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Executive Summary 

This report is an ov&w of USAID'S development activity and experience in pre-civ2 wm 
S o d  Recuing issues and bssom learned are highlighted to provide a starting point for 
anyone interested in learning abut USAID'S pcivi l  war program The report is also written 
with an eye towards future activity should the transition to rehabilitation evoke into one of 

The first part of the paper is a brief overview of USAID's involvement in So& The time 
period covered is from 1978, when USAID iniwed bad-scale invohement in Somalia, 
though the evacuation of USAD sta9Fin late 1990. A stmxmq of fdback gathered b c g h  
d-nts and intenclews on lessons learned is provided. Akw included are suggest~d 
considerations b e h ~  procaeding with development in Somalia again U.S. involvement in 
S o d  during the 1960s a& early 1970s is described briefly, but not detailed in this report. 

The second part of the paper pmidts information on projects and experience by sector as well 
as individual project _mfles. Resource idomation for each project is referenced to support 
fimherresearch. Lessons l e a m e d h m ~ u a l p r c j e c t  eqmknce are drawnpWyfrom 
USAD domxmts, but again, supplmented by interviews with individuals who were involved 
with the projects. I 
The major findings ofthis report are that bxn the outset, the size, complexity and diversity of 
the S o m h  poMolio challenged the management and monitoring capacity of the USATD 
Mission and that many of the portfolio's problem stemad h m  a d and political 
envkomnt not conducive to developmnt work. A numbes cf reaming pm&m evohed in 
the implenntation of most pjeas .  Deta3ed in various project evaluations and docments, 
the problems fall into four interrelated categories: 

USAID Administrative and Organizational Issues - Many of USAID'S initiat projects in 
Somalia were designed based upon other donors' information; pre-project r w x c h  and 
analysis was limited and project papers did not i m p h t a t i o n  strategies. 
Consequent delays and mgement confusion required reducing the scope of most 
pruojects by mid-project in order to make my asgect of p h e d  outcorns feasible in an 
environment both highly political and lacking suEcient supporting in.f%strucnrre. 

Donor Coordination - The multi-donor development approach used in the early 1980s 
resulted in complicated implemmtion =he=, project success depended upon n m u s  
donors' inputs. Despite early efkrts to devise coodimion schemes, project managems 
was cumbersome and implemntation hampered by overly complex and confusing sets of 
responsibilities. I 
Insufficient GSDR Commitment to Donor Agenda - From the early 1980s on, despite 
specific agreements on projects a d  reform agendas, the GSDR continually f h k l  to ~lleet 

- I 
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its commimnts in providing local currency or -'jllowing concessional pacts providing 
critical inputs. Inconsistencies and sho& in GSDR conmbutions on a number of levels 
led to m y  projects' M e d  success. 

Exogenous Constrai~~ts - h I n o n  to problems inherent in working within an ullstable 
socio-polirhl context and with a drou@t-derable country lacking natural resources, the 
ioamr of a large refugee popda&n7 fluctudm in the price of oil and the 1983 Saudi ban 
on Somali livestock imports f i d m  complicated development efforts. The structure of 
Somali society is also exmnr:ly complex and few individuals inrplemenring projects had 
suScient knowledge of Somali culture a d  language. 

In many cases, projects were redesigned mid-imp1erentation in attempt to correct 
shortcomings or better mnrmodate consaaints, Xn other cases, prows ended as scheduled 
or were xeincar~ted *under a different title and revised stmtegy. USAlD also shifted its 
development approach in the mid-1980~~ fiom providing technbd assistance on ndtidonor 
projects to fas ing  tmre cbsely on policy reform with stringent conditions and bencharks 
explicitly spdied .  

Many aspects of the problem outlined above, however, continued to hstrate activity in 
Somalia up until the collapse of the Barre g o v m n t .  The redundancy of such problems is 
somewhat confounding, but clearly, various sets of interests at work in Somalia did mt allow 
room for USAlD and other donors to require binding adherence to ageenr=nts. International 
organtations continued to work in Somalia in spite of rampant comtption, vioWns of 
apxmcnts and Iittle evidence of development progress. Also, at several cxitidjuncmres, the 
GSDR compIied with donor demands or demmmtd new commimmt to reform and 
developmnt agenda$ which then led to renewed hope for success. Ccatinued strategic 
interests and desire to maintain tihe stability of the region provided imgetlis enough for donors 
to continue with their efforts. 

Several lessons can be drawn h m  the USAID experience in pre- war Somah The mst 
explicit is that development cannot proceed in the midst of a civil war or tre chameIed through 
a g o v m n t  with little or no lea- supporting its ienure. Most of the modest successes 
of the Somalia program occurred in spitb of the Barre admiken,  not as a result of GSDR 
cooption Somalia under Bane was not a g o d  deve1opment patmer. 

Many of the other lessons learned are somwhat obvious in retrospect, but due to their future 
relevance, worth iterating below. Again, these were gathered primarily from USAID project 
dwumnts, but supported h u g h  intenhews with fomw=r project ptxmnneL In&- were 
asked what USAID should consider ifdevelopnmt were again attempted in S O W  

Sfart small and build instead of downsizing mid-pmja All of the projects in the 
early Somalia program were overly b a d  in scope. C o d m n t s  quickly develop 
consthe& and are difkdt to scale back after initiation. Do not initiate projects without 
identifjing a s d  means for covering murrir~g costs. 
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Be clear and explicit about US. interests and objectives The GSDR recopzed the 
scope and extent of U.S. interests in pre-civil war Somalia and was able to play interests 
against one another. Linrit involvement to areas where interests are mutual; abandon any 
program of grandiose objectives and goals. 

Center-based strategies m y  never work in Somalia, but support milaboration. 
Developmnt efforts in Somalia shou3d be designed appmpriate to a dynamic d 
envb-omnt where conflict happens, alliances shift and tim horizons may not match those 
of donors. Incorporate balance in sponsoring settkd and non-settled activities. Do not 
assume that resources targeted to any one sector or geographical area will benefit the 
whole nation. Do not get involved with clan politics. At the same dme, recognize that 
alliances and collaboration are a part of Somali traditions and can be encouraged and 
n& 

Think and re-think through all assumptions. Assumptions can be and were translated 
into policy and project design without suEcient mtiny. This resulted in p r 1 y  devised 
project strategies, bpkrentation delays a d  limited project success. 

Education may be the mast useful input donors can provide. Somalis are capable 
problemsolvers and can do a iot with very link. At the same time, they are k 1 y  
independent and often do not trust outsib. Rehtionships will require time and change 
wjll only occu in the long-nm Education can create demand for services and may affect 
values, but the process is likely to Le slow. Educarion is the best vehicle for opening 
Somalis to the rest of the world. 

* Development should be comrrrunity-based, but realistic Sustainable developmnt 
requires coxmm&y connnitment which may in turn require adjusting donor time-horizons 
and assumptions. Past projezts were most successfid when initiatives vxre local or 
grounded in Somali x d i t k s .  

This report was researched and written by Melissa Pailthorp as set out in P.0.623-0510-040- 
4048-00. Any inaccuracies or ommiom are he responsibility of the author. The attached 
bibliography and list of contacts detail potential sources of bther infomation. 
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I. Overview of USAlD Involvement in Pre-Civil War Somalia 

Wfi the consjderable advantage of hindsight, USAID/Somalia's program in the 1980s could be 
Written off as a categorical Mure and one of the greac tragedies in development history. 
Prospects for successfd development in S o d  were =ever all that good. Hundreds of 
millions of dollars of donor fUnds were fhmled into a country whose lead- had tenuous 
hold and little political reach over the nation Between 1979 and 1989, the U.S. alwe s p a  
over $620 d o n  dollars on various types of development assistance,' qet USAID projects 
accomplished close to nothing if measured against their o r i w  design. Despite blatant 
corruption, hunmn rights abuses and inconsistent coopemion in policy reform, donors 
continued to support a government £ h m x d  almost exclusively by e x t d  sources in order to 
upbH foreign policy agendas. When Siad Barre W y  lost control and civil war 
overwhelmed what many akady thought a destitute country, the meager progress that had 
been made was soon destroy& 

Much of the cynicisn abut donors' involveant m Somalia is clBia& to refute. USAID 
project documnts confirm that the program continued in spite of recurring problem and 
explicit failures. Nevertheless, an important step in mitigating the tragedy is extracthg any 
kssom that might inform hture pursuits so that the same mistakes are not repaed. Although 
many of the lessom are not unique to So& axad som of what took place was directed by an 
international and domestic p l o W  context qm5c to the 1980s, the relevance of much of 
what was lamed will persist. At some point, order will be restored and Somalia will need to 
rebuild. This d- is one step in preparation for h t  h~.. 

USAID'S Involvement before 1978 

USAD was first involved in Somalia in the early 1960s, s h d y  after the country had won its 
independence? At that t h ~ ,  Sotnalia was considend a -el ofde& g o v m n t  and 
economic liberalisn Between 1962 and 1970, USaTD sponsored the A g r i c m  Services 
Pruject, consisting of extension and research amhities taldng place primarily in the Bay Region 
and at Afgoi The University of Wyoming provided technical assistance to the project. 

1.This figure is mpiled &m USAXD/E~& fa aca,  fr- and Budget Infarmarim: A n t i v e  
T h m ~ h  FY 1993 and USAD Cangmsional Presentations for 1988 and 1989. 

2.7312 U.S., Brirain and Italy appamtly financed agricultilTal extmim wcrk in Sanab in the 19% 
1953 and 1971, U.S. asismce amamted to $80 million. Of these fiunds, $70 million was used to m m  
development pro* ( M e d  information an this hd ing  is not available, ,but in included at least $2.2 millim 
fa the port at K h a p ,  $8.1 milkin to improw Mogadishu's water supply, and $500,000 fn the Natianal 
Teacher's Educalition Center at Afgsi); $145 million financed food prachases; and $5.4 million fbaxed 
Corps programs [Source: "SaW Towards a TZevised R u d  Development Smegy:'  (1989, p. 176).] 
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USAID also h c e d  the consauction of Kkmayo Port between 1963 and 1965, carried out by 
& Army Corps of Engineex Due to later washouts and deterioration from waves and tidal 
surges, USAID h a x e d  repairs to the port's breakwater in 1967.~ 

U.S.-So& relatiom deteriorated, however, in the early 2970s. In 1969, President Ali 
Shermake's admhktration was o v ~ w n  by militaxy coup. Siad Barre ~ I K E  into power and 
hunched his agenda of scientific sockdism. Soviet influence in Somah escalated. Following 
modest success in research, but less in completing wmtruction of planned f m ,  m g  
fhmm or securing Somali guvemmnt comfnitment and follow though, U S m s  
AgiiculW Senices Project closed mid- 1970: By 1974, U.S. ties with the Somali kmti~ 
Republic wae broken. 

Post-Ogaden War 

USAlD was not active in Somalia again until 1978, after Siad Bards falling out with the 
Soviet Union and defeat in the Ogaden W& Barre, confbnted wirh a food crisis *brought on 
by the 1975-76 drought and an influx of refugees displaced by the war* sought aid &om 
Westem donors. The United States gave Somab high strategic priority due to the need to 
safeguard oil routes in the Straits of Bab a1 Mandab and mint& U.S. part access in the 
region. Soviet t ies with Ethiopia and relations with the Y m n  D e m r x ; e  Republic also 
i n d  Somalia's strategic importance to the U.S. 

As one of the poorest countries in the world lacking natural xessurces, Somalia quickly hecome 
a major recipient of pro* and non-project aid on both developmental and p o ~  pda6 
Together with other donors' contributions, Somalia &ed over $100 per capita in overseas 
development assistance throughout w s t  of the 1980s. 

3.- was the fhx of two effm to rebuild the pat USAID again h a n d  M m i c m  &Khap in the 
eatly 1980s. 

4. Ci,E document PD-AAA-565-A1 is the moa m t  and comprehensive evaluatim ofthis pmjeu 

5. During ihe prim paid 6 U . S  invdment in Sanalia, howem, h i g n  aid had a h  financed mast of 
Sanalia's government expendim Through 1969, approximately 85% oftotal development expenditure were 
e x d y  jinanced. -gn resolnces provided m a e  typical deveIWg countries at that time only about 10% of 
total investment expenditures (Source: MehrneS 'Wectimess of Fareign Aid - The Case of- (1971) 
p. 31.1 

69avid Rawson has written extensively abwt this histary in both his bodi (I99311 and his article in 
Samatar f 1994). 

7. S@c annual figms are not adable, but based upan DAC. bi-lataal m-s of ova $724 miUion 
f.rain 1978 and 1983 and a pop&cm of65 million, assism= pa capita a m m a  to $1 12 [Somce:Saurce: 
USAID, 1987 Cangrssional Presentatian. p. 4031. The Warld Bank also estimated that in 1987, Som& 
received %l(n per qio in overseas development assktanr~. [$uurce: East A6rica Dqmrment,Wald Bank, 
Somalia: Crisis in hbEc Exoenditure Management, Vol. I, Summary dFmdings and ~c1usians. @%&, 
1991), p. 11. 
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hitially, USAD followed the IMF and World Bank's lead in providing development assistance 
to tile GSDR Both the MF and the World Bank had been invoked in S o m h  since the 
1960s and condnlred work hsugh rhe Soviet presence in Sormh drrring the 1970s. 

While changing internadonal partners from the Soviets ta the U.S., Barre also p r o c M  an 
end to sckntifk sxiakrn in SomaTia. The IMF then detembd that Somah needed policy 
refom to restore short-term iimmcial equilibrium, to s h d a t e  ecunomic p w t h  through free 
m k e t  n w : M  and to improve institutional tooh and capacity for mmmic management. 
In 1981, the GSDR signed a standby ageellent with the IMF establishing a program far more 
realistic exchange rates, reduced deficis m i  &&tior; mi a role for m k e t  forces. 

Apparently consistent with GSDR's bask deveopmnt plans ancI in concert with the IMF, the 
World Bank targeted ~ v e m n t  of Somalia's agrkarlmd and hestock sectors through 
broad-based development projects in the Bay Region, the Central RmgeIands, and the 
Northwest. Exploration of fish& development and later, an energy and power prow, were 
also M e d  by various donors. As its cam-ibution to multi-donor dwz10pment efforts, USAID 
agreed in the early 1383s to provide technical assistance-y to the Bay Region and 
Central Rangelands projects, while other donors were to pmvlde support for infimm- in 
these areas? 

USAID Approach 

W USAD strategy statements stressed the need for both short-and long-term thinking in 
assisting Somalia's development. USAlD targeted sectoral growth and stabking the economy 
in the short run, while intending to address larger rnacroeconorrjc problem later in ttre 
p r o w  

Pxojea assistance was hitially directed at agrkuhre and health are. PL 480 food support was 
provided to alleviate the crisis brought on by the 1975-76 &iughr and economic distress of the 
Ogaden War. ESF grants were to correct short-run balance of papent problem while 
&g access to essential inputs through a series of co- import programs. LaA 
currency generated though CIP and f d  sales wsts supposed to provide GSDR contributions 
to development projects and instigate private sector economic activity. 

The d to krrprove indigenous skills at all levels of society and m n g  &gees was also soon 
identified as a priority. Training was dkcted at g o v e m n t  administrators to bolster 
kstit1~tiona2 development and create a pyrarnid mctm whereby those mined could train 
others. 

9.USAZD/$amk, Country Development S t r a w  Statement. FY 82, p. 50. 
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USAID approved six h g e  development projects in the eighteen wnths  between January, 
1979 and August, 1980. Each of these was origkdy designed as a live-ye. project and as a 
component of the larger xdt idon~r rzgional snategy. 

Within a few years of initiation, a nunha of retuning problems evohrd in the impkmention 
of US AID'S initial projects and others later added to the portfolio. The size, complexity and 
diversity sf the Somalia portfolio challenged the managemat and monitoring capacity of &e 
Mission Several projects wae m,idered for deob~gation.~~ Detded in various p -  
evaluations and documents, the problems fBu into four intarelated categories: 

e U S D  AdrPlimisimtive and Organizationd hues - Many of U S W s  hirial 
prujects in Somalia were design& based upon other donors' information; gre-project 
research and analysis was M e d  and project papers did not specify implementation 
strategies. Pre-project assumptions were often incorrect. This led to s i m t  
anfusion in the first few years of mst projects fillowed by delays or poor timing of 
technical assistance. Projects depended heavily on bnprted supplies an8 lengthy 
proammerit pracesses slowed inn,kmntation. The mpe of most pro- 
particularly in the early 1980s, had to be reduced significantly by d-project io order 
to make any aspect of pIanned outcomes f m l e  in an environment both highly 
political and lacking sdEcknt supporting ~ ~ c t u r e .  

