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SUMMVARY

Qurrent budget and personne
[imtations are requiring
USAID to rethink how it hel ps
countries and staffs its

M ssions. (ne nodel that has
been broadly discussed is the
creation of "hub" or core

M ssi ons that manage prograns
in multiple countri es.

For the past four vyears, the
USAI D Regional M ssion for
Central Asia (USAI D CAR has
functioned as such a core
Mssion with responsibility
for planning, achieving, and
judging prograns in five newy
i ndependent central Asian
republ i cs: Kazakstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Taji ki stan,

Tur knmeni st an, and Uzbeki st an.
USAIDY CAR differs from ot her
USAID regional Mssions in
several ways:

1. It manages country-specific
as well as regional or

mul tinational prograns. This
has i nportant nanagenent
consequences. USAI ¥ CAR not
only provides technical

support and regional resources
t o ongoi ng country-specific
USAI D prograns, it al so
nmanages prograns in five
countries, works with five
sover ei gn governnments and
ensures that its program
supports U S. foreign policy
obj ecti ves through cl ose
consul tation and coordi nati on
with five U S anbassadors.

2. Wiil e the program oper at es
in an environment simlar to
many devel opnent assi st ance

countries and contributes to
al | USAI D devel oprent
assistance goals, it is
focused on hel pi ng these new
i ndependent states (N'S) make
the transition to effective,
mar ket - based denocracies. It
is funded through the Freedom
Support Act and operates
within the special paraneters
of that program

3. USAIDCAR primarily uses
contracts and grant nechani sns
negoti ated and executed in
Washi ngton to inplenent its
prograns. Funds are not
provided to host countries

t hrough project-specific
bilateral agreenents, as is
the case in nost bilatera
USAI D M ssi ons.

USAI Y CAR sees sone i nport ant
benefits fromregional
managenent of country
prograns. These incl ude
economes of scale; rapid
sharing and use of |essons

| earned; and the devel opnent
of regional institutions and
solutions to shared probl ens.
USAI D cannot afford five
separate M ssions. Approaches,
nodel s, and | essons | earned in
one country are quickly

di ssemnated and used in the
ot hers. Good exanples of this
i ncl ude the sustainable health
care delivery nodel s that,
while initially devel oped for
one country, are being
assessed, adapted, and adopted
in others with multidonor and
host country support.

USAI U CAR staff are chal | enged
to develop with finite



resources synergistic prograns
that contribute to nore than
one objective and goal in nore
t han one country. They have,
therefore, worked with host
country partners to devel op
regi onal solutions for

regi onal issues. Exanples
include USAID s work in energy
and the Aral Sea.

Regi onal nmanagenent of five
country programs i s not easy.
Dealing with multiple
governments, U S. gover nnent
partners, and contractors and
grantees creates a substanti al
managenent burden. Thi s burden
falls particularly on
USAI Y CAR st af f who nust
manage numerous activities in
broadl y di spersed sites. That
i nvol ves travel ling | ong

di stances under difficult and
sonetimes unsafe conditions.

Sharing responsibility for
carrying out prograns wth
regi onal or global contracts
and cooperative agreenents

rai ses other issues. The fact
that nost USAID staff are
based in one country
inevitably | eads to concerns
that other countries do not
recei ve t he nanagenent
attention they would likely
get under a bilateral program
There are issues of contractor
or grantee responsiveness to
country needs and

requi renents, and their
accountability and reporting
on results.

From a progranmm ng

per spective, regional work
neans the demands of any
singl e assignnent are

multiplied by five. For

exanpl e, |last year, USAl D CAR
submtted five country-
specific Rds as well as a

si xth, regional R4-type
overvi ew docunent .

USAI D/ CAR PROGRAM
OPERATI ONS

USAI ¥ CAR has a programt hat
averages $80-$100 mllion ! a
year. The USAI D CAR program
responds to each of the 11
mandated ENl strategic

obj ectives with country-

speci fic conbi nati ons. These
obj ecti ves are grouped under
three prinmary assi stance

ar eas.

