition to allow it to be deployed despite the political constraints that circumstances will inevitably impose.  An additional component should be available as a reserve capacity. 

c. Preparedness.  The deployment within fourteen days to a hostile environment implies that the capability must be sufficiently trained to limit any pre-mission training.  Various scenarios should have been exercised to ensure readiness.   

d. Mobility.  Mobility implies a structure/composition and capabilities that allows the ASF RDC to be deployed anywhere on the continent within fourteen days.  That suggests an airborne force where essential components are containerised and pre-packed or modular and air deployable.  The requirement for mobility further suggests the requirement for strategic airlift – this might have to be negotiated in advance with reputable providers.

e. Simple Command and Control Structure.  Unity of Command implies a single line of responsibility with a robust mandate and Rules of Engagement (RoE) and delegation of in-theatre decision making.  Streamlined processes for the speedy approval of mandate/RoE/CONOPS will be essential in order to legally get the forces in the Area of Operations (AoO) as soon as possible.  (Only the PSC at Summit level can authorised interventions, which implies some delays in the decision making process.) 

f. Intelligence.  Adequate information/intelligence to sufficiently prepare for any likely intervention situation.  This implies an ASF HQ that can competently monitor all possible areas of potential conflicts, in close collaboration with the Continental Early Warning System (CEWS).  Close collaboration with the RDC HQ, to keep them informed about the possible scenarios will enable the RDC to exercise these during the RDC training/preparation cycle.  It might be preferable if the RECCE teams, for possible intervention can consists of members from the RDC-on-standby.

g. Logistically Self-sustainable.  Have sufficient logistic capability to be self-sustained for 30 days or until reinforced or complemented by additional forces and capabilities.
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ANNEXURE B
TO RDC PAPER

ORGANISATION AND MATERIEL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 

ASF RAPID DEPLOYMENT CAPABILITY

RDC Phase I Deployment

	Unit
	Personnel
	Light Vehicles
	Armoured Vehicles
	Helicopters

	HQ + Support
	67
	16
	
	

	Reconnaissance
	22
	2
	6
	

	Light Infantry Battalion 
	700
	49
	
	

	Mechanised Infantry Company
	120
	8
	15
	

	Air Support
	20
	6
	
	8

	Engineers
	30
	6
	
	

	Logistics + Medical + Military Police
	66
	20
	
	

	Police + Civilian + Miscellaneous
	32
	12
	
	

	TOTALS
	1047
	119
	21
	8


RDC Phase II Deployment

	Unit
	Personnel
	Light Vehicles
	Armoured Vehicles
	Helicopters

	HQ + Support
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Reconnaissance
	22
	2
	6
	 

	Light Infantry Battalion 
	700
	49
	 
	 

	Mechanised Battalion 
	570
	31
	45
	 

	Air Support
	15
	 
	 
	2

	Engineers
	30
	6
	 
	 

	Logistics 
	60
	15
	 
	 

	Police + Civilian
	46
	10
	 
	 

	Total
	1443
	113
	51
	2

	Grand Total
	1490
	232
	72
	10
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ANNEXURE C










TO RDC PAPER

TABLE FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF RDC OPTIONS
� The Constitutive Act of the African Union, Article 4h and 4j


� Policy Framework for the Establishment of the ASF and MSC, para 5.2c


� Policy Framework for the Establishment of the ASF and MSC, para 1.4a


� 	Boshoff, H. The Characteristics of the African Conflict Environment, Conference Battle Space 2007, African Security Analysis Programme, Institute for Security Studies, Pretoria.  





� 	Boshoff, H. The Characteristics of the African Conflict Environment, Conference Battle Space 2007 African Security Analysis Programme, Institute for Security Studies, Pretoria.  





� Policy Framework for the Establishment of the ASF and MSC, para 2.3 and 2.4


� A lesson from Sierra Leone was that the UN had no deployable HQ so it took time for the UNAMSIL to function properly.  By contrast, because it had the capability, the UK quickly established a field HQ under canvas operating from a secure compound.  


� It was earlier proposed that ASF should be changed to African Standby Capability (ASC) as ‘force’ refers specifically to military and police forces and does not accommodate the other component of the ASC, namely civilians


� Reference C, para 3.11a(3) the Meeting recommends that encouragement be given to potential lead nations to form coalitions of the willing as a stop-gap arrangement, pending the establishment of Regional standby forces arrangements. In addition, however, it is recommended that at the AU level, potential lead nations be identified for Scenario 6 (intervention) type operations.





� Reference C para 3.11a(3)
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