Donor Coordination - Moa ofthe projects USAID initiated betwen 1978 and the 
early 1980s were s m  so that irqkmntation depended upon other donors' 
inputs. Despite e d y  efforts to devise coodimion sews, prujea mmgenmt was 
cumkmme and impbmntation hampered by overly conrpkx and wnhhg sets of 
responsibilities tatex ~ ~ F O R S  were ~~ so projects coqlemented one another 
rather h- xeq*g implementation across organizations. 

limficient GSDR Commitment to Donor Agenda - From the earfy 1980s on, 
despise q x d i c  agreements on p r o w  and refom agendas, the GSDR condnudly 
failed to m e t  its c o h n t s  in providing local currency or following c o h n a l  
pacts accepting r e s p o w  for provision of rrikical local inputs and staff support. 
Inconsistencies and shortfalls in GSDR contributions led to +&project$ limited 
success. Civil service reform of employment policies and schedules was 
acknowledged as necessary, but ultimately, to little effect. Some policies were altered, 
but overeqbyrnent persisted and salaries for most public employees mrmined too 
low to assure consistency and commitment ta projects. Lines of accom-tab%ty and job 
respoet ies  were never chifkl. & GSDR was often unwilling to yield authority 
over hqlemntation arad management 0fproje.m. Criticat supplies were regularly 
diverred to particular hdividual!j' benefa. Similarly, selection of aaining participans 
and managers of projects was politicized to the dehimnt of project success. 

l0Projat Implementation Repars Decemk 16,1984. 
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e Exogenous Constraints - h addition to problems inherent in working within an 
unstable & p o W  context, other issues compkiited development efforts. Somalia 
is Wlnerabii to dtoughts and has few natural resources, making any development work 
extremly diflicult, The large refitgee population added another layer of coxnpIexiry to 
ihe situation. The 1983 Saudi ban on Somali livestock imports severely impacted 
foreign exchange resesves and the profitability of livestock Increases in cereal prices 
itr- incentives for kming which together with population p w t h  created 
corngetition for grazing lands.  fluctuation^ in the price of oil a h  affected 
development efforts. Working with a largely nomadic population complicated any 
efforts to w k t  data on social welfare rurd population or cvlience =fpmjm i-rips. 
The structure of S o d  society is extremely complex and few individuals impie~zy=mkg 
projects had sdEcient lamwldge (or desire for knowledge) of S o d  culture and 
h ~ g e -  

MOS of these p b k m  were fec0g.i.d and aclmowIedged in doc~fnei~ts tracking projects' 
imp~emation In response, mimy projcm were rodesigned d-implementation in attempt to 
c o r n  s b ~ ~ ~ o & g s  or better accommodate co-ts. In other cases, projects ended as 
scheduled or wexe reincarnated under a difkent title and revised smegy W E  appropriate to 
Somalia Donor coordination issues were reahred somewhat through inaeasbgy regular 
discussion and changes in approach so that activities were compkmntary rather than 
interdependent across VaTious orgmkttiions. USAlD also revised irs devebpment agpmas:?, in 
the mid-1980J shifting hrnproviding technid assistance to focusing more closely on poky 
reform with stringent m e n s  on progress meticulously spSd 

Many aspects ofthe problems outlined above, however, continud to h s m e  activity in 
S o d  up until the collapse of the Bam govemmnt. The red- of such probkm is 
somewhat c o t l f o ~ g ,  but clearly, various sets of intexests at work in Somalia did not alZow 
room for USAD and other donors to q u i t e  bindkg adherence to agmm~nfs. International 
organimtbns continued to work in Somalia in spite oframpam corruption, violations of 
agreements and little evidence of developmnt progress. At several criticaljunctmes, the 
GSDR compIied with donor demands or demmmted new conxnhment to reform and 
development agendas. Continued strategic interests and desire to maintain the stability of the 
region provided impetus enough for donors to wndnue with theis efforts, The Barre 
govemrmnt was able to manipulate the sifuation with suEcknt compliance to keep 
contniutions coming. During the ten years leading up to the civiZ war, USAlD provided 
approximately $165 million in development asktrince to Somalia. SO& also received about 
$298 &on in PL 480 funds and another $150 d o n  in ESF grants over this period. The 
attached chm illustrates &e annual amounts of US aid to Somalia by type for years 1978 
through 1993. 
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I 
- 

1 US Asslstanee to Somalia 

78 79 80 81 82 83 04 85 86 87 88 89 g0 9f 92 93 
Develptnenl Asslstanca 3.3 10.1 12.3 12.1 14,4 26.9 14.9 20.7 22.2 10.3 5.9 4.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 8.0 
Economlc Supporl Funds 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 20.0 21.0 35.0 30.0 22.0 17.1 4.0 0,O 0.0 0.0 0,O 0.0 
PL 480 Funda 15.8 18.0 45.6 44O 21.4 21.8 31.1 31.7 241  17.8 13.1 7.2 11.7 3.1 58.6 48.7 

Sources: USAIDIBureau for AMca, and USAID SAfD~o~nesslonal Presentations for 1986 and 



Lessons Learned 

The most explicit lesson leaned through USATD's experience in pp-civil war Somalia is that 
development cannot m e e d  in the midst of a civil war or be c h l e d  h u e h  at p;ovemnxnt 
with little or no 1 e e i b . c ~  supporti~g its tenure. Most of the d e s t  successes of t f ie Somalia 
program occurred h spite of the Bme arhhistratiian, not as a result of GSDR cooption. 
SOD& mder Bam was r~ot a g d  development partner. 

The USAlD Somalia pre-civil war pmgram also demnstrates all of the major trends and 
lessons kamed in development over the past 15 years. Development work in S o d  b e p  
when proWg i n h s t r u ~  and hancing conceptdy broad project schemes wexe thought . . the key to generating idumahation and modernity. Mri ty  was kter givea to getting 
economic policy right above d other considerations. Although seemingly absurd in the wake 
of the civil war, early in the development program, societal cohesiveness was assumeci 
Somalia's greatest asset: Somafis were a linguistically, religiously ancI e t h i d y  brnogeneous 
people." 

Obviously, many of these assumptions proved fBulty- The lessons learned in Somalia 
throughout the 1980s are also now part of standard development litany. Assumptiom about the 
ptendal to &om so&&s through ekboratc and extcxrxdly provided ~ ~ c e  and 
economic refom ageidas are d e l y  recopzed as erroneous. Projects were mst success 
when coxncnudes identified their needs and pankipation was incorporated into the design and 
implementation ofpgrams. The shift hrn grandiose schems to mre kdized and basic 
strategies k seen in the So& program's Curnprehensivs: Groudw8ta (649-Olm), F d y  
Health Services (649-0 13 1) and PVO Development Partners (649-01 38) pmjc.crs, m n g  
others. 

Marry of the other lessons are atso sorrewhat obvious in retrospect, but due to their future 
relevance, worth iterating below. Again, these were gzthered primdy b m  USAD project 
docunxnts and supported through interviews wi~!! fonmr project personneI W u a l s  were 
asked what USAID should consider ifdeveIopment actkities were again hiikted in So& 

Start small and b ~ i l d  instead af downsizing mid-project, 

AIl of the projects in the early Somalia program were overly broad in wape. Comminmnts 
quickly develop constituencies and are Micult to scak back after initiation. Incurpomte 
feedback loops into tightly designed pilot pro* and kdd on successes rather than 
attempting to fix mktakes built into o v d t i o u s  and complex designs- Mirdmize imrolvemm 
to facilitating se l f -wed development or providing limited inputs such as veterinary supplies 
or improved seed stocks which inspire growth. Do not initiate proMts without identiQhg 
assured lnzans for covering reculTing costs. 
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Be clear and expiicit about U.S. interests *and objectives. 

The GSDR ~~ &e scope and extent of U.S. interests In p r e 4  war Somalia a d  was 
able to play int-ts agakiit one another. Donors were as addicted to giving aid as Somak 
were to receiving it. Be clear and wary of competirmg self-interests; such complexity impedes 
flexibility. Limit k~ohement to areas where interests are mutual; abarJon any program of 
@ose obJWes and goals. 

Center-based strategies may never work in Somalia, but support 
colPaboration. 

S o d  is a m& xtckty where clan politics determine resource a l l d o n  Risks are 
* .  . x m m m d  h u g h  extease and ccmplex networking that most outsiders do rdt understand 

Strategies need to ?x designed appropriate to a dynamic social %nvim~nen= =here CO- 
happens, a l h c c s  M and the horizons may not match those of donors. L i p r a t e  balance 
in sponsoring seW and non-settled activities. Do not assume t h t  resums targeted to my 
one sector or gec,gnpW area will beneiit the whole nation Do not get involved with clan 
politics. At the sanse *d, recognize &at a l l i a ~ c e s  and cokbration itre a part of S o d  
W ~ I I S  and can IE encouraged a& nmwei~ 

Think and re-thiink through all assumptions, 

Assurqtions are frequently tramIated into policy without SufEcknt mtiny. incomct 
assunqz~ons about envimnslental degradation caused by mditionaI &g practices were 
incorporated into project designs. Similarly, vacant land was wrongly as& uric- 

* Education may be the most k f u l  input donors ean provide 

Somalis are capable p r o b ~ s o I v m  and do a kzt with very little At the same time, they 
are fiercely independent and often don't trust outsiders. Particularly when the state has or 
no leaciahip clout, unless people can ch1y  see that their lives will improve -with settlement or 
alternative rypes of livelihood, they are not going to respond to pject initiatives. Rehtbnshigs 
will r e q k  h~ and change will only occur k the long-run. Education can create demand for 
services and may aEect values as evidenced by the Fanrdly He& Services project, but tbe 
process is likely to be slow. Education is the kst vehicle for opening Somalis to h e  rest ofthe 
world. 

Development should be commum.ity-based, but realistic. 

Sustainable developm=nt requires co- c o h n t .  Past projects were most s u d  
when initiatives were l d  or grounded in Somali reaUk. Many hard-working and c o d &  
Somalis put good work into projects when actually used not as tools or equip~nt, but as 
coflagues. At the s a n ~  time, ~~ when form differs from substance and strategize 
accordingly. Supporring Range Land Assmiations under the Livestock Marketing project 
(649-0109) might have appmpriately built upon indigenous governance structures, 5u: 

Development before Disaster: USAID in Somdia, 1978-1990 8 





II. USAID Activity by Sector 

The second pac of this report is a breakdown of USAD projects by sector with general 
descriptions of strategy used and project experience. Detaiied project profiles listing project- 

lessons learned are attached following the overview of each sector. The project 
pmfles a k ~  d u d e  documents reviewed and CDIE reference codes to support m e r  
r e m k  Contacts listed include where avabble current positions of individuals who were 
involved with the projects. 

1. Agriculture 

Backmound: J)evsloping Somalia's agriculture sector was always a major thrust of donor 
activity in Somalia With agnmmt b m  various donors for assistance with the food crisis that 
followed the events of the 1970s, the Barre admilistration identified food self-sutlickncy as 
one of its developmnt priorities. Corn and irrigated agriculture was limited to bananas 
and sugar with h ~ e  and andeWnt parastads mnopoking production. With GSDR pledges 
for privatization changes in land registmion policies, donors accordingly focused on 
diverif jhg crops and @roving productivity h u g h  education of both govemmnt 
techrrik and d ~TIDES, &$zxI I C ~ T ~  mid Wait Oeve.iopment advities. AS part 
of larger IMF/World Bank strategies, USAII) targeted agricultural development assistance 
primdy at the Bay region. 

USAIDISornalias first pst-1978 propCt was the Agricultural Extension and Training 
project (649-0101), similar to a project the Agency had sponsored b the early 1960s. The 
A&ricuTture Extension and Training ~ j e c t  was one piece of the larger, d - d o n o r  
A g r i m  Extension and Farm Management Training (AFMET) project taking place in both 
the Bay region and S hebeIli River Valley. 

The extension strategy was continued and expanded with the Agddtural Delivery Systems 
project (649-0112). This project was to build upon its precursor and support development of 
a self-sustaining NationaI Extension Senice in the Bay Region. 

A third project was added in 1980. The Bay Region Agricultural Development project 
(649-0113) simhIy supported research, extension and training &ties as well as vet- 
services and water development efforts. 

Later, in 1983, as pm of a separate d - d o n o r  effort to develop the Juba VaIley and plans for 
the Bardera Dm, USAID financed the Juba Development Analytical Studies project (64% 
0134). This project was limited to a series of contracted studies and some training to support 
phming efforts. 

Experience: A kge body of research on dryland crops and cultivation m S o d  was collected 
through these pjeas. A research station at Bonka was again established under the Bay 
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Region glmject. Wide-ranging research and baseline data was collected through the Juba 
project. A number of extension agents were b e d  and participated in training sm;tll hmers. 
The extension probkmsohg approach was well-received, partic~&~ly when fkrmxs could 
see somewhat h m d i a t e  b p m v ~ n t s .  

At the same h, each of these projects proved over-ambitious in scope and required som 
revision &-implementation. Pre-project assumptions about adable technology and research 
proved fauly, consequently, basic research had to be conducted and materials developed 
before planned extension activities could take place. 

Measuring success of the extension projects was not possibC due to insufkient collection of 
basehe data and little distinction between projects' paramten and goals. Some improvement 
in agricultural production occurred in the early 1980s, but whether this was due to improved 
inputs, better we& or education through extension programs is unclear. 

Training programs were successful in providing knowledge, but imdicient civil service services 
and Eailure of long-term participants to retum to Som& affected tmover in stafEng and - 

sustainam of the extension senice. 

sons Lamed: In addition to the general lessons learned about mrlltidonor coordinatbn, 
the importance of host government co-nt and pre-project infomation, these projects 
demonstrated the necessity of local impact to project success. Evaluations suggest that these 
vo-jxts had matest &act where technology shared was basic. h t  d y  c o ~ c a t e d  and 
immediatelv usefut Background papers and elaborate studies miggbt someday provise 
information of some consequence, but given the polLitical climate and lack of c o d o n  
between much of society and the state, lQcalized d - s c a l e  service delivery was likely mre 
effective in improving both the quality of life of snail farmers and agrk.ultural productivity. A 
pilot-project approach carefully structured to build upon successes may have achieved as much 
as the broad-based schenm used. 
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USAID/Sornalia: AgricuIture Development Projects 

N 

I 

Agricultural Deiivery 
Systems (649-0112) 

culture Extension, l h h h g  
and Research (649-8181) 

WOOS€ -.-..------.--- Jbs Development 
nalytical Studies (649-0134) 



Project Title: Agricultural Extension, Training 
and Research 

Project Number: 649-0101 
LOP Funding: USAID - $5.1 million 

GSDR - $6.7 milion 
Date of Initial Obligation: W31178 
PACD: 7/31/82 

Other donors: IBRD and others (not specified in documents). 

Implementing Agency/Primary Contractc. . National Extension S h e ;  USDA (PASA). 

Project Purpose: To assist GSDR in reaching its goal of self-sufS.ciency in food production by 
establishing a viable, integrated, self-sustainkg National Extension Service in the Bay Region 

ComponentdExpected Outcomes: The project had a n u d m  of objectves: 

Establish an Extension and applied research program. 

Assist in training GSDR Extension staff and fimm. 

Provide long-term training for GSDR technicians. 

Provide short-term training far t e c m .  

0 Conduct W h e  surveys to measure project impact. 

Spm%c quantitative targets were established for number of parkipants a d  number and size of 
demonstration plots where activities were to take place. 

Project Rdts/Experience: 

Accomplishments: The project provided a sound base for future work in training and 
demonstration exercises to build upon Technologies were apparently well-received once 
farmers saw benefits and began to trust project goals. Although increases in grain production 
of over 1 W o  were reported by som famm, the evaluation docmntation available states 
that no firm quantitative data recording levels of production over tim was maintained and so 
progress is difiicult to substantiate. Product dem,mmtion actlvitjl, however, was well 
documented and exceeded ~ g h d  goals A number of extension agents were mined and 
apparently packing in the Bay R e a n  at the PACD. 

Constraints: No basehe data or crop observation data was maintained and so irnpact of 
technoIogies could not be evaluated The results of this project were fbed with projects 649- 
01 12 (Agriculture Delivery Systems) and 649-01 13 (Bay Region Agrkuhd Development). 
GSDR contributions fell short of on@ m m n t s  by approximately $2.9 million. The 
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National Plan for agriculture and existing niaimum techriiAogy packages discussed in the 
project paper were never located. Physical mining materials for extension agents apparenay 
were not produced and could have been more appropriately designed by and for Somalis. Late 
&A of TA, slow procurement of essential inputs and shortages of fuel also hpeded project 
implernntation 

-11s Learned: 

Baseline data is essential to measuring a project's impact. 

0 Careful research should go into project design to establish accurately what does and 
does not ex& to support the project. 

Extension programs should foster technology transfer between farmers and research, 
not conduct fundamental research. 

Documents Reviewed: 

RegionaI Inspeaor GendAudit (Nairobi),Audit of Somalia Food and Nutriton Pm:wts CNo. 
3-649-85-141, March, 1985. 

USAIDfSomalia, hjm Evaluation: A e r i d d  Extension, train in^ and Research (PP 
AAL-6901, August, 1982. 

iect 649-101: A_- Seastrunk, Dempsey/rexas A&M, An Evaluation Report of- 
Extension. Training and Research in the Bav Reeon of Somalia PDAAP-5011, March, 
1980. 

USD/Somafia, ProPro& Paper. A g r i d m  Extension, Trainhe and R e m h ,  Aumst, 1978. 

Contacts: Gary Nelson, USAID (retired). 
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Project Title: Agricultural Delivery System 
Mjed Number: 649-0112 
LOP Funding: U S m  - $&6 million (original) 

$8.4 minion (mvkd) 
GSDR - $3.8 million O/c) 

Date of Initiai Obfigation: 7/27/79 
PACD: 9I3QI88 

Other Donors: IDA, EEC, ADF. 

Implementing Agency/Prim Contractor: h4inisny of Agridme aad A g r i c h d  
Extension and Farm Managem Training (AFMET) Project Management Unit; Utah State 
University* 

Project Purpose: To increase indigenous food crop production through enhanced 
managercent of extension &es arad training actides invoking the National Extension 
S&e (NES), the Agricultural Research Institute (AN), the Faiculty of Agrkdme (FOA) 
and the farmers who were intended b e n e m .  As part of a larger AFMET effort co- 
h c e d  by IDA, EEC and ADF, U S A D  project achi&s were directed at Afgoi, Janale and 
Jowar in the ShebeIli River Valley and Bonka in the Bay region. 

ComponentslExpected Outcomes: Major activities financed by USAID inc1uded: 

T e c W  assistance in developing a national research strategy. 

Training, mdties,  machinery, equipment and technical assistance to strengthen 
the NES and Farm Managemnt Extension Training Center 0. 

The GSDR provided project mmge~nent and technical &stance funding of$3.8 aoillion 
through CIP and PL 480 generated currency. ADF financed $8.0 1.nillion in vehicles, 
machinay and consultancy services. The EEC ($1.7 million) and IDA ($1 1.7 rdion) 
provided comdtmcy & contract smites, t e c h i d  assistance and supplies. 

Project ResultslExperience: 

Accomlishments: The 1986 evaluation mnc1uded that project was extremely successfut in 
upgrading NES research and extension staffs; post-project, NES staff were capable of 
ficikating transfer of applied research to E~IEIS. The problemsohing approach of extension 
agents was well-received by S o d  fiumrs. 

Constraints: The causal conn&n between project a h v h k s  and the successes highlighted in 
the project evaluation is not entirely c k .  Both a 1984 project audit and a 1985 audit of 
agriculture projects in Somalia find that W e  progress had been made toward reaching project 
godis. The audits question the viability of an extension m e g y  due to Somalia's large size, 

Development before Disaster: USATD in Somalia, l97&1990 14 



poor roads and W e d  access to vehicles and fuel Only half of the long-term participants 
d e d  overseas returned to So- 

Multi-donor coordination on project implementation is difkdt and can impair 
project success if not carefully structured. 

m Low-technclogr ixrrprovernents can be as productive as complex, high-tech 
strategies for increasing yields if easier to m e a t e .  