1. A conpetitive narket-
oriented econony in which the
maj ority of econom c resources
are privately owned and
nmanaged.

2. Transparent and accountabl e
gover nance and the enpower nent
of citizens.

3. A strengthened capacity to
manage t he human di nensi ons of
the transition to denocracy
and a mar ket econony.

The five central Asian
republics USAID hel ps face
common constrai nts and
chal | enges after seven decades
of Soviet dom nation. The
breakup of the Soviet Union
has been acconpani ed by severe
econom c di sl ocati on,
including disruption in
production, supplies, and



trade patterns, reduced rea
national 2 and personal

i ncones, high inflation, and
unravel i ng of the soci al
safety net.

The republics inherited highly
centralized, inefficient, and
unsust ai nabl e public systens
as well as an old and

deteri orated physi cal
infrastructure. At

i ndependence the republics

| acked al nmost all the
institutions and systens
associ ated with a narket
econony. They had no prior
experience with a constitution
or court system a free press,
or nongover nirent al

organi zations (NG&s). In

addi tion, these republics were
isolated historically, and
relied heavily on budget
transfers fromthe center

The conbi nation of these
factors has neant that central
Asi an soci eti es have | agged
behi nd those in Eastern
Europe, the Baltics, and nost
other areas of the NS in
under standi ng the structura
and institutional changes
needed to build and sustain a
mar ket econony. Wil e change
IS occurring and occurring
rapi dly, these are not
econom es or denocracies that
can be junp-started. The
framewor ks for a narket
econony and a participatory
denocracy nust be built al nost
entirely fromscratch. At the
sane tine, elenents of the
soci al sector, such as health,
housi ng, and educati on, that
had been consi der ed
entitlenments nust be

reorgani zed to neet the
societal requirenments of these
new franewor ks

A common herit age,

i nt er dependence, and shared
needs support a regional

assi stance strategy. The USAI D
program has al ways been

regi onal in scope. However
there are real differences
anong the republics in the
pace of political and economc
reform econom c structures,

| abor force skills, and
natural resource bases. That
neans that country prograns

i ncreasingly have to be
adapted to respond to both
funding realities and

i ndi vidual country conditions.

The USAI I¥ CAR program

devel oped in response to this
situation is substantial and
multifaceted. It affects the
lives of nore than 50 mllion
people in countries with an
overal | gross national product
conparabl e to that of Pakistan
or Peru. Three of the
countries have per capita

i ncomes of less than $1,000 a
year, placing themfirmy in
the ranks of | ess devel oped
countri es.

USAID s field presence has
been i nportant both in
devel opi ng regi onal responses
to regional issues and
ensuring that each country
programreflects that
country’s needs, experience,
and expertise. USAl D CAR uses
a variety of approaches to
ensure that its prograns

refl ect country-specific
conditions and priorities.



These include nmeetings with
host countries and ot her
partners, survey research
focus groups, nedi a canpai gns
wi th feedback nmechani sns, and
periodi c eval uations to assess
the effectiveness of
initiatives. A sustained, on-
ground advi sory presence has
al so been inportant in
establ i shing trust and

oversi ght.

USAI D s program operati ons
differ fromthose of a
traditional bilatera

devel opnent assi stance program
in several ways.

First, although there is a
broad bil ateral aid agreenent
in each country establishing
the paraneters of a technical
cooperation program funding
is not provided through
bilateral project agreenents.
Rat her, interventions are
organi zed based on di scussi ons
with the host country |line
agenci es nost directly
concerned. Cccasi onal

menor anda of understanding are
negoti ated and signed to

refl ect common under st andi ngs
and operati ng nechani sns, but
these do not commt USAI D
fundi ng resources and are not
consi dered obligating
docunent s.

Second, USAID)CAR is using the
conbi nati on of a strong
central office and snall
satellite offices to manage
its prograns and provide

| ogi stical and ot her support
in an area larger than Wstern
Eur ope. USAI Y CAR s seni or
managenent and techni cal

staff 3 are in the main office
in Alnaty, Kazakstan. In

Al maty, the staff have three
technical offices and ten
strategi c objective teans.

Wi le all projects are nmanaged
fromthe Mssion there, USAI D
has satellite offices in the
ot her four countries. These
are staffed