Documents Reviewed: 

USAID/Sornalia, h-iect Assistance Completion Reprt: A a i d d  Delivery Services 

Pro-iect PD-AAZ-7221, July, 1989 . 

Regional Inspector GeneraVAudit (Nairobi),Audit of Somalia Food arid Nuaidon Projects No.  
3-649-85-141, h k ~ h ,  1985. 

Regional Inspector GeneraVAudit (Nairobi), A-ericulM Delivery Systems Proprokt in Son@& 
Has Made Little Promss Towards Its Original Ob~kdvees. Reuort 3-649-84-15 PD-AAP- 
700), August, 1984. 

Contacts: Gary Nelson, USAD (retired); Michael Fuchs-Carsch, US AID (retired). 
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Project Title: Bay Region Agricultural 
Development 

h j e d  Number: 649-0113 
LOB Funding: USAH) - $11.2 million (original) 

$10.7 &%on (amended) 
Date of Initial 0 bligation: 8/31/80 
P X D :  9/30/$5 (Oiginal) 

9/M/88 (Revised) 

Implementing AgencieslPiimary Contmctor: Ministries of .Agriculture and Livestock; 
University of Wprning* 

Project Puqme: To assist the Somali Government in achieving self-saciency in f o d  
production through development of imkutions, p n n e l  and Masuucture to support 
integrated nrral development &ties and increase production on cultivated lands. 

ComponentsfExpected Outcomes: As part of this five-year, $50.3 miliinn &donor 
project, USAll)'s primary emphasis was agricultural research, fhdhg: 

Technical assistance through the University of Wyomhg in applied research 
extension and seed production, participant and in-country training, and baseline data 
collectionand analysis. 

I Provision of equip- and.suppks for research. 

Support to veterinary stmica 

I Rural water development through wellddhg. 

The GSDR was to establish a Project Managemfit Unit funded h m  CIP and PL 480 
cmncy  proceeds to increase development planning and imphntation responsiwes at the 
regional level IDA and IFAD co-funded $12 million in technical assistance, c o n s a g  
agreements, contract services, equipmnt and water supply development advities. IFAD 
provided $8.0 d o n  for vetmimy services and related construction. ADF h c e d  mad 
construction ($8.9 million). 

Project Reflll~xperience: 

Accom~lishments: R e m h  on soil composition and on a number of species of beans and 
oilseeds was conducted wi&h some success in establishing the viability of m g  beans and 
&wer. Although not completed until 1986, the project established a functioning crop 
research station at BonEra deemed in the final evaluation "a major step" toward attaining food 
self-su6ciency. The World Sank was to fund the station for two years beyond USAD 

Development before Disaster: USAID in Somalia, 1978-1 990 16 



involvemznt in order to assure that newly-trained Somalis acquired skills to maintain and 
continue research via technical assistance. Abundant sociological data was collected by the 
technical assistance team. 

Comtrairits: Significant delays in m d t y  procurement and consmction affected the 
project's success. A 1984 mid-project evaluation conducted by the World Bank concluded that 
the project's scope of activities was too h a d  and required that the range managemnt 
component be dropped AU. components of the project were two to three years behind 
schedule, requiring a three-year extension of the PACD if any of the project targets were to be 
met. 

Facilities necessary for project administration, maintenance and research activities were not 
completed until 1986 which delayed diation of planned agricultural research for 6 years. 
Research pertaining to improving sorghum cultivation should have xec&ed more emphasis. 
Failure to establish pre-project baseline data limited the analytical scope of the evaluation 
considerably. 

Only 25% of the project's overseas trainees returned to Somalia thus jeopiifdizing the 
contribution of this component of the project. 

Lessons Learned: 

Multi-donor projects are inherently complex and require a great ded of coordhation 
a d  monitoring in order to avoid delays and ensure compliance with agreements. 

1 Baseline data mst be co11ecte.d at the beginning of the project if progress and 
achievernenrs are to k documented 

Training is only beneficial to development if incentives capable of maintaining 
participants' commitment are in place. 

An a @ m  research program requires a full mqbmnt of researchers if 
improved techtrology is to be forthcoming in a reasonable amount of tim. 

Documents Reviewed: 

Universiry of Wyoming Team (at Bonka Research Station), Somalia: Bav Region Dryland 
Aa-icultd R e m h .  Final Report. 1983-88. University of Wyoming, 1990. 

This documnt provides an extensive sllrrrmary and bibliography of research accomplished 
under the Bay project. 

USAID/Somalia, Final Evaluation: Bay RePion A ~ c u l ~  Development ProProiect (XD-AAY- 
86OA), W n k  19RR 
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Regional Inspector GenemY'kudit (Nairobi),Au&t of Somalia Food and Nutrition ProProiects No .  
3-649-85-141, March, 1985. 

U S A I D / S o d  Pro-iect Paper Bay Regional Agricultural Development Project PD-AGG- 
1 12-All, August, 1980. 

Contacts: Ralph W e y ,  USAID (Niwagua); Gary Nelson, USAID (EM); Hariadene 
Johnson, USAD (AA/ENI>; Rodger Gamer, USAID (Philippines); Michael Fuchs-Cstrsch, 
USAn, (retired). 
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Project Titk: Juba Development Analytical 
Studies 

Project Number: 649-Om 
LOP Funding: USAID - $53 dJiion (original) 

$8.6 million (re-) 
Date of Initial Obligation: 9/25/83 
BACD: W3U86 (original) 

9/3/92 (revised) 
9/30/91 (revised; 1990 Phase-Down) 1 

Other Donors: IBRD. 

Implementing AgencyfPrirnary Contractor: Ministry of Juba Valley Development (MJVD); 
U.S. Bureau of Land Reclamation, Associates in Rural Development. 

Project firpose: To provide b a c k g o d  analysis for a muhi-donor effort to develop a master 
plan for the Juba river v&y including the proposed Budheere Dam 

CornjmentdExpected O u t c o ~ :  USAXlD kwed: 

Enviro~nta2 and socioeconomic sndes to inventory resources stnd provide 
infomation for planzrjng and monitoring future development of the Juba Valley. 

Institutional developmnt through on-the-job training and bng-tenn training of 
NTVD staff. 

The PACD was extended in 1989 after completion of the studies and again in 1991 to allow 
in-uals to complete long-term training. 

Project ResuIts/Experience: 

Accomkhnts :  Most of the project's pJ& outputs were achieved A xzks of soil and 
h d  use class&ations, maps and wmplrxerized data b s  were completed. Analyses included 
work on rivers, forests, vegetation, warn q ~ d t y ,  W&s, IimnoIogy, ~ 0 1 0 g y  and long- 
tenn enviromntal wnitoring. A numbs of idhiduals completed short-term and long-term 
training programs in a variety of disqhes. 

Comrakts: Although soil studies be&n two years kfore the projm"s o m  starting date, 
initiation of the social and enviro-ntal studies did not begin until two years after. The delays 
were due to USAZD's contracting procedure requirements arad difficulty with idenwg a 
qualified agent. Delayed procuremnt of supplies, fuel and local currency also mpeded the 
project's progress at various points. 

Bmke sanctions resulted in cancellation of long-term training for hwo i n ~ u a l s  and an 
earlier PACD rban origbdy planned. 
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a -4dqlliltely qualilid and interested counterparts must be made available to a given 
prow and comTnitted to its institutional mncems. 

Donor cx>orhtion and cooperation is essential to efficient and effective use of 
d - d o ~  p & t  RSOU~~XS. 

Use of PMAs sbuld be carefulIy designed a d  monitored so that outcomes meet 
a l l  parties' expectations. 

Research programs need to be clearly identified and isticdated in order to meet a 
project's timetable and we resources well. 

NAS volunteer personnel probably did not provide as u%m critiques as would paid 
peer reviewers. 

USAID/Somalia. Mo~adMu Phase Down Plan, August, 199C. 

USATD/Somak Fro-jxt Implementation R e m .  April. I - Seat& 30.1984. 

U S ~ ~ / S ~ ~  E~.dlatien: 52b &.vel.n~rnent Anatvticd Stwdies. 649- 134 (PD- 
ABA-2621, November, 1989. 

Mmisuy of Jubba Valley Development and USAID/Somalia, Juh Develomnt Analytical 
Studies: Final Evaluation Report, August, 1989. 

USAID/Somalia, Proiect Evaluation S- 3uba Development Analvtical Studies. 649-134 
JFD-AAY-8841, December, 1987. 

USAID/AFRPD/EAP, Somalia Portfolio Review IPD-AAU-St%), January, 1985. 

USAID/Somalia, Proprokt Paryr: Juba Development Analytical Studies. 649-134 PD-BBH- 
m, September, 1983. 

Contacts: Michael Fuchs-Carsch, USAID (retired); Robert Ondnsek, iTNDP/Sornalia 
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2. Livestock 

Back-eround: Livestock has always been vital to the Somali economy, supporhg 6@80% of 
employment and generating 75-90% of total export earnings. Improving the health and 
marketing of livestock was a critical element of USAID'S and other donors' pre-civil war 
development strategy. Because rangelands were apparently at capacity, donors sought to 
improve animal health and range management in order to improve o m e .  

USAID'S contribution to improving the productivity of livestock originated with th; Central 
Rangelands project (649-0108). As part of a dti-donor eEort to improve manageIIY=nt of 
grazing lands through education, conservation and water developmennt achiiies, USAID used 
this project to provide technical assistance. 

A second USAlD project supporting livestock i"pr0vemnts was first conceived when in May 
of 1983, Saudi Arabia banned imports of East Africm cattle, ostensibly due to a Iindapea 
outbreak in some AErican muntries. Since sale of Iive animals generated approde1y 75% of 
Somalia's hard currency and over m o  of ca& exported were sold to Saudi ~rabia, the ban 
clraskdy cut Somalia's foreign exchange earnings. At the request of the GSDR, the 
Livestock Marketing and Health project (649-0109) was to set up a vaccination and 
quarantine system to improve the quality of S O W  cade and other livestock exports. 

Experience: Both of these projects wnuibuted to donors' growing base of knowledge about 
the structure and i n w s  of Somalia's pastoral society. The conditions and lirnits of 
rangelands were established Maps, surveys and rangeland sustainability standards were also 
created. GSDR staff were trained in data collection, analysis and management. Although not 
completed until shortly before the USAXD mission was evacuated, the q w a n ~ e  station at 
Warmahan was supposed to be self-sustaining through fees for services by 1992. 

Both projects aIso achieved much less than what was originally planned. Delays in 
wnstruction arid prr>curemnt of supplies mpded progress and effkdveneess of technical 
assistance. Security problems also required scaling back the number of quarantine stations 
planned h m  fow to one and areas targeted for water devebpmnt. Low civil senice salaries 
and other dX5dtie.s with the National Range Agency jeopardized the sus~biz i ty  of the 
project. 

Lessons Learned: The Iessons hmed through these projects were similar to those of m s t  all 
of the USAD S o m h  projects: host ~overnrraent commitment. careful t design and 
critical assessment of pre-proImr assumptions and flexibility in tirrrine buts are essential to 
successful irnp1ementation. 

Efforts to improve health of livestock, however, was one of the few instances in the ' J S m  
Somalia portfolio where the hrwas of many Sornalis converged with project goals. 
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Trqmvea~=nts to l a d  were less favorably received due to fear that the Bam administration 
would confiscate any readily viable land 
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Projwt Title: Central Wgelands Development 
Project Number: 649-0108 
LOB Funding: USAID - $14.9 million 

GSDR - $5.0 million 
Date of Tnitial Obligation: 8/18/99 
PACD: 9/3/86 (original) 

9/30/$8 (amended 9/2L/83) 
6/30/89 (amended 7/22/86) - 

Other Donors: World Bank, FAD, GTZ, WFP. 

Implementing Agenciflmary Contractor: Ministry of Livestock, Foresay and Range 
(MLFR) and Fady of Agriculture, So& National Universit4p, Louis Berger International 

Project Purpose: To assist the GSDR in h p v h g  rangeland managemznt and livestock 
productivity in the central region h u g h  a ten year, $45 milIion multi-donor project led by the 
World Bank 

Components/Expected Outcomes: USAID financed the fobwing project components: 

Technical assistance to the GSDR to improve range resources incIuding 
development of water, soil and water w m t i o n  activities, slmey and monitor 
vegetation and livestock and establish a Departnmt of Botany and Range Science 
at S o d  National University. 

C o d t i e s  including teaching supplies, textbooks, slwey and laboratory 
equipment, trucks, heavy equip1]3ent,pumps and four-wheel drive vehicles. 

Partkipant Training including long-term training in the U.S. and in Kenya and short- 
term training in-country. 

IDA (World Bank)/International Fund for A m h m l  Devebpment WAD) p m W  
logistical s~ppon, project equipmnt and so= techkd assism to project The 
German Technical Cooperation (GTZ) fbanced animal hedtbhetexinary sentices and forestry 
activities. The World Food P r o ~ ~ r e  (WFP) provided f& rations for project s& and 

I laborers. 

All local currency to support the project was to be generated &ugh USAID CIP and PL 480 
programs. For the fist five years of the project, Somali personnel and trainees were provided 
and selected by the Natiod Range Agency (NRA). After 1984, an independent project 



Project ResulWExpe~ence: 

AccompZishments: Much of the research to establish basebas conditions was completed and 
professionals were trained. A resources swvey was conducted by air. Ground surveys of most 
of the area were completed by the efid of the project. Range condition guides, maps and 
minirrnrm standards for sustahabjlity were developed. The project range ecology staflF 
conducted some sumeys and were trained in plant identification and forage analysis using key 
and indicator species. Range and Livestock Associations (RUs) were established in 16 of 18 
Begaims (mditional land unit) for which management plans were developed. The R I A  were 
comprised of elders and pastoralists, local g o v m n t  and party authorities and religious 
leaders elected by pastomlists of the degaanr. 

The project assistance completion report concludes that although o r i w  targets were not met, I 
a sound base of technical arad sociological knowledge relevant to hture efforts was established 
by the project. 

I 

Constraints: All of the projects' targets had to be revised or were not achieved due to an 
o v ~ t i o u s  project design. Only about half of the planned water development activities were 
accoqlished due partly to inadequate hydrologid knowhedge at the project's outset, In 1984, 
the project target area was reduced to three priority districts @ulo Burti,Ceel Dhere and 
HoEo) or by 75% due to overextension aad security problems. h 1987, however, project 
acthitk were expanded to tkree additional priority dis* (Jalalaqsi, Ceel Bur and 
-1- I 

Problems with donor coordination and between field and project headquarter staE also 
interfered with implmntaticln Following tiBkukk with the National Range Agency (NRA), 
a semi-autonomous project management unit was established in 1984 and selection of tmbhg 
participants moved to the Faculty of Agrhhe.  In 1988, the project was made completely 
independent of the NRA. 

Atthough several staff were trained in various aspects of range managemnt, it was clear 
throughout the project that low pay and per diem compensation by the NRPL jeopardized the 
sustainability of the project 

The as organizations fanneB for xangeland mmagemnt w r e  promising due to their 
mr~:d role in h t i n g  use-right claim, but assqtiom about consistency between their 
fmxion ar_d interest in or capacity for comation were Eely overly optimistic. 

Project design should involve critical assessment of pre-project assumptions. 

Managmnt of d - d o n o r  projects is inherently complex; such projects are likely 
to accoqkh wre if strucuctured as subprojects with interdependence mininrized 
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Training programs will not assure sustainability if incentives to support de* 
outcomes are lacking. 

Documents Reviewed: 

USAID/Sornalia, PruProiea Assistance Completion Report: Central Ran_eelands Development 
pr0-b. 649-108 PD-AAZ-'7211, August, 1989. 

This document provides a list of studies completed and project ducuraentation 

USAID/Somal;R. him Evaluation Summar_v(PES~/Eval S w ,  antrd Rangelands 
DeveIopmnt Froiect (PD-AAX-9551, June, i988. 

Regional Tnspector GendAudit (Nairobi),Audit of Somalia Food and Nutrition Ao:lects No.  
3-649-85-141, March, 1985. 

M e w  from Michael Brown to Kay W&es re. Range and Livestock Associatiurn, January 24, 
1984 (in AFR/EA project files). 

USAID/Sod Project Paper: Central Rangelands Develoument ProProiect PBAAG-414-AI1, 
August, 1979. 

Contacts: Michael Brown (anthropologist), World W m  Fund @irector of PVO/NRMS 
Project); Michael Fuchs-Carsch, USAlD (retired); Dennis Herlocker, GTZNairobi; E d y  
McPhie, U S D  (Dhaka); Phil Warren, USAD (G/R&D/AGR/AP). 
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Project Title: Livestock Marketing and H d t h  
Project Number: 649-0109 
LOP Funding: USAID - $19.4 million 

ESDR - $16.0 million 
Date of Initial Obligation: 7/38/84 
PACD: 6/3/88 (original) 

W3I/89 (amendment 1) 
12131.91 (amendment 2) 
9/3/92 (amendment 3) . 

Note: This project ended with the evacuation af the USAIJ3 Mission. 

Implementing Agenciflmary Contractor: Ministry of Livestock, Forestry and Range 
(MWR); Ronm Co-g Corporation . . 

Fmject Purpose: To restore the contribution of cattle exports to the Somali balance of 
payments through improvements in animal health and veterinary care, establishment of a 
quarimtine system, support of private sector growth in livestock and fodder and ~ ~ ~ ~ F I U C X L I E  

iqmvemnts. The project was also supposed to lay a conceptual basis for a broader approach 
to strengthening the Somali fivestock industry through a series of marketing studies for long- 
range pkmhg. 

Components/Expeded Outcomes: The project was originally designed to: 

Establish a quarantine system for cattle with stations at three ports (Mogadishu, 
Berbers, -yo)). 

Establish a Livestock Investment Fund to support developmt of private sector 
fodder production. 

Provide mmspomtbn equipment to support the quarantine system. 

Conduct a series of marke~g studies for long-range p h h g .  

Project ResulWExperience: 

Accomplishments: - 
No final evaluation of the pjmt is available; the project was still in operation when the 
USAID Mission was evacuated in 1990. The w s t  recent PIR available (covering April 1 - 
September 30,1989) indicates that construction of the Wannaban h 3 t y  was progressing well 
and roads and other concrete works were about 90% finished. According to d ~ n ~ t i o n  
provided in the August, 1990 Phase-Down Plan, the Warmahan quarantine station was 
expected to be complete in September 1990. Approxhae1y 3600 cattle had been processed at 
Warm;ahan for expon to North Yemen In full option, this Wty would process 30,000 
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cattle for export and generate fees sdkient to cover operating expenses by the proposed 1992 
P A D .  

Because the LIF component of the project was canceled but demand for fodder in the South 
had increased, the GSDR and other donors initiated fodder production activities. These 
included joint ventures between Somali and foreign companies. The GSDR also r e W  some 
regulatians, ehhted  some taxes on exports and privahd veterinary services. 

Four studies on livestock marketing were completed in 1987: LMPH staff were begb.ling to 
mIlect and analyze data on livestock prices using a database mated for the project- 

I Sam training of S o d  was taking place in country. Two offour parkipants sent abroad far 
rraining retuned to Somalia, but only one returned to the project. I 
Constraints: Lengthy delays in construction of quarantine fadities plagued the IAB3.P for 
mst of the 5rst three years of the project. Delays were caused by redesign needs, d B h & y  in 
&ding an appropriate biddm for filcilties comtruction and projected budget o v m .  A 
Somali firm won the construcrion contract in December 1988 and the first quarantine swion 
near Mogadishu at Warrnahan was started. The other two stations were dropped h r n h  
project due to security concerns. The Livestock and Investment Fund 0 and technical 
assistance for fodder production were canceled so hat fimds could be used to cover the higher 
than expected construction costs. In 1989, the W o n  proposed extending the P A 0  h m  
June of 1991 to September, 1992, h order to provide needed t e c W  assistance. 

Lesmll~ Learned: (these are taken pharily from the mid-tm report; no find evaluation of 
the project is available.) 

I Full &sign  ati ions and wefd cost estimates should be done daning the design 
phase of a project with a construction component. 

Ifco11struction is delayed, TA related to the construction should be rescheduled. 

An evaluation should be done as soon as it seems a project is behind schedule to 
determine the cause and necessary remedi;tl actions. 

USADD'S response to an energency situation should be simple enough so actions can 
be accomplished quickly and should not involve high capital investment or institution- 
b * g ~ ~ .  

Documents Reviewed: 
USAID/So& Mogadishu Phase Down PIan, August, f 490. 
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c01lsortiur.n for International Devebpmnt, Mid-tenn Evaluation of Somalia Livestock 
Marketing and Healrh Pro-iect IXD-MY-859-A), February, 1988. 

Ronco Condbg Corg., International Market for Evestock in Somalirt, November, 1987. 

I USAID/Somatia, Pro-iect Paper SuppIern=nt. Livestock Marketin9 and Health (649-1091, 

I 
August 20,1986. 

I 
I USD/Somalia, Pro-iect Paper: Livestock Marketin_p and Health (649-1091, JuIy 12,1984- 
I 

Hokum., John, The Market for Livestock and Meat in Saudi Arabia: Implications for Somalia 
I 

{AID sponsored studfi, June, 1982. 
I 

I I 

ContacW Michae1Fuchs-Carsch, USAID (retired); Emily McPk, USAID (Dhaka); Phil 
Warren, USAID (G/R&DAGR/AP>;Dan Vincent, USAD (Egypt). 

i 



3. Water 

Backmund: Another important facet of the p r e 4 4  war development program was 
exploration of potential groundwater resources. Before land tenure issues proved problem&, 
donors considered water tbe limiting factor to land exploitation where cultivation was possible. 
USAID pursued well-development and impmvemnts to c a t c b n t  and irrigation systems to 
better support both agriculture and livestock. 

USAID financed two projects in the 1980s targeting water resource development. The 
Comprehensive Groundwater Development project (649-0104), first approved in 1979, 
consisted of extensive exploratory drilling to test the viability of any existing quifa in both 
the Bay Region and Central Rangelands. The project also involved data co1lection and training 
of GSDR sMin well-drilling and data anratysis. 

In 1987 USAID began the Shelbelli Water Management I pmjject (649-0U9). This project 
was a piece of another d d o n o r  effort to support the developmnt of the ShebeIli River 
basin After det&g that an additional 150,000 hectares of land could be cultivated in the 
ShebeIli and Juba valleys with improved water storage and m g e m n t ,  the Worki Bank took 
on leadaship of the project. l2 USAID limited its involvement to reconstruction of the 
irrigation systems on the ShebeIli river in two phases. The first phase consisted of research and 
techrkal assktance to support lam r e h a w o n  of the S W b o o d  higation system Specific 
progress toward reform of the GSDR's land registration system was a condition for M e r  
assis-. 

ExDerience: A range of geological, economic and sociologicd informtion was collected 
&rough both of these projects. Although implemntation delays put the Comprehensive 
(hundwater project sigrdbdy bebehi schedule in its early years, extensive drilling later in 
the project did establish some wells and ~ v e a l d  that the few aquifers that exist in Somalia are 
not viable. One of the unexpected successes of this project was use of w m t y  partkipation 
to faditate welldevelopment d maintenance program. This was not part of the original 
project design. 

This project was also one of the h t  to reveal the si@cance of rift between mditbnal land 
tenure laws and policies and practices of the Bane administtration. Implementation was 
regularly hampered by security incidents hllowing from misunderstandings and locals' mistrust 
of the Barre government and project motives. 

S&oeconomic studies hmced by the Shebelli project were completed, but shortly before 
technical asistmce was to begin, the project was canceled due to h t y  problems. 

I 12.USAID, Country Dedapment S m g y  Statement, EY '87. 
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Lessons Learned: So- of the most important lessons learned by donors abut Somali society 
were l d  through the Comprehensive Groundwater Development project. The imprtance 
and potential of local D ation and the necessitv of staff with Ian~age skills and cultural 
farrriliarty was highhghted through this mjt. Ti.ls hge g q  k i - - e n  the Somali state and its 
citizens was a h  d e  oewious. 

The project underscored the necessity to incorporate sustainability criteria into project design 
as we1 One of the unresolved problems with the kundv~ater project was confusion over 
ownership and maintenance of wells. Although corny participation and buy-in ensured a 
certain level of sustainability for som we& developed, ownership issues and responsibility for 
long-term maintenance was never sorted out and much of what was developed quickly fell into 
dimpair. These issues are paniculariy critical when projects require sophisticated technology 
and skills. 

Some of these lessons seem to have been acknowleBged b the ShebeE project's design. 
Socioeconomic and land tenure issues were given priority as the p h e d  outwm of the Wt 
phase. Aid was conditioned upon impIemenmion of land registration procedures and required 
appmvd of an action p h  One of the compehg reasons to go forward with the project was 
existence of l d  isrigation user o r g ~ t i o n s  which could likely contribute to tehabibion 
and maintenance of canals. S u s W w  was foreseen through jmposition of user fees, 
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Comprehensive Groundwater 

649-0104 
USAID - $13 million (original) 

$188 million (amended 8/84 
GSDR - $63 milion (yc) 

Implementing AgenciedPrimary Contractor: Ministry of Minerds and Water Resources 
(MMWR), Water Development Agency (WDA); Louis Berger FnternationaVRoscoe Moss. 

]Project Purpose: To srrengthen the management capability of the GSDR's Water 
Developmnt Agency (WDA) and assist m the establishmnt of an on-going water 
develop~mnt program which provides potable arid livestack water in rural areas. 

ComponentslExpcted Outcomes: The project had four coqnents:  

Technical assj.smlcc and staff training for the WDA in data coIlection and analysis, 
logistical supply and equipment analysis systems and policy l k x a h t i o n  where 
aE&g m t e  drilling operations. 

Data C o k t h n  and Utilimion through estabhhhg a WDA planning unit and Ministry 
ofMinera31 and Water Resources (MMWR) National Water Center. 

WelMrihg to establish 92-100 rural borehok water welts in the Bay Region and 
C e n d  Rangelands over the life-of-pro@ 

Studies to support water resource development. 

The number of wells was mnded to 60-65 in a revised project paper (August, 1984). 

Project ResuiWExperience: 

Accomlishrnents: A number of producing wells were completed to the benefit of surroudng 
commmkks. Technically speaking, the pro* met its stated goals in terrns of wells drilled and 
private sector participation, but did not m e t  i n s t i t u t i o ~ n  objectives. A water quality lab 
and an elecmnics/geuphysics lab were established. Seven studies and a number ofreports 
were aIso completed under persod &es contracts. 

Although not part of the original project design, community participation (using the Tuulo 
Vfige Assessment and Participation Process) worked well when developed prior to well 
construction and when provided adequate and h l y  support by the WDA. On-the-job 
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training of drilling ~ m w s  and so= WDA personnel was one of the most si&cant benelits of 
h ~ j e c t -  

ConsWts: According to the project ikctor, one of the biggest problem with this project 
was that Somalia has no viable q~dkrs. The exploratory ddbg called for and conducted 
early in the project revedd that groundwater under large areas of the Bay Region is too saline 
for human or animal consumption This required a shift in emphasis from drilling wells to 
water catchments and hand dug wells. klayed c o m l i t y  pmcurermnt, WDA s@ 
displeasure with compensation and low morale, exhausted fuel supplies and security prob1em 
(one Ro- Moss staff driller was killed potentially due to a land tenure dispute) also affected 
project success. 

The final project evaluation also d e w  sever& problems with the projact's design and 
imphntation. Lack of qualified personnel and fiimciaJ incentives to s+& to maintain wells, 
conduct water quality te& and &main bpuipment afkcted the pjecfs 0- succg:ssSS 'Ibc 
WDA was appmndy incapable of or not &erest& in suPportin~ the project or the 
hhstructure developed beyond the primary contractorts departwe. 3Proje.c~ sm£f had w, 
control over who received mining; WDA selected all personnel, m y  of whom were 
competent, but others who were not qualikd armd uninterested in fieldwork miring. 
Co11suuction of the Narional Water Center did not kgin until April., 198'7 a d  thus its activities 
could not be integrated with the WDA planrdng unit &r its imp& &tically assessed in the 
fkdproject evaluation. The MMWR Water Data Unit was never established because the 
rq* Presidentid decree was never published. The project asisrance comg1erion qmri 
(June, 1988) mmmmrds deobligating any rernaining project funds. 

Lessom Learned: 

Project design should involve long-tam staff who are fmih with the local 
conditions and language, particularly if training is a pro@ component. 

Standardization of equipment and vehicles among donors and with what is available 
M y  is important so mhbking interruptions in implementadon of muhi-donor 
projects- 

Provklhg appropriate technology is as important as asting quanritative needs. 
Alternative approaches to project design shoa be considered in devebping project 
objectives and thinking about project impact on settlemnt patterns, fume 
maintenance needs and organizational structme. 

The impact of developing large water resclvxces on ~ ~ b m h t i o n  should be ~hought 
through; well failure can result in dislocation. 

. participation should be incorporated into all groundwater projects. 



Those responsible for implementing a project musr have authority necessary to 
exercise control over dl aspects of the project; hgmented authority reduces the 
likelihood of success. 

Doa~ments Reviewed: 

USAID/Somalia, Corrr_nrhemive Groundwater Developent Pro:= (649-104): ProieCt 
ance Completion Rmr t ,  June, 1988. 

Regional Inspector GenWAudit (N&bi),Audit: of Somalia Food and Nutrition Pro:lects No. 
3-649-85- 14j, March, 1985. 

Louis Berger Internabnal, Irrc; RQWX Moss, Comprehensive Groundwater Devclovment: 
Einal Report. VoL I, March, 1985. 

USAID/Somalia,  pro:^ Paper: Coqxehensive Groundwater Pro-iect, September, 1979. 

Contacts: Ed Birgells, USAID (Nxmkktan); Bill Darkins, USAH) (AFWSWlVMBF); 
Thomas Lofpen, USAlD (Malawi); Wmton McPbie, USAD (I>hka).phil Roark (Fbject 
Director fbr Louis Berger), Qemonics, Inc; Andrew Sisson, USAID ( M P P S E ) .  
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hPj& Title: S h e w  Water Management I 

1 

Pmj& Number: 649-0129 
LOP Funding: U S D  - $22.6 anillion 
Date of Initial. Obligation: 8/3Q/87 
PAUk 9/30/92 (original) 

I 5133194 (re*) 
8/3/89 (security reasons) 

Implementing Agency/Psimary Contractor: Minijtq of AgricWi; Universiry of 
Wrsconsin Land Tenure Center. 

Project Purpose: To assist Somilk in laying the fodatbn for continued develop~zrent of the 
ShebeIli River Bash. As pat of a d d o n o r  effort, USAID targeted irrigation relmb&uion 
wok in the S- district. The two-part project was to be the Agzncy's major initiative 
in the sector over the next decade at a total cost of $50 d o n .  

ComponentrJE~ed Oufmmes: The project had three components to be impknted 
through a two-stage authorization process: 

Developmnt of private&ublic capacity to manage Shebeli basin jrsigation 
incorporating user fees and user assochbns. 

Suppon of adaptive figated agricuimd research to s u p i t  improvement of on- 
firm water mgeroent and crop technologies. 

Rehab%tation of the S b a h h c d  irrigation system through gate repair and 
improved cleaning and ~t~ of canals. 

The~p~ofthepro~wouMfocusonresearchdtec~assistanceand~in 
water mimag-nt which would then support r e W w n  work in the project's second phase. 
IBRD and the GTZ also haxed projects as part of the devebpment effort. 

Accomlishments: A series of reports with reco-ndabm &ding land tenure and 
socioeconomic issues pmahhg to the region's irrigation system were prepared by the 
Uni-versit'y of Wlsco&s Land Tenure Centex and others. Cobrado State University was 
seiead to provide t e c W  assistance, but the con- was canceled before the start date due 
eo &ty protkms in the region A proposed Land Admmma 

. tion project (649- 155; detailed 
in FY 92 B S )  was to provide support for revised, equitable Iand administration poky and 
P m v .  

C o m . t s :  "Ttre project was temixrilted in August,1989 due to heightened secmiy problems 
and concerns about the size of the U.S. presence in So* When tamhated, the project was 
about one sand a half years behind schdule in TA contracting because of late issuance ofthe 
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RFP and conmchg procedures. The P A 0  had been extended to 1994 to accommodate the 
delay. 

Lessons Learned: The project was teminated shortly before technical assistance was to 
begin; no evaluation other than a 1989 project impbntation report is available. 

Documents Reviewed: 

USAID/Somah, ProProieCt Znrplenaentation Re-port, A d 1  - Seutember 30.1989. 

Roth, MichaeL Somalia Land Policies and Tenure Impacts: The Case of the Lower Shebelie 
(PN-ABB-822), September, 1988. 

Delancey, V i r m  et aL Somalia: An Assessment of SWDO and the Social and Economic 
&itus of Womn in the Lower Shebele (PN-ABB-4831, June, 1987. 

Roth, MicW et aL Analysis of Land Tenure and Water Allocation Issues in the Shalarnbood 
higation Zone. Somalia (PN-ABG-331), March, 1987. 

USAlD/Somalia, Pro& Pa* Shebelli Water Mana~emnt I PD-BBH-1801, May, 1987. 

ECPR Issues Paper on PID. Shebelli Water Mana_pement (649- 123) (in AFR/EA fites) W!y, 
1986. 

USAD/Sotl.lalia, Desip Guidance for ShekIli Water Management Pro-kt, WMS Report 49 
(PD-ABC-860; no date). 

Contacts: Debarah Mendelson, USAID (AFR/SA/MBZ); Jim Mayman, Willres Univ-, 
Nancy Men-pan, WiIkes U&ers*, Deborah Prindle, USAlD (ENVEWDPPA); Dennis 
Sharma,USAID (I.AC/D[). 
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4. Health 

Backmound: Like other social services, health care was never a priority of the S o d  state. In 
response, the early USAID program identitid primary health care as a priority in improving 
lives of the rural poor." The Rural Health Care Delivery project (649-0102) was intended 
to be USAIDS first major cunsib~ttion to erduncing health care delivery iu Somdh 

As part of efforts to m w  the scope of the USAID program in the 1984 CDSS, health care 
was de-emphasized while recognizing that other donors' contribution should be emuraged 
and GSDR c o d e n t s  were insuf6cient. While the Rutal Healoh Care Delivery Project 
closed on its c r i g d  completion date, the Family Health Senices project (649-0l.31) was 
initiated. The ES project was less ambitious than its pndecewr and focused on pruvidhg 
education about family health care issues and localized MCH services. 

Experience: Of all the projects in the USAID/Somalia portklio, these two arguably illustrate 
the worst and the best extreme in terms of accomp-g planned outcomes. Poor pre-project 
analysis and des&n imr@.ed every aspect of R d  Health Care Delivery project's 
implementation. Since various components of the project were meant to build upon one 
another, hsufkknt needs assesslnent and hmmt assumptions aflected the viabiliry of the 
entire project. The project aka required the GSDR to maintain facilities beyond its capacity or 
conmitmmt. 

The F d y  Health Services project, however, seems to have been one of the best p e r f o m  in 
the US AIDISornaiia program, even when plagued by corruption as Somalia fen a p m  
Education was provided at both format'institutions and load levels through an outreach 
program which used Village leaders to dissemkwe i d o ~ o n  Sigdbnt  work was 
accomplished in educating and soliciting agreement fkornreligious Mers and politicjans about 
the dangers of fenale cjrcumcision The project survived rhe 1990 USAlD phasedown and 
managed to functiai: reasonably well even as the government fell apart and other donors' 
wistance had to be enbed. 

Lessons Leaned: The most o h u s  lessons kmed from these pjects are again typical of the 
Somalia experie~lce: pre-pro-iect design and host eovemment codtment are essential to 
yroiect success. Commitments are a h   cult to rescind; the Rural Health Care Delivery 
project might have ended earlier if it were not politically important to the GSDR 

Clearly, the rmre basic and b c a k d  design of the later pmject was better suited to Sormh 
Providing education about farnify health helped to create a demand for services. Despite its 
successes, however, the s u s ~ ~  of the project was questionable as there was rao 
mechanism to provide critical inputs. Data cone~ti~n in some instances also becarnu: politicized 
as survival in Somalia required accumulating and subverting as many resomes as possible. 

13. Improvements to health care are identified as a priority in both the 1983 and 1984 CDSSs 
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Project Title: Rural Health Care Delivery 
Project Nurnbef: 649-0102 
LOP Funding: IJSAID - $252 million 

GSDR - $5.2 million 
Date of Initial Obligation: 6/11179 
PAC& 9/3/85 

Implementing AgenaeslPrimary Con tractor: Ministry of H e w  (MOW; U n i v m  of 
North C a n , h  

Project Puqme: To assist the Somali Government in developing institutional capacity to 
provide basic health care services to 800,OoQ nual and no& peopIes in four regions (Bay, 
Togdheer, Mudug, Lower Juba) using a model repliable for the en& country. 

Components/Planned Outcomes: The pro* was to support development of the primary 
health care system through the following comgonents: 

Estab'hh 2 national training centers to provide enhanced training to MOH health 
care workers and train pamudid staff. 

Establish 4 district health centers and 64 preventative health care clinics 

Train 975 health care workers 

Project Rdt shper imce :  

Accomhhments: 
The two national training centers were buih, equipped and sMed while the project was in 
opemion. So= heahh care workers were m h d  and the project did provide a health 
care delivery &el which could be replicated. The projds " h m n  effect" served to 
raise awareness of the benefits and potential for improving health care conditions in rural areas. 

C o h n t  of the Sormh implemnting the project was exceptional. AU individuals 
involved were eager to cone3 probkm. 

Conshts:  
The scope of the pject was overatnbitious necessitating duction of activities mid-prow. 
Assumptions made in pject design h u t  trairdng capacity were fa*. A needs assessmnt 
to establish ex3thg skills of h e m  care workers was not conducted before impkmntauon. As 
a result, the w a g  o E d  r e q d  tnmhtors in-chss and was far more basic than originally 
anticipated. 

A detailed implementation plan was not established until at least 3 years into the project. Only 
2 ofthe 4 planned c W s  were opened; 82 of a projected 975 health care workers were mined 
An extension of LOP was rejected and the project was cIosed on original PACD. 
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Assumptions about the Mhistry of Health's institutional capacity were also faulty. Despite 
agreements abut MOE r e q o ~ t i e s ,  vekles were not maintained, MOH employees at 
project sites were unpaid or did not receive their entire salary. The MOH did not have a 
system for procuring, storing, distributing or maintaining an inventory of medical supplies or 
equipmnt. The two clinics opened under the project closed shortly after the PACD. 

Lessons Learned: 

Even the least successful projects are difhcult to terminate- When obvious that link 
was being accomplished, it was virtually impossible to close this project down. The 
request for an extension of the PACD was only to placate the GSDR; apparently the 
Mission was not interested in continuing the project. 

Carefutresearch is essential to competent project design The project probably 
would have been smaEler and more localized if better research was done. UNICEF 
and WHO were both active in rural health care d e h q ,  their "kssons kamd' 
could have been explored and appropriated. 

Host country coxnmimxt ad connnunichn is essential. Identifying a process 
and program for reducing recurrent costs win not necessariy reflllt in sustaiuam 
the MOH apparendy did not follow the recumM011~ of the outside evaluation 
ream. The feasibility of these, however, was somewhat questhnab1.e. 

Documents Reviewed: (no end of project evht ion  is available). 

USAD/Somalia, End of Pro-iect Report (PD-AAS-584'1, January, 1986. 

John Snow Public Health Group, Sorrralia Rural Health Pro-iect Delivery Pro-a: 
Pie-&C EvaluationCPD-AAP-723'2, April, 1984. 

USAZD Inspector General, USAID/Sods  R d  Health Delivery Pro-KCt: Needed 
gement Attention IPD-M-$321, Audit Report No. 3-649-84-02, Ocmh,  1983. - 

USAID/Somah, Pro-iect Paper: R d  Health Delivery (PD-Am- 11 1-A1 1, January, 1979. 

Contacts: Tn Mayman, Wilkes University; Nancy Merryma WiIkes U n i v w ,  John Rose, 
USAD (G/R&DPOP/WS); Marion W m n  (wrote end of project report), USAID 
(WARTS=). 
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Project Title: Family Health Senices 
Project Number: 649-0l31 
LOP Funding: USAH) - $10.1 million 

GSDR - $310.3 million 
Date of Initial Obligation: 8/26/84 
PACD: 6/30/89 (original) 

1W3U89 (revised) 
9/3/92 (extended) 

Implementing AgenciesrPFimasy Contractor: Ministry of National Planning, Ministry of 
Health, Ministry of Education (Women's Education D e p m n t  and (3rriculum Development 
Center), Somali Family Health C h e  Association, Somali Women's Demxratic Organidon; 
University Research Corporation. 

Projed Purpaw: To strengthen Somdli institutions' capitcity to promote, support, coordinate 
and sustain m y  health p r o m .  

Components/Expcted Outcomes: Initially focusing on five regions (Banadir, Lower 
Shebelli, Middle Shebe& Bay and Lower Juba), the project financed: 

Coflection and analysis of demographic data and developmnt of policy options. 

Information, Education and &nmunication (EC) activities training cormnu@ 
leaders and village women to disseminate information in C O ~  and 
developing textbooks. 

Operatons research to inform policy recommendahns. 

Project ResuItdExperience: 

Accomlishrnents: 
This project appears to be one of the most successful in the Somalia portfolio of the 1980s. 
The p r o w  raised public awareness of f d y  health issues and m g e d  to get religious and 
political leadaship to agree Gn the need for improved health care for mothers and chhben and 
the dangers of female chwmkion. 

Institutional strengthening took place through persannel training at six institutions and 
upgrading of f&ibies at participating institutions. A maidmm computer facility was 
established at the W a y  of National Planning. The project evidenced some of the first 
cooperation between the Ministry of Health and other government and local organizations. 

C o r n  level EC programs developed and distributed text'oooks and jnformation on 
breast-fesding, child-spacing and female &-on. Roughly 2000 womn in 20 vihges in 
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fbs regions were trained. IEC campaign acti*s also took place in the Bondhere district of 
Mogadishu reaching an eabated 7500 households. A local private sector pubhher under 
CORE~CX with the State Plinting Agency printed health education textbooks for grades 1-6. 
Textbooks for grades 7-12 were also completed, but may not have been printed and 
dism'buted. 

Demographic information was enband through project supported studies. FlexMity in 
techniques and implemntation allowed suweys to continue even though inputs were 
unexpectedly unavailable. 

Constraints: 
Greater integration of service delivery and IEC activities was needed More time was needed 
to improve institutional Wages, strengthen service delivery to keep pace with IEC and 
continue efforts to enhance M y  phmhg. 

Activities were overly diverse to the detrimnt of strategic planning. The MOH was not using 
the demgraphic information collected systernatically. Some of the clinical data was 
manipulated to aEfect distribution of supplies as conditions in Somalia worsened. 

Implemntation by six different Somali agencies complicated modnation and ~ ~ I L  

Although caopratbn was good, the final evahatbn found that the 
. . - e strucme 

was fragile. 

The gaoject's activities had to ke reduced as the country's political SituadOn and security 
deteriorated. 

e Much can be accomplished even with minimal inputs; so= of the survey techniques 
used to establish baseline data demonstrated the creative reso~fulness of those 
implementing the project. 

e Family pkdng and M y  health objectives need to be wary of social mores and 
local priorities and set objectives accordingly. 

Including both political and religious leaders in discussions enhanced ourcomes. 
I 

Even the =st committed stafF will subvert project inputs when s W a l  is 
theatepled. 

Documents Reviewed: ! 
University Research Corporation, Somalia Family Heal& Sentices rF3n-h Final Remm, - 

October 1987-Dec& 1990 (gD-ABC-5171 Fekuary, 1991. 
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Written by Mary Ann Abeyta-Befinke (Chief of Party), this docmnt provides a concise and 
useful summafy of project m i v i t k s  and suggestions for the future. 

USAID/Somdia, Mo~adishu Phase Down Plan, August, 1990. 

USAID/SoI13alia, Project ImDlemntation Report. April 1 - September 30.1989. 

USAID/Somalia, Pn,-ject Evaluation: F ~ Y  Health Services PD-ABA-1531, April, 1989. 

Contacts: Mary Ann Abeyta-Benke (Chief of Party), University Research Corporatioq Ed 
Bhgek USAD U tan); Annie Cross, Macro htemtional: Bob Morgan (Operations 
Research), University Research Corpomion; Dr. Asha Muhamed (former Deputy Director, 
FP/FH, Iklhistry of Health), Advocates fm Youth (Washington, D.C.). 
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5, Refugees 

Back-ground: A large refugee population has long been cited as reason for donor involvement 
in Somaiia. Initially, Somalia asked the international cormunity to contribute to supportkg 
refugees displaced following the Ogaden War. 

Donor strategy was to address the refugee problem by encouraging self-reliance. The first 
USAD project targeting refugees was the Kurtunwaa~ Settlement Program (6494103). 
Apparently this project was requested by the GSDR as one component of its p h  for 
constructing a large housing development. 

Later projects targeted more spedkally developing displaced persons' &ills and p a g  
work opponunities to foster integration. In 1982, USAlD approved two related projects, the 
Refugee A d C D A  Foredry project (649-0f22) and the Refugee SeKReiiance project 
(649-Om), both of which were somewhat experkrental effbrts to explore potential models for 
hther work Following modest successes, these projects' work was conhued through the 
Somalia Refugee Settlement project (649-0140). Refugee assistance was also targeted 
through the PVO DeveIopment Partners pmject (649-0338). 

Experience 
By most accounts, USAID'S original settlement project at Kurtunwaare was a Eiasco. The 
project was overly dependent upon imported supplies and no provision was made for reclnring 
costs. Construction costs were higher than anticipated which limited prospects for replication, 
Settling nomadic herdsmen also proved more challenging than pe.rhaps anticipated. 

Later projects were better structured and had so= successes, but ukmtely were limited by 
the sam ~ c ~ s  with the procurement and sxudy problems of most projects in S o m h  
and ambiguities m B m ' s  refugee poky. 

As long as tenitorid disputes with Ethhpia persisted, GSDR policy on whether to settle or 
repatriate displaced persons remained somwhat ambiguous. Several people have said that this 
ambiguity also saved Barre's d h y  pursuits well; as long as camps existed to support 
f d e s ,  the GSDR could recnrit men h r n  the refugee camps. For years, the GSDR was 
suspected of inflating rekgee n~~mbers to marshal donors' aid. USAD's 1987 CDSS reports 
that the GSDR count of 700,000 was 30-5Wo higher than donors' estimates. These pmiects as 



Project Title: Kurtunwaare Settlement Program 
Project Number: 649-0103 
LQP Funding: USAID - $15 million 
Date of Initial Obligation: U8/79 
PACD: 11/1182 

Project Purpose: To develop a pilot program of environmentally s W l ,  low-cost minimum 
housing at Kurtunwaare for nomadic her- displaced by the 1973-75 drought. 

Components/Exjm3ed Outcomes: 
50 units comprising one part of the GSDR's Kurtunwaare housing project master plan. The 
initial h g  d s  were to be constructed while training 15 refugees in roofing, carpentry and 
masonry, During a second phase, 350 additional housing Ynits, school, dayme and health care 
facilities and a mosque were PO be b~& using ?rainees to complete comtfuction 

Project ResultdExperience: . I  
Accorrrplisbnts: 
3 10 of 400 houses, a school, 150 pit latrines and rt gage/workshop were built. 1 lkm of road 
were constructed, but by the 1983 evaluation, idready badly rutted. A wmhuse and several 
houses were partially buitt. 

The 1983 evaluation indicates that m n g  GSDR support for an 80-bed hospital and 
completion of housing construction as well as pledges to privatize state firms bode well for the 
future of the pject. 

Constraints: 
Lack of spare pats to keep vehkks, the generator and water pump operable and pmmmmnt 
delays afkted the project's success. Training of settlers in building &ilk was overly 
theoretical Lack of pay and other incentives also affected success. 

Lemm Learned: None provided in evaluation, but construction cost overruns and 
dependency upon imported supplies indicated that the project was not likely replicabk. 

Documents Reviewed: I 
USAIDfSomalia, Evaluation of Kmwaare  Settlemnt ProProiect, M m h  1979 - Mav 1983 

fPD-AAP-204), JUTE, 1983. 

USAD, Regional Inspector General for Audit/Nairu~ Kurtunwaare Settlement Proiect. Audit 
Remrt 3-649-82-03 @D-AAI-660), December, 198 1. 

USAID/Somdh, K m w a a r e  Settlement PFO-&t. ProProieCt Paper, January, 1979. 

Contacts: Gary Nelson, USAID (retired), I 
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Projest Title: Refugee Areas Project/ 
CDA Forestry 

Project Number: 649-0122 
LOP Funding: U S D  - $6.0 million 

GSDR - $52 million 
Date of hitid Obligation: lU23f82 
PACD: 9/38/87 

Implementing Agencyfimar y Cankractot: Overseas Education Foundation (now defimct; 
at Aaalxiyo and Agak,  Save the Children/USA (at Qorioley); &are (at Pddqsi); C A B  
(at Belet Wayne); National Range Agency (at Gdo). 

Project Purpose: To support reitorestation and fuelwood production in and near rehgee 
camps as a means to provide incorm and employment to refugees and to mhkke 
environmental impacts of population pressure in refugee areas. 

ComponentslExpected Outcomes: Companion to the Refugee Selt-Rekce project (649- 
123), the project origidly consisted of six components: 

Institutional support to the National Range Agency (NRA) in developing and 
managing forestry progam through t ech id  assistance and long-range ad*. 

Reforemdun and Fuelwood Production SubProjects & out by U.S. PVOs in 
close cooperation with the NRA. The projects were to establish or extend nm* 
for seedling production; p h  trees to provide fuelwood for refugee camps and 
nearby c o d e s  or for specialized tasks (sand dune, canal and river bank 
staki.lktion, shading camps, providing live fences and w i n d m  in and around 
fields, amenities to camps and smunding c o w s ) .  

Fuelwood Comation through the inrroduction of improved woodburning stoves. 

N a d  Resources,Land Use Survey of Southern Somalia to support a planned 
second phase ofthe project. 

Fuelvi~ood Supply- Marketing System to support planning intervee-;ions and 
- conservation priorities. 

r Project Monitoring and Manage~nt  through personal senices contractors. 

The f u e l w d  supply/demand component was dropped after the project was initiated. The 
majority of financing was directed at the PVO component ($4.4 million). 
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Project ResultsrExperience: 

Accomplishments: 
The project was apparently well-structured. Planning and m g e m n t  of nurseries was gd; 
on-the-job mining of staE at all kvek was satisfactory. Amenity and shade tree planting was 
well-receiv& s m i v a l  rates of the shade trees suggest project succws. Agoforeshy 
intewentions with settled f h m s  were enthusiastically executed and welcome& 

Experkentation sand dune s t a t ~ ~ n  was more successful than anticipated Because 
sand dunes were assumed unproductive and hence unchkd, land tenure was not an issue. 
Increased awmness of forestry issues m n g  the IZSDIR, donors anc? t-Apients was a m p r  
success of the project. 

The woodstove component developed and tested a range of wood and clnrcmal-buraing 
stoves. The m s t  successful stove was a soapstone, charcoal-burning model which a local 
coopemtive (Dayax) mass-produced 

Constraints: 
The primary weaknesses of the project were due to faulty assun9,tions and overesthation of 
tile growth rate of trees, appropriate species and the availability of good quality Ian& Land 
tenure issues and lack of clear GSDR policy interfered with the project's success; refugees were 
not inched to invest energies where benefits were uncxmiu The project was too short (3 
years) to allow initial findings to be mndated kit0 improved procedures. Block and strip 
plantings on public land failed due both to the harsh c h t e  and land ownesYhip issues. 
Evaluators concluded that fueIwood lots were not econoaical given existing technulogy and 
howldge. Rapid tumover at the h'RA defwted e E i  to train staff in mge;ment. 

The end of project evaluation indicates that the pke  of stoves may have affixxed their 
climi'bkltion, but project parkipants reported that the popularity of the stoves pershed k p n d  
the project's close. A Iack of inhstm- to support marketing was also iden- as a 
coIs&nt. 

Data was collected through the lared use survey, but was apparently not compiled or 
synthesized in a useful manner- 

TA staff were cdllsd upon to carry out duties beyond their advisory role; ragid turnover among 
NRA staff defeated efforts to train staff in management. Ex-patriate s W  were not always 
quaIikd nor did they have relevant background to manage a dryWarid zone forestry project. 
OEF was isolated from other age~~cies in working in the North and lacked hfmsmcture to 
support its pmject. 

After hitiation of this project, the Mission dropped forestry mrn the C D S S  due to pressure to 
reduce its program portfolio. Other donors, however, conhued to find forestry projects. 
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Plan around evidence, not assumption of, available land Future projects should 
better remrch assumptions about soil, climate, appropriate plant species and land 
ownahp,. B h k  plantings for fuelwood on public land should not be conhued in 
future projects. 

With appropriate attention to local condirions (land tenure, climate, etc.) successfd 
forestryfielwood interventions can be made. The Gedo Conrmunity forestry sub 
project agroforestry component is a positive example. More attention should be 
paid to management of existing bushlands for fuelwood production. 

Three years is an insacient tinw: perid for implementation of a conservation 
project, particularly when the planring season occu-s only once per year- Forestry 
projects in arid areas should have a duration of at least five years or mre. 

A mefully designed $ .-xiback loop is essential to project success. Designs should 
include a clearly deE research component where results are fed back into the 
pmject for iTqrov& & r f o m e .  

e Swaha-bZty of project inputs is essential. An adequate supply of improved seeds 
was not &n&d for this project. 

Eqerimntation with technofogies should be done on pilot-level initially, before 
diffusion or dissemination The ins,E&o11~ of the technology should be thought 
through completely to other kinds of damage to the environment and to incorporate 
other benefits into the project such as improving marketing and nmagernent &ilkl 

Documents Reviewed: 

USAD/Somah, CDA Foresq Phase VRefbgee Areas Pro-iect. F d  Evaluation Report MD- 
AAZ297A1, April, 1988. 

VITfVNFUNSAID, National Woodstove Program Fhl Report, March, 1986. 

O m  Internatiod Somalia NW Community Foresq Pro:=. Internal End of Pro-iect 
Evaluation, December, 1986. 

USAID/Somalia, O A  Foresg Phase VRefu~ee Areas ProProiect, Project Paper, November, 
1982. 

Contacts: 
Hank Cauley (Chief of Party, Woodstoves component), World Wildlife FFund; Kermit Saphron, 
-, Moharmned Hasan N;n (Wodstoves component), AT. Kearney (Arlington, VA); 
Sill Haleen, US Forestry Senice; Marion Warren, USADD (AFR/ARTS/HHR). 
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Project Title: Refugee Self-Reliance 
Project Number: 649-8123 
LOP Funding: eTSAID - $6.0 million 

GSDR - $2.4 million (1/c) 
PVOs - $2.9 million 

Date of Lnitial Obligation: W22182 
PACD: 9/15/84 (ori&aI) 

3/38188 ( ~ e v k d )  
L 

Implementing Agency/Prirnary Contractor: Save the Children Federadon, Partners in 
Productivity, New Transcentury Foundation, the Expeknt  in International Living (EL)). 

Project Purpose: To experim;nt with strategies to provide refugees with income oppohtunities 
and ddk encouraging productivity and self-reliance. 

Cornponmts/Exp&ed O~ltcomes: Companion project to the CDA Forestry Pro&% (649- 
122), tfiis pr~ject consisted of four components: 

hi i tUt i0d  support to the National Refugee ( h m k s i ~ n  we) through sldlls 
upgr3dmg and training. 

Soc i~norn ic  Technical Studies (SETS); six studies were to provide objective, 
&n&aBy objective data for use in plmkg overall rehgee activities. 

Self-Reliance SubProjects via US PVO activities in agricultrrre, skills training, 
inkstructure and regional development. 

Project Monitoring and Managerrent through personal service contractors. 

Eighty percent of the projects funding was directed at supporting PVO activities. Full self- 
reliance was not anticipated as an outcome of the project; non-refugees were aZso to benefit 
h r n  project acrhities. 

Project ResultdExperience: 

Accorzlplishments: 
PVO activities demonstrated that refugees respond well a d  will help themselves when 
provided resources and oppommitks to do so. Land development of min5ed cultivation 
exceeded targets. 2.40 Irm of mad were c o m c t d  or repaired Large numbers of refugees 
were trained in new job sldlls or employed. New Transcentury Foundation was apparently 
successfid kr locathg water in the Northwest and establishing a mtal fabrication operation 

Constraints: 
number and range of subprojects anticipated in project planning never matf&dized and 

the results of subprojects varied by sector and implementing PVO. According to the find 
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evaluation, the project was conkonted with "problems common to all project activities in 
Somalia -- cHEdty in wrnmunkation, a cholera epidernic in the p j e c t  area, fbel shortages, 
delays in local c m n c y  disbmemnt by the Minishy of Frnance, and late &al of 
c o ~ t i e s . "  The agric- subproject encountered problem with land tenure issues and 
uncertainty of GSDR refugee policy. The effect of E L  mining on both refugee ad non- 
refugees is unclear- Too few staff were avdable for monitoring and managemnt. The 
research coqnent  only produced 3 studies of any value to long-term solutions to refugee 
problems; no reason for the insufkkncy of remining 3 reports is p a  51 the evaluation 
htkutional support to the NRC was not of suflicient duration to make any significant changes 
to policy and planning. 



L&ssOns Learned: I 
Refbgees respond well to opportunities to earn bmnr=. Apprenticeshps with small 
businesses was an effective mining Strategy. h4anua.I labar and 3iece-work, 
however9 do little to prepare refugees for settlement. 

- Monitoring and managing PVO projects is time-comuming, particularly due to 
paperwork involved. 

PVO subprojects should rely on one donor only to prevent managexrent confusion 
and p-ocuremnt delay. 

USAID/Sorrrsrlia, FYu-ieCt Assistance CompIetion Re-DOR PD-AAZ720), 1989. 

USAID/$omh, The Refugee Self-Reliance Pro-&ct: Final Evaluation Report (XD-BBP-367), 
April, 1988. 

USAlD/Somb, Evaluation Report an the Refugee Self-Rehce Pro-iect PD-AAY- 1401, 
December, 1985. 

USAD/So& Pro-iect Paper: Refurree Self-Reliance PD-AM-196, December, 1982. 

Contacts: Rose& Depp, USAID, (The Gambia); Emily McPhie, USAlD (Dhaka); Marion 
Warren, USAD (AFR/ARTS/HHR). 

Development before Disaster: USAID in Somalia, 1978-1990 49 



Project Title: Somatia Refugee Settiemmi 
Project Number: 649-8140 
LOP Funding: USAID - $4.0 million 

GSDR - $1.0 million 
PVOs - $1.0 million (in kind) 

Date of Initial Obligation: 7/i6/86 
PACD: 6/30/91 (original) 

W3Y93 (revised) 

Note: This project ended with evacuation of the USAID M i o n .  

hplementing AgencylPrimary Contractor: Ministry of Agriculture (lead); World Concern 
(at Luuq), Save the ChiidreWS (at Qorioley). 

Project Purpose: To test alternatives to continued support for refugees in camps by 
establishing voluntary seE-help agricultural settlements and nm-a@- income generating 
mivi;ties which enable refugees to becorn seK-supporting. 

Components/lExgected Outcomes: Designed to build upon the lessom of the Refugee Self- 
Reliance Project (649-123; $6.0 milIion) and its companion CDA Foremy Project (649-122, 
$6.0 S o n ) ,  originally, the project was to fund small-scale grants to PVOs for 5 Rapid Impact 
Fr0ject.s (RIPS: life of one year and value of less than $200,000), two modest-sized settlement 
subprojects and implementation and project mnitoring and evaluation activities by the 
GSDR The project was supposed to engage at least 1,600 refugee fimdies in activities which 
demomtrab1y lead to seK!sufkiency. 

Fobwing a mid-project evaluation, a project ~ ~ n t  (June, 1989) extended the PACD by 
two years and m*ed ~ ~ n t  sub-project and RIP components into one component 
d e d  Settlement Activities, eligible for grants m excess of $1 d o n ,  PVOs were also to 
receive technical assisme a d  guidance in designing grant pn,posaIssaIs Provision for tec- 
studies grants of up to $30,000 was established as part of a revised proposal review process. 

Acco~l isbnts:  
Save the t 2 h . i k h N S  and World Concern International implemnted rapid impact projects in 
&st two and a half years of project. The 1989 Project Implemenen Rqsrt indimes that 
272 fhdks were being served The PVO subgrant component and grant review process were 
improved in 1989. 

According to informtion provided as part of the 1990 Phase Down, World Concern and Save 

1 I 
the Chi&ez4/uS were preparing to submit proposals for the Settlement Activiry component in 
September, 1990. Despite initial implementarion problem, the Mission supported the prow 

I 
because it was the only project at that time devoted to supporting refugee integration. The 
UNHCR's 1988 decision to phase out food assistance to refugees in favor of mre durable 



solutions Wler  elevated the project's importance. (Note: the project's funds were apparently 
mnsfm to the 495F account and hence not subject to Brooke sanctions). 

The pn,&x~ fell fbr behind schedule within the iwo years due to design problem with the 
RZP coqaent  and review process, uncertainties about land tenure and security problems. 
Approximately 40% of project funds were designated to support projects in the North, but civil 
codkt  prevented PVOs there h m  initiating my new activities. Mid-way through the project, 
only two RIP grant proposals had been receive& PVOs were reluctant to apply due to the 
small amount of funding available ($200,008 grants) and because reviews of those submitted 
took over one year. World Concern's project in h u q  was also deIayed due to procurement 
and security problems. 

tenure issues and confusion about GSDR policy apparently also caused problems early in 
the project. The 1988 interim evaluation recommends that the ~vhistry of Agrhdme should 
SUM a fond statement spedjkg intent and finadid m b n t  to registering land 
designated for refugee settlemnt and outking procedures for land registration None of the 
dwumntation reviewed for this s v  indicates resolution of this issue. 

The PVO Developmnt Partners Project provided another outkt fur PVO grants which may 
have deflected interest in this project. The UNHCR's 1988 decision to phase out food 
assistance to refugees by 1990 apparently did not sect  the viability of the project, but required 
re-g project Mixtors. 

Lessons Learned: 

No finaI evaluation of this project is available. The 1988 evaluation did not include a "kssons 
learned" component. From the p a p o r k  available, however, the fobwing is suggested: 

PVO Subgrant cxiteria and pmcesses need to be thought thr~ugh cafefully and 
incorporated into a redistic project design. 

Host government project comnbmnt and related policy should be clearly ancE 
carefully articulated h m  the outset. 

Documents Reviewed: 

USAID/Somalia, Mo~adishu Phase Down Plan, August, 1990. 

USAID/Som& Prokt Implementation R e m ,  A d  1 - Se~ternber 30.1989. 

USAID/Somalia, Somalia Refugee Settlement &-kt: Mid-Proiect Evaluation ( X D - A A Z  
562A), November, 1988. 
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PVO Development Partners 
649-0138 
u s m  - $183 miuion 
GSDR - $6.8 million (Vc) 

Date of Initial Obligation: 

No& This project ended with the evacuation of the USAID Mission. 

hpIemnting AgencylPrimry Contractor: Ministry of Interior, Experbmnt in 
International Living. 

PrdO Partner Granb: AMREF (Gedo), A f i h c  (Bari and Sanaag), CWSomalia (&an), 
Haqabtir ( b s  M), OEF hternational maidoa), Cooperative Housing Foundation @rant 
appro~~ed, but mceled due to security problems). 

h j e d  PUqmse: TO expand development activities in GSDR/USAID priority areas by 
cstablisleg p a r t n ~ ~ s  between in-d and S o d  PVOs and by upgrading Somali 
PVQ a d  W group capacities for development projects. 

Compsnen.tdEqded Outcomes: Two types of grants were to be used to slipport sub 
projects: 

1) CsrganbaionaI h g t a m  Grants (OPGs) - 12-15 grants of up to $1 m i b n  to 
U S m ~ g i s t e r e d  PVOs for s ,h&-s designed to develop managed capacities of 
local gmups; 

2) Cormw,?  Action Grants (CAGs) - Up to 40 &rants of kss than $50,000 to 
support rapid, small-& " W e  impact" activities through provision of TA, 
msete.rjals or equipment. 

A Managermat Unit for Support and Training (MUST) was to be funded bough a CAG. 
MUST was to be c0qrk.d of both ex-patriate and local staff and responsible for monitoring, 
management and training for other implementing agenes. 

Project Results/Experience: 

Accomplishments: The most recent documentation available (1 990 Phase Down Plan) states 
that 5 OPGs had been awarded, four to US PVOs (all in $244 milion range) and cne to a 
Somali PVO ($1 16,000 to Haqabtir). Both the AMREF @rimary health c m  project in h u g  
region of Gedo) and CAKE/SomaIia (enviromntal subprojects in E-Iiran) projects were 
reportedly doing well AMRlEF was abk to marshal co-9 support for the project and 
had developed a strategy to cover recurring costs. The CARE project incorporated n u x h m  
flexhiliry which allowed CO-S to define their needs and imp1emen~ projects accordingly. 
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Constraints: AIl the projects suffered from the hardships of working under detefioratkg 
security coditions and Somalia's in&@y troubled economy. By 1988, the S o d  shilling 
had depreciated to less than 30% of its 1986 value and negotiations with the GSDR to adjust 
]owl c ~ r r e ~  funding Levels were generally ~~ccess f i r l .  

Three of the five OPG/PVO projects suffered from design prob1erns. Africare's project 
( . l i e g  agricultural production) had management problems and was overly dependent upon 
heavy equipment and techrid bow-how. OEF International's ori* project (invoking 
womn in irrigated agricultural project) was based on incorrect data and had to be redesigned . 

(small entaprise development). According ta a 1988 evatuation, Haqabtir had not begun basic 
planning or implementation (project deveIoping water resources). 

None of the anticipated CAGs were awarded due to a lack of expertise among Somali PVOs 
and local groups, although two Somali PVOs did begin the registmion process (Al-Muntadhar 
and H o d )  and one applied for a CAG. Little interest was expressed by US PVOs for 
cooperating on or a sponsoring CAG. 

Direction and respotlsiWs of project management h u g h  MUST also proved probk~~~tic. 
GSDR/USAID disageemnts over the scope of MUST activity con&ibuted to reduced project 
perfo- and accomplislunent. After some negotiation, USAID agreed to support the unit 
(through the Experiment in International king) while renuking under MOI managemnt. 

Lessons Learned: 

GSDR staff salaries need to be high emugh to prevent rapid turnover. 

USAID re&&on requkamnts are too cumbemrne for newly established SO& 
PVOs. 

CAG grants were apparently too cumbersome or too small to amact interest. 

+ US PVOs were not as interested as a s s d  in pamering with Somali PVOs. 

Organizations aIready established in their project areas, addressing an immPnistP. 
need and with commnity&en plans were m s t  successful. 

Documents Reviewed: 

Otto, Jonathan and Iha l~k ,  Anne @ATEX, Inc.). Desim for CoUabordon: a Studv of 
PVOMGO Umbreb Proprojects in f i c a  (PN-ABL955), September, 1992. 

Om International, Baidoa Women's S d  Enterprise Developmnt ProIlect: Final Report , 
May, 1991. 
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USADD/Somalia, PVO Development Pmm Proiect: Evaluation Re-port (FD-ABB-39% 
March, 1989. 

USAID/Somalirt, Pro-iect Paper: PVO Develo~IrIent Partners Pro-iect, August, 1985. 

Brown, Michael PVO Develoument Pmers  Proiect: S d  Analysis (P.O. 649-5 10.49-020), 
March, 1985. 

Contads: Michael Brown, World Wildlife Fund (Director, PVOINRh.IGs Project); Anfew 
Sisson, USAID (mQP/PSE); Mary Hope Schwoebel, Independent Contractor, Marge 
Tsitouris, CARE InternationaI (Atlanta C M k ) ;  Kermit Saphron, Afrkare; Adolf W B m ,  
USAn, (CCWNG). 
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6. Other Seetors 

A. Human Resources/Institution Building 
Early in the post-1978 assktance program, donors idendhed Somalia's civil service as needing 
radical reform I>lrring the 1970s, Barre had guaranteed public e m p b ~ n t  to dl high school 
graduates. This policy created a bloated civil service with limited skius. Donors encouraged 
extensive pity reform and strengthening institutions through donox-assisted training. The 
GSDR responded by eliminating the employment guarantee in the early 1980s and freezing 
civil servants' wages to control government spending. These changes limited growth in public 
sector employment costs, but created problem with turnover among civil service e q b y e e s  as 
real wages dropped Skills and o r g ~ t i o n a l  development also needed attention. 

Most projects implemented in the 1980s included a component directed at developing human 
resources and institution buiIding. Long-term and short-term mining for Somatis was a regular 
f a m e  of projects; through extension and other models, trainees were expected to retam to 
institutions and p d e  aairdng to otkrs" This pyramid strategy was theoretically sound, 
however, due to an increasingly tenuous domestic situation and low civil service salaries, 
retention of tminees pmved 

Training and donor advice seems to have been well-received, but donor efforts to secure 
GSDR cummitment to whokde civiI service reform were apparently unsucce&bL A 1990 
report c o ~ o n &  by USAD indicates that little had changed since studies identified 
problem t7 the early 1980s. USAID attempted to correct what $ c0uM. Prom 
implemented in the 'ater 1980s tried to resoresohre the returnee problem by devoting rewaxes 
s p d i d y  to mining and institution bPlilding in-country. Both the Somalia Management 
Training and Development project (SBMTAJD; 649-0119) M&ed in 1985 and the PVO 
Development Pamers project (649-0138) were designed to address capacity developnmt 
on a wider scale, but by providing slolls deve1opx1mt and assistance in-c~untry.'~ The impact 
of these projects is unclear as implementation was interrupted by the civil war. 

14 See 1982 CDSS for discussion of this approach. 
 or an overview of this issue, see Jeffrey Franks, '%rain Drain or Brain Gain? A Review of US AlD 
Participant Training in S o d h  (for USAID/SomaIia) September, 1986. 
l6 ~pparent l~  the PVO Development Partners project was originally intended to support organizational 
development in various sectors, but the GSDR would only allow sub-prcjects addressing refugee issues. 
This project's profile is included with other projects targeting refugee issues. 
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Project Title: Somalia Management Training and 
Development Project (SUMTAD) 

Project Number: 649-0119 
LOP Funding: USAID - $18.5 million 

GSDR - $6.9 million 
Date of llnitial Obligation: 6/30/85 
PACD: W31192 (origindl) 

W3Y9l (re* - 1990 Phase Down) 

Note: This pmject ended with the evacuation of the USAID Mion.  

Implementing AgenciesrPrirnary Contractor: Ministry of National Planning, followed by 
Ministry of Labr and Sport; Academy for Educational Development, S U N Y  Albany, USIS 
PAW- 

Project Purpose: To increase and institutionalize the ability of the GSDR and the private 
sector to plan and carry out developmnt and econonric acthities efficiently and provide 
training to other public and prlvate sector actors. 

ComponerrtdExpected Outcomes: Thc project consisted of three components: 

Long-term advisors (QpmtiOnal Expats or OPEX) placed in selected 
o r g ~ t i o n s  and at S o d  Institute of Development and Management (SXDAM) 

A Worksite hhagemnt Training Ud (WMTU) set up to provide short-term 
mining to public and private sector organizations. 

An MPAIMBA program through SIDARI and recognkd by Somalia National 
University including an EngIish for Special R q o s e s  (ESP) program coordinated by 
USIS. 

Accorrrpiishments: Although reduced by half in the 1989 decision to drawdown U.S. presence 
in Somalia, long-term advisors were well-placed and well-received. In 1989, the: WMTU 
offered 14 workshops. Two classes of M P W A  students were about half-way through their 
program in May 1990. A third class was supposed to receive trahhg, but was instead dropped 
kern the project due to lack of funds for training. The project's PACD was mved up to 
12/3 1/91. 

Constraints: Coordination between USAID, AED and S W / h y ,  p r m m e n t  delays and 
supply problem stemming Iargeiy from d8kdties securing GSDR c m m y  contrihtiom put 
the project two years behind schedule by 1988. Many of the c%E&s followed h r n  
S o d s  increasingly mubkd economic and political c h t e  and drawdown of the U.S. 
presence mid-project. Political changes and changes in S o d  counterparts and mined 
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personnel interrupted project continuity. The AED h d  report details several areas where 
c0ntmcts1 srm'ctwx impeded project impfernentation 

The USIS English language component was apparently p r 1 y  nunaged and not well 
integrated into the program USIS withdrew h m  the project in early 1985. 

Lessons Learned: No finaI evaluation is avaiIab1e for the project. However, it is clear that an 
~ t r a t i v e l y  complex program in an unstable environment wilt always have d3kulty 
succeeding. 

Documents Reviewed: 

Academy for Educational Developmnt, Inc. Somalia Mana~emnt Trainin? and Develoument: 
F d  Report, Novem?w 21.1986JuIv 3 1.199 1, (no publication date). 

USAlD/Soraafia, Mo~adishu Phase Down PI@, August, 1990. 

USAlD/Sozxlalia, Ao-iect Implementation Repft .  April I - September 30.1989. 

Research M m a g e ~ n t  Corporation, Somalia Management Training and Develoument: r;irSt 
Interim Evaluation Report (XD-AAY-555-A), July, 1988. 

USAID/Somalia, Proiect Paper: So- Mana~ement T m ?  and DeveIopment, June, 1985. - * 



B. Privatization/policy support 
Privatization and policy reform was another early p~ority of the multi-donor development 
agenda. Employment guarantees, price controls and large parastatals in industry and 
a ~ d ~  created under SoIIhlja's "scientific socdkrn'' were each addressed InkWy, the 
IbE led most efforts at poky reform a s  part of the stmcturai adjustment program. USAID 
had limited involvement though one early project, the Privatization and Policy Initiatives 
project (649-0132) and also through CPs directed at imports to support private sector 
development (CIP I, 649-0118; CP U, 649-0120; CIP HI, 649-0125). 

In 1985, however, USAID shifted its development smtegy to focus more exclusively on policy 
reform and developed several projects designed to further refom Some success was 
achieved: in 1986, the GSDR agreed to a cash auction supported by ESF funds which was 
apparently well-run d sold foreign exchange at ciose to the f k  rnarket rate." GSDR 
coopemion remained uneven, however, and adherence to LMF and USAID agendas 
inconsistea. Most of the projects spxiikally mgeting policy reform were approvd but never 
implemented due to Congressional holds on assistance and, the deteriorating domestic 
~ituation.'~ 

C. Transportation 
Transportation infrastructure was never an emphasis of the USAlD agenda, with the exception 
of the ?&mayo Port Rehabilitation pmjecP (549-0114) and so= fhncing for roads 
supponing other pro&ts7 implementation 

"Minimal information is a--4lable about this program. The auction was funded by the IMF, Italy and 
USAD (apparently $1 1 nilhion of FY 86 ESF funds were used for the auction [PAAD for Foreign 
Exchange Market Support 11,649-01391)- 
18 These include the :cIIowing projects: Foreign Exchange Market Support Il(#9-0139; FY 87); Foreign 

Exchange Support (f39-0144; FY 88) and an Economic Rehabilitation Sectoi Grant (649-0143; FY 88). 
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Project Title: 43IPX 
Project Number: 649-0118 
Aut horiation: $U.Q million (original) 

$185 million (amended) 
Date of Initial Obligation: S/2#82 

9/08/82 (amended) 

Pmject Purpose: To assist the GSDR to overcome &us balance of paymnts problem and 
to rejuvenate the private sector. 

Components/Expected Outcomes: USAID Mtd import support to agricultural, am- 
indumid and private manufacnxring sectors inchding inputs such as f e ,  trucks, cement 
and machimy. 34% of foreign currency was to be directed to the private sector, 66% to the 
public. Local currency generated was to be used for mutually agreed upon deveIopmnt 
projects. The grant agreement aiso s ~ ~ d  a number of poky refoms directed at de- 
regulating and stabilizing the economy as program coIEditiom. Additional funds were to be 
added when available. 

Accoqfishments: Available e h t i w  finds the program an "exham sucas." The program 
helped several industdists maintain economic activity in making a variety of inputs available 
to b e h  rhe agricdmd and hdusrrjal sectors. 69% of proceeds were alIocated to the private 
sector versus 16% required by grant. 

Constraints: Rigorous macroe~oonomic analysis of CP impact on the balance of p a p n t s  was 
i not possible due to insufkknt &ta trade and productin data Simikiy, the evaluarion points 

out that there was nothing to ~~.~easure policy progress against. The CP seems to have 
rmhtained rather than stinnrlateed private Sector activjr. b t s  of capital intensive equipment 
was provided to large producers ($2.5 -on to inefficient sugar enterprise) instead of 
assisting targeted small fimms. 

Lessons Learned: None provided in the evaluation cited (the evaluation was conducted 
before any ld t m n c y  generated had been dispersed). A 1987 audit of local m n c y  
generated h m  both CIf and PL 480 programs does not provide numbers for CIP I, h t  fmds 
that oversight control ofd CIP and PL 480 funds was negligible. 

I 

I Documents Reviewed: 

I Regional h p x t o r  GeneralfAudit CNairobi),Audit of Fnx;d Currency Generated From 
S o d s  CQ-t~ h r t  and PL 480 Promuns (no. 3-649-87-7'1, January, 1987. 

&&, Jose- Overview of the Evaluation of the Somalia CIP I IPD-AAP-838). August, 1984. 
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Ricardo, Jose; et aL An Evaluation of the Somalia Commodity I m ~ ~ r t  Pro-gsam 649-K-602 
JPD-AAP-373). Apd, 1984. 

Contack Meredith Scovili, US AID (AFR/S A). 
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Project Title: CIP 13[ 
Project Number: 649-Of20 
Authorization: $185 million 
Date of hitial Obligation: 7/23/83 

Project Title: CIP HI 
Pmject Number: 64930125 
Authorization: $27.0 million 
Date of Initial Obligation: 7/23/85 

Project Purpose: To continue to ;ssist the GSDR with balance of papmts problem and to 
secure comdities to promote development with emphasis on the agricuhd sector. 

CornponenWExpected Outcomes: For QPs I1 and Ill, 85% of foreign cllrrency provided 
was to be. directed to the private txxtor, 15% to the public. Local currency genesated was to 
be used for mutually agreed upon &velopment projects. The grant agreement also stipulated 
as conditions a number of poky reforms directed at de-regulating and smbikhg the economy. 

Project ResuitdExperience: 

Accomplishments: Evaluated together, these CIPs  were found to have had a positive impact 
on Somali economy helping to ease severe balance of payments problems, to h m c e  growth- 
enhancing productive capital and intemmhte goods inputs, and to strengthen the Somali 
private sector. The CEPs promoted policy reform in S o m h  in reducing government 
employment, introducing eE&nt import procedures and supporting establishmnt of private 
trade organizations. 

Constraints: M d o n  of foreign exchange fell short of targets by about half (amounting to 
48% to private sector); public sector pemleuxn imports accounted for about 40% of ClP LI 
and III funds available even though grant agreements stipulated against this use in favor of 
private particzipation in the petroleum market. 

Local currency genmted went primarily to non-aigricultural acriyities and was not applied 
directly to policy refom activities, despite stated goals of irrplermnting reforms and supporting 
prioriry developmnt projects. The policy refom agenda was over-ambitious; while SO= 

progress was made in reducing civil s e ~ c e  emplopnt through policy changes, planned 
salary enhancements were not provided 

The evaluation of both programs hds that local currency generations were properly 
docmnted, rracking and documentation of transfers among GSDR accounts and alIo&ons 
was not adequate. A 1987 audit of CP and PL 480 programs also found oversight extremelv 



Lessons Learned: 

Programs would have fared better if more emphasis was given to the private sector 
instead of policy-reform 

Given the Somali context and administrative difficulties, ClPs  are not a fast- 
disbursing nxzbanism as intended. 

Participation of U.S. suppliers providing c o d t i e s  was limited by price factors. 

Documents Reviewed: 

USAID/Somalia, Fmal Evaluation: CIP XI (649- 120) and CIP III (649- 125) PD-MY-8611. 
December, 1987. 

Regional Inspector GeneraJ/Audit (Nairobi],Audit of local f2u r i - e~  Generared From 
Somalia's C o h ?  IFIT and PL 480 P r o m  INo. 3-649-87-71, J v ,  1987. 

Contacts: Meredith Scovill, USAID (AWSA). 
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Project Title: Policy hitiatives and Privatization 
Project Number: 649-0132 
LOP Funding: U S D  - $25 million (original) 

$7.0 million (amended) 
Date of Initial Obligation: 9/29/83 
PACD: 313U87 (Original) 

9/3019Q (RevisecP) 
I213Y92 (Revised) L 

Note: This project ended with the evacuation of the USAIDISomaiia Mission. I 
Implementing AgencieslPrimary Contracts: Minisay of National Planning (MOW), 
-try ofEnance and Treasury (MOFT), Ministry of Industry (MOO; TIPCO, Inc., ISTI. 

Project Purgose: To improve the Somali economic c h t e  by supporting the development 
and implemntation of improved economic policies, iden-g and testing means of promting 
private sector participation, and by improving the GSDR's budgeting and revenue collection 
system. 

ComponenWExpected Outcomes: The project's design was not very spec&, but supported 
three types of activities: 

Technical assistance through long-term advisors to the public and private sector. I 
Policy-related studies focusing on privatization processes in various sectors and tax, 
civil service and budget reform. 

Training throcgh seminars, workshops, conferences and study tours for Somali 
private and public sector participants. 

Project Rwlts/Experiene: I 
Accomplishments: Long-term advisors to Ministries of Commerce, F i e  and Industry 
contributed to institution lxdding and management improvement. Assistance to private sector 
entrepreneurs enabled i n d  effectiveness. Over 16 studies and reports were completed. 

The fkxibiky of the project design allowed morn to reorient the project as needed This was 
particularly appropxiate and usefd followkg the GSDR's 1987 falling out with the IMF and 
consequent revised s m d  reform program. When a new M F  agreement was reached in 
July, 1988, the Mission reworked the PIP to comple~nt  the IMF program and provide more 
s@c policy and irrxpIementation assistance. The Mission also adjusted the project to 
acconrmodate fimding reductions. 

Long-awaited Iegislation and agreement on private banking and trade libembation was 
reached d-1989 and the project's PACD was exended to December, 1992. One state 
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enterprise had been privatized and negotiations on three others were in progress when the 
Barre govanment collapsed. 

Constraints: The fmt years of the project had little impact on policy refom or private sector 
development. Studies had no unifying them or strategy behind them; lack of a clear agenda in 
the project's design resulted in few accoq-nts. The GSDR's continued ambivalence 
about privatization, private sector development, fiscal restraint and meanin@ policy reform 
meant the proMt had little impact. USAD also did not have the personnel capacity for direct 
management and monitoxing. Follow-up on contracted studies and study-tours was minimaL 
Flexibility in pro* design was at dmes an advantage, but also challenged project 
managerrent. Mid-implementation, funding constraints required reorientation of the project. 

-11s Learned: 

Meaningful dialogue and extensive changes in the emno~~lic enviromnt cannot 
occur without su€ficknt commitment from the host g o v m n t  and intensive 
mission management. 

Flexibility in project design can facilitate implemntation, but quires carem 
mmggement. 

Documents Reviewed: 

USAID/Somlia, Moeadishu Phase Down Plan, August, 1990. 

USAID/Somalia, Pro-iect ~1eerm:ntarion R ~ R .  April 1 - September 30.1989. 

U S A D / S o ~  Pro-kt Evaluation: Policv Initiatives and Privatization Pro-iect Evaluation 
(PD-AAZ-5391, June, 1989. 

USAIDISomalia, Policy Initiatives and Privatization hiect  Evaluation PD-AAT-3321, 
March, 1986. 

USAIDlAFRPD/EAP, Somalia Portfolio Review PD-AAU-5@), January, 1985. 

USAID/Somalia, Pro-iect Paper: PoXcv Initiatives and Privatization TPD-AAN-534), 
September, 1983. 

Contacts: Lois Richards (Mission Director), USAD (AA/BHR); Meredith SmviIl, U S D  
(AWS A). 

Completed Studies (fmm N 1985 4th Quarter BIR; at RIEDSO library): 
Trade Policy and T d s  Study Coastal Development Agency Fishing Asresmnt 
Edible Oil Marketing Study Edible Oil Industry Development Project, Phase I 
Metal Working and Foundry Assessment Emxiyo Meat Factory Assessment 
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Project Title: Kismayo Port Rehabilitation 
Project Number: 649-0114 
LOP Funding: USAID - $42.0 mifion 
Date of Initial Obligation: 9/23/82 
PACD: 3/14/84 (Origin J) 

3/31./85 ( A m d e n t  1) 
9/3/87 (Amendment 2) 
9/38/88 (Amendment 3) 
3/3nJ92 (Amendment 4) 

Implementing AgenueslPrirnary Contractors: ~~~ of Public Works. 

Project Purpose: To rehabilitate the deepwater port at lXknay0 which had deteriorated due 
to faulty engineering. I 
Components/Expected Outcomes: To demolish the entire pier, rebuild the four kh, 
extend the pier and ancihy kci&ies and provide training to maintenance personnel USAID 
agreed to provide e n g i n d g  studies, xhabibtion supenrision, and foreign exchange for 
materials, equipment and supplies through a Parricipating Agency Senices Agreement (PMA) 
with the Naval Facilities Engineering Co- (NAVFAC). 

A 1988 project 2unerdnxnt authoked use of uncommitted project funds for rehabibtion of 
the Kismayo Water Supply System (KWSS) to provide potable water to ships using the new 
facilities. 

~~ccomplishrnents: 
No fina9 evaluation of this project is available. The April- September, 1989 Project 
Implementation Report indicates that rehabilitation of all berths was complete and port 
operation and maintenance were tmed over to the GSDR in October, 1988. Training of port 
staff was also complete. 

C o m ~ t s :  
A mid-project evaluation by REDSO/ENG details the construction history of the project and 
problem encountered It also indicates that the construction h n  had difkdty clearing goods 
through the port and that the Port Authority's incapability or unwcilhgness to make repah did 
not bode well for the bng-m maintenance of thc facility. 

Progress on the KWSS component ofthe project was put on hold in August, 1989 in due to 
sea i t y  concerns and the reduction in U.S. presence in Somalia. The Mission teminated all 
activities for the KWSS, but the project's PAW was extended to March 31,1992 to allow 
rehabibtion at a later date. Remaining funds were deobligated as part of the 1990 Phase 
Down following from Brooke Amndment sanctions. 
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Lessons Learned: 
No final evaluation of the project is available. 

Documents Reviewed: 

USm/So- Mogadishu Phase Down Plan, August, 1990. 

USAID/Som Proiect Implementation Report. April 1 - Seutemkr 30,1989. 

Dan Vincent, Memorandum re. "Kismyo Port Project (649- 1 14) Project Evaluation," August 
7,1988 @'D-AA4967). 

USAID, Of& of the Inspector General Audit of the Kismayo Port Rehabilitation Pro:kct 
[Somalia). Audit Report 3-649-88-14, June, 1988. 

USAID/So- Ikrnayo Port Rehabilitation. Pro-jxt Paper, Jdy, 1983. 

Contack Ed Birgells, USAID (Khadistan), Thomas Lofgren (Pro* Development 
Support) US AID (Malawi); E d y  McPhie, US AID (Dhaka); Dan Vincent (Chief Engineer) 
USAD (Egypt). 
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7. Excluded Sectors 
USAJD was only rninimaly involved with develpmnt efforts in the areas discussed below. 

A. Oil & Energy 
Somalia's dependency on oil imports has always complicated development efforts, although 

rumors of oil. in the north persist. Various donors have explored solutions to Somalia's need 
for inexpensive and viable energy source, the most extensive being the World Bank's work on 
the Bardeere Dam USAID'S involv-nt was Med to sponsoring a sectoral study in the 
mid 1980s and, at the request of the GSDR, placing a long-term energy advisor at the Ministry 
of Planning with support from a regional project. 

B. F'iierie. 
Fisheries has long been identified as one of Somalia's underexploited sectors. Its potential, 
however, remains conmversial for a number of reasons. Traditionally, fish are not a regular 
part of the Somali diet and fishing has k e n  limited to artisanal acthiry in isolated pockets along 
the coast The World Bank iiid some explomory work in fishaiees developmnt in the rxrid 
1980s, but did not find readily viable prospeas for deve~~rnent.'~ Apparently other donors 
provided signihmt assistance as weIL USAID's participation was W e d  to an assessing the 
viability of privatizing a iish pmxsing parastatal, Soma5 Marine Roducts (see QlIE 
docmnt PN-AAV-9071, which USAD found a weak candidate for privatization. 

Recent reports attest to rampant piraring of fish resources in Somali waters in the absence of an 
authody capable of enforcing atmitorial rights.2" 

C. Education 
Beyond sponsoring an o v d  survey of Somalia's ducation system in the early 198k  
USAID'S i n v o l v e ~ t  wiah education was primarily limited to higher education and spacialized 
mining pr~g.rans while other domrs x k h s e d  basic education USAID proposed one 
addihnalproject in the FY 88 ABS, but it was not approved (Improving the EEckncy in 
Primary Education, 649-0 142). 

"The World Bank sponsored exploratory/pilot project in the early 1980s which studied the viablity of 
both onshore and offshore activities. N e i k  onshae nor offshore prospects were found viable due to 
transport and processing costs and small schools of fish scamred offshore, among various other 
comp!jcations. See World Bank report P-376940 (April, 1984) and IBRD's Project Completion Report, 
Sec M92-1191 (September, f 992) for further information. 
20 Several individuals menrioned rhat this is occurring in interviews conducted for this report Also see 
Ben Wisner, JiIaal, Gu, Hagau. and Dm: Living with the Somali Land, and Living Well," (in Samatar, 
1994), p. 52. 
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Appendix A 
USAlDlSornalla 

Summary sf Projects 
1978-1 990 

N u m b  ProJect Wtle & Brlef Dcstlption SAID FundI~ IdUal Date Closed Most Recent Eva!. Outcomes 
(in $millions: ObllpUon (CDE ~ c f . )  

649-0101 Agrlrulture E*tenslon, Trrlnlng md R s e ~ r c h  5.1 8/78 7/82 8/82 ~ c m p l e l c d ~  
Training and rescach progrm to support establishment of a (PD-AAL-690) B e w  data collectim and projcd design could have hprovcd po j cd  pafamglce. 
National Extension Suvice. 

649-0102 Rural Health Dellvery Prom 15.2 6/79 9/85 6/86 Two national health carc centcrs wcrc cmglettd and staff trained. 
Buic  h d L  clvc savicea ptogrm to impove and build service (PD-AAS-584) Canpletepm-prajccl assesmatt wd n m w a  scope could have improved projsct 

delivmy capacity. performance. 

649-0103 Klutunwaare SdUemmt Program 1.5 1/79 11/82 6/83 Most o f  !he pojcct's constructim targets w a e  mcl. 
lIousing mstructiaa m d  trniuing prugrm lo support seulment of (PD-AAP-204) Long-run success bnpaircd duc IO dcpcndaice u p  impatad inputs. 

refugees. 
- 

649-0104 Comprcbcndve Gromdmla k e l o p m m l  18.3 9/79 9/88 6/68 A nun~bcr ofpoducing wells were complelcd and technical sum &vices provided. 
Supponprogrm to stm~grhca Wvla Dcvelopmenr Aulhority and ( ref. a.m.) Canplcltprc-pje# mscswcnt a d  oamwa ~cqre could have improved project 
crenhe ongoing wata developncnt program. paformance. 

649-0108 Central Rmgeimds Dr.~dopment 14.9 8/79 6/89 81 89 Subskntid rcchnical and miological m c h  was wllectcd. 
Rangelmd management impvanent  projcd p v i d i n g  tcchnicnl ( F D - M 7 2 1 )  Acuu donor coordinntim and narrower s c q ~ e o u l d  have improved pro~tper fammct .  

assiwce and training. 

649-0109 UvDJtork Marketing .nd I l d U  19.4 6/88 9/92 2/88 I of 4 planned quamtinc stations mclr cmplaion when ntission was tv~uakd. 
Vaainsry services and quarantine program to improve Somali (XD-AAY.8R-A); Full design specifications and fwil i ty cost estimates during project planning could have 

livestock industry. Mid  tam; No Fmal i m p v e d  projeclpafamance. 
cval. canplcted. 

649-0112 Agrlcultud Delivery Sydenrs 8.4 7/19 9/88 7/89 Skills of National Extension S a v i a  agents were significantly improved. 
Skills enhancanent progrm to impove extension m r a m ' s  Ramtion OF project trainees, howeva, ~hrcatcned projmt'r long-run success. 

rcsmch aud m i c e  delivery. 

649-0113 Bay Rq loa  Agrlcultuml Development 10.7 8/80 9/88 10188 A rtswch station was established a Br~nka and inkmnation m dryland ~ m p s  colleckd. 
Research support project to increase agricultural production and (XD-MY-WA) Procmancnt delays and poa donacamdination impcded project's success. 
integrated N I ~  dcvelopmmt 

649-0114 Klsmayo Port RahnblllllUon ProJect 42.0 9/62 3/92 8/88 Decpwatct pat at Kimayo which hsd dckrioratcd due to faulty engineering rrhabilitalEd. 
Reconstruction of dctpw- port at Kismayo. (PD-hA4967)k Sccurity concans and diIliculties with GSDR commitment imptded projects succcss. 

Muno; No final 
cval. canplctd. 

649-0111 Commodllg Import Pwmm f (CIP I) 18.5 9/82 Na. 8/84 Progrmn mpportcd 6uppIy of critical inputs to aqicultursl m d  industrial &US, 

lmpm support program dcsigncd b dlcvistt balance of payment (m3-UP-838) Insuniciart data prevented rigcrows mncro-ccrmomic annlysis of pmgm impact. 

pressurea and assist agricullurc r d  aivate maufacluring scckxs. 

649-011 9 Somdlr Management Trrlnlng & Dwelopment (SOMTAD) Drawdown of US presence required reduction in pojcct ~ o p c ,  bt lmg-lam rdvixrrs 

Training program intended to stnngthm public and privntc recta (XD-MY-555-A); and training stivitics w a e  apparently well-received. 
instiiutiard apncity in wpport of dcvclopnc~t activities. Mid tam; No final 

tval. canplctcd. 



Appendix A 
USAID/Sornalla 

Summary of Pro/ects 
1978-1 990 

N u m k  ProJccl n i l e  & Brler LksripUon SAID Fund11 In l t l l l  Dnte C l o d  Most Recenl Eva!. Outromes 
(in $millions: Obll~ntlon (clln! Ref.) 

649-0120 Commodllg Import Program I1 (CIY tl) 18.5 7/83 Na. 12\87 I lctped to carc balance of payment pressures and auppat private-secla. 
Import suppat ptosram dcsigncd to alleviate balancc of payment @V-AAY-861) Policy refam goals wae wu-ambitious and US supplicr pmicipation g d s  ulaulistic 
pmsurcs and secure policy reform. due loprice factors. (Evaluakd w i l  CIP 111,649-0125) 

649-0122 CDA Forestry Phase 1 - R d u g e  Arus 6.0 11182 9/87 4/88 S p m W  variety olwpcrimtntal sub-pmjccts, dl with #mnc individual ruursses. 
Rcfmstalim and hrclwood production mpport program tnrgcting (XDAAZ297-A) Imprcrvcd pmpmjeco assessment, timeline and narrower scope could have imprwcd pmject 
refugtcs a# bainca Lo fosta clf-reliance. Canpanion to 649-01 23. pafammca. 

- 
649-0123 Re%= Self Rel lana 6.0 12/82 3/88 ?/89 PVO mtivitiw dcmmrtrated that tetbgees respond wll to inccmc-genrruing oppn i t i es .  

Skills developneat program designed to fund PVQ subprojects Rojccl over-estimated USAID m d  PVO eepwity to manage pojectr in pecrvious 
targeting refuges. Companion b 649-0122. enviraunent. 

649-0125 Commodliy ImpwlPrqrrm Ill (CIP Ill) 27.0 7\85 Na. 12/87 I l e l pd  to case balancc of psymmt preasurcs and supprt pr ivat lsect~.  
Import suppolt program desigu J to allcw& balance of payment (PD-AAY-861) Rulicy refam goals w a e  ova-ambitious and US supplia participation pals umtalistic 
pnssurcs and seem policy reform. due b price factas. (Evaluated wilh CIP 111649-0120) 

649-0129 Shebelll W a k  Managernenl I 22.6 8/87 8/89 N.n. Rojcct was taminatd early in implunentntim due w security proMuns. 
Kesuuch piece of twwpert project assisting w i~h  imgnrioa A series o f  repats analping land tenure issues was annplaed m d  intended to cmplcmcnt 
rchabilitntion in the Shebelli Rva Basin. the planned h d  Administration h & t  (649-0155; FY 92 ADS). 

649-0131 Famlly Health Serviced 10.7 8/84 9/92 2191 Appears to  be m e  of mast suoccssfut projcds in  p - w a r  portfolio d q i t c  axurity 
Ficalrh services pmj- Iargding poptetion control through ducatiun. (M)-ABC-517) problems and difficulties wilh h e  USDR; notable mcccss was achicved Uuwgh 

canmunity involvement in service delivery and education. 

649-0132 Pollcy lnttlatlves and Prlvrt lutlon 10.1 9183 12/92 6/89 Advisas wne well-placed; design provided projcctnacessary flexibility. 
Technical sup- program inlcndcd to provide training and policy (PD-AAT-332) Management of this project was lacking undl l ak in  imptanentation. 
assistance to Furrhcr privatc sector ndivity. 

649.0134 Juba Dwdoprnenl Analgllcal Sludles 8.6 9183 9/91 11/89 Most of thcprojtc~'s mscarch sgcnda war arhicvcd. 
Research and training pmjcct intended to support development of (PD-ABA-262) Procurement ddays and coordinatim problans impcdcd implcmmtntion. 
che Juba Valley. 

649-0138 PVO hveloprnml Putncra 18.2 8/85 12/93 3/89 Sane success was achieved by most of the p o j c ~ s  attempted. 
An umbrella poht awarding subgrants to htunr ional  and (PD-ABB- E?ach sub-pa* sufFercd, howva,  mdcr dctaiaating aeeutity conditions and m 
Somdi organizations to encarage pminahips and instiiutionai 39S));Mid term: No increasingly awblcd ccmany. 
development final eval, 

619-0140 Somallr R-et Sctllerncnl 4.0 7/86 12/95 111M Some success was schicvcd by h e  pmjocts sucrnprcd. 
Skills dcvelopmcnt prqram designed to fund PVO subprojects ( X D - M 5 6 2 -  The dclcriwating security situation impeded implementation; the projcct ended with 
targetin8 ntfugtcs whilc building u p  Ue lessons oP649-0122 and A);Mid turn, No evacuation of lhe USAID mission, 
649-0123. final eval. 

capletcd. 



Appendix B: f ersons Interviewed 

Bonnie Bergey 

Michael Brown 

Lee rrGsaneIli 

Claudia Cantel 

Hank Cauley 

Glen Cauvin 

F h D m  

Fred Fischer 

John Gaudet 

Fawzi Guleid 

Steve Harsh 

Paul Henze 

Dennis Herlocker 

m- 
Helen Kitchen 

Lauren Landes 

Peter Lifm 

Terrence Lyons 

Michael Madeny 

Deborah Mendleson 

Ken Menkhaus 

JimMerryman 

Nancy Meqmm 

Paul Miller 

Harold Miller 

Bob Morgan 

Dr. Asha Muhand 

Gary Nelson 

Mennonite Central Corrxnittee 

World Wildlife Fund 

Uiliversity of Penmiyvania 

US AID 

World WWe Fund 

USAID 

Aadenriga 

USAID 

USAlD 

Somali Co-y S&es 

Independent Contractor 

Rand Corporation 

Grz,  Nairobi 

African Development Foundabn 

Cslls 
InterAction 

Society of International hhkteries 

usm 
Institute for Peace 

wilkes univm 

W&es University 

Catholic Relief Services 

All Africa Gxmcil of Churches 

U n W e  Research Corporation 

Advocates for Youth 

USAID (retired) 



Margaret Neuse 

Mohannned Hassan Nur 

Sharon Pauling 

John Pxendergast 

his R i c w  

Philip Roark 

John Rose 

Lisa F r e d  Rosenblat 

Kermit Saphron 

Mary Hope SchwoebeI 

Meredith Scovill 

Andy Sisson 

Stephen Solat 

Wayne Stenson 

Marge Tsitouris 

Mark Wenthg 

Warren M o c k  

USAID 

A.T. K m e y  

Bread for the World 

Cents for Concern 

USAD 

Qlemonics 

USAID 

InterAction 

Aiikare 

Mependent Contractor 

US A D  

USAID 

Africare 

U ~ ~ R ~ h ~ ~ n  

CARE 

us AID 
&mmissionm, New Yo& City 



Appendix C: Bibliography of Selected Studies and Reports 

In -ion to the project-qmik d o c ~ n t s  listed in the individual profiles, the following docwnts  
m y  k useful in firher rese;srch of developmnt in Somalia and the USAID program Most of these 
d05;mnts are available h u g h  USAID'S Center for Developmnt Znformation and EvaZuaaon in 
Rosslyn, VA. 

Besternan, Cathehe. _M Tenure ;T the Middle Jubk Customary Tenure and the Effect of Land 
cu ration. Land Tenure Center, R m h  Paper 104 Universiry of Wisconsin at Madison, 1990. 

This paper provides a concise analysis 01" consistencies, contradictions and implications of customaq 
land tenure and statutory law. 

Claxton, Ann E. An Institutional hdvsk of Local Govanment in the Somali De-tic Republic. 
(USADD sponsored study) lkcemberII 1983. 

Developm=nt Menatives h. Dunor Influence and Rural Prosperity The Impact of Policv Reform on 
Economic Orowth and hpi ty  in the Agidural Sector in S z d  March, 1987. 

This docunertt s- the status of poky reform in Som5.a in the mid to late 1980s and provides 
informatition about agriculture at that ti& and a bibliography are irluded. 

- 

I 

l+mks, Jefky- Brain Drain or Brain Gain? A Review of USAD Parricil,ant Trainin? in S o m h ,  (for 
U S A ] [ D / S G ~ ) ,  Septcxnk, 1986. 

Gregory, Peter. Somalra Civil Servnc 
. . e Reform WSAn, Contract -mda P-0.649-05 1-0-00-#14-00), 

March, 1990. 

Gum., Susan Elizabeth. Development in a Nomadic Sock? A Studv of hdi~enous and Exo~enous 
Change in Northem Somalia Exmation (Univ. of Cobrado at Boulder, 1990) t ?  4h9032837, 
1990. 

Harvard Institute fur International Development, Ouantitative Andpis of Incentives and l>lsm . . centives 
for Expansion of Industrial Output and EqIoyment in Somalia (All3 Contract DAN-542fK-W 
4098-O), July, 1985. 

Hoben, Allen Resource Tenure Issues in Som;ilia, Boston UniV* A f k m  Studies Center* 1985. 
(USAID C~IIUX~ PDC- 1096-1-01-4160-00). 

This d o c m n t  discusses refirlgees and land renure isses at lens 

IntemationaP Science and Technology Institute, Inc. Report on Tax Ref- in Somalia: Evaluation of 
the Rezomndations and Sug~estions for Imlementation (USAH) Contract M'R-0348-C- - 
5037), January? 1989. 

Mehrnet, Ozay. 'Effectiveness of Foreign Aid - the Case of So-" The Journal of Modern Afiiczm 

Studies, 9, % (1971), pp. 31-47. 





The parallels between this article describing the programs of the 1960s and USAID's experience in the 
1980s are interesting. 

ODC Clmferellce Report, "~~ &dUti0~ lhmanitarian Assistance, and Development in 
SomaliaI Lessons Lamed," Dec 3.1993, Washington, D.C. (Canregie Endowment for 
Inrernational Peace). 

Podin, Roger/Developmnt Alternatives, hc. A Srudv of Recment Costs of Development Projects in 
Somalia March, 1987. 

Putman, Diana W ~ o e  A C h ~ ~  hterpretation of Development: Developers. Values. and 
Amicalt~d Change in the Somali Context CIsku KaIsoonaan Baa Hornmar). Dissertation (Bryn 
Maw, 1984) Univexsity Mimfitms Internatiow # 8505770,1985. 

This is an ethnography which targets the developers as well as the individuals living in the Bay Region 
and includes extensive and detailed anthropological information. 

Rawson, David The Somali State and Foreip Aid, Washington, D.C: Foreign Service Institute, 
Dep-nt of S tate, 1993. 

Tiis short book is a comprehensive overview of USATD's mvohrement in S m d i i ~  Some project- 
specilk infomation is proided 

Rawson, David "Dealing Wrth Disintegration: U.S. Assistance and the Somali State," in Samatar, ed. 
The Somali Challenge, Boulder: Lynne Reiner Publishers, 1994, pp. 147-i87. 

This article is a brief version of Rawson's earlier book 

Roth, Michael; Lawnwe:, J-, Mohamood, Ahmed Sheikh and ]Bruce, John. Land Tenure Policy 
and Re-tion in S o d  An Action Plan %I- h&tive and Administrative Refom. L a d  
Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin at Madison, 1989. 

h addition to providing a specific action g b  fir reformr, this doamznt s w  the issues around 
the Iand tenure p b l e m  or'pre-civil war Sorrxh 

Roth, Michael S o d  Land Policies and Tenure Impacts: The Case of the Lower Shebelle. Land 
Tenure Center, Univ of Wzscoin at Madison, 1988. 

Roth, Michaek -I, Ha~-ozd; Bruce, John and U r n  Jon. An Analysis ~f Land Tenure and 
Re-gkmtion arid Water Allocation Issues in the S m b o o d  Irrigation Zone, Somalia. Eand 
Tenure Center, U n i v e  of Wlscolzsin at Madison, 1987. 

Sa~nataa', &md L, d me S o d  Challenge: From Catastrovhe to Renewal?, Budder: Lynne Reiner 
hbzishers, 1994. 

Semida, Toha A Smdv of F i  S d  Scale Industries Which Can Udlize Locd Ravi ?tilt+ in 
S o m h ,  Novemk, 1984. 



Although this srudy is not all that quantitative, it does provide a survey of locally available materials 
and industry with suggestions for further work 

SRI Intemationd, The PolicyReeeu]atory Environment for Private Investment in Somalia (AID 
Contract 649- 132-C-6009), February, 1986. 

UNDP/fBRD, Somalia: Remrt of a Joint Technical Cooperation Assessmat Mission, October, 1985. 

USAID/Somalia, Conmessional Presentation. FY 80. 

USmjSo- Congressianal Presentation. FY 82. 

USAIDfSo- Conmssional Presentation. FY 83. 

USAID/Somalia, Conmssional Presentation. FY 84. 

USAD/Somalia, Conmssional Presentation. FY 85. 

USAID/Somalia, Con-pessional Presentation. FY 86. 

USAD/Somah, Coneressional Presentation. FY 87. 

USAID/Somali;t, Conmss iod  Presentation. FY 88. 

USAID/Somaba, Conmssiod Presentation. FY 90. 

USAB)/Somalia, Con-mssiod Presentation. FY 91. 

USAIDjSomalia, Country Development Strittem S tatemnt. FY 1982. 

U S ~ o ~  Countq Develogrnent Strate? Statement. FY 1983. 

USND/Somalia, C0unn-y Development Stratew Statement. FY 1984. 

USAIDjSomalia, Comw Development Stratem Statement. FY 1985. 

USAID/Somalis. C o u n ~  Development Stratew Statement. FY 1987. 

USAID/Somalirt, olifity DeveIo~rnent Stratem Statement. FY 19%. 

Wner, Ben. 'YiZczuZ, Gu, Hagaa, and Der: Living with the Somali Laad and Living We&" in Smtar, 
ed. The Somali Challenge, Boulder: Ly'riie Reinex Publishers, 1994, pp.27-63. 



ABS 
ADF 
AFMET 
a s s  
CIP 
EEC 
ESF 
GSDR 
G?Z 

lBFm 
IDA 
IFAD 
IMF 
PUDAS 
LOP 
M m  
MmR 
MMWR 
MOH 
NES 
NiRA 
mc 
PAAD 
PACD 
PVO 
SWMP 
mCR 
USDA 
WDA 
WFP 
WHO 

Acronyms 

Annual Budget Summary 
African Development Foundation 
Agricultural Extension and Farm Management Training 
Country Development Strategy Statement 
Commodity Import Program 
Empean Economic Community 
Economic Support Funds 
Government of Somali Democratic Republic 
Gesellschafl fur Technische Z u ~ e ~ t  
(German Technical Cmpemtion) 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
International Development Administration 
International Fund for Agriculturd Development 
International Monetary Fund 
Juba Development Analytical Studies 
Length of Project 
Maternal and Child Wealth 
Minisay of Livestock, Foresw and Range 
Ministry of Water and M i n d  Resources 
Ministry of Health 
National Extension Service 
National h g e  Agency 
National Refugee CoIIlmission 
Project Assistzance Approval Docmefit 
Project Assessment Completion Date 
*vate Voluntary O r g d o n  
ShebeUi Water Management Project 
United Nations High Commission on Refugees 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Water Devefopment Authority 
World Food Rcyymxne 
World Health 0qy.nization 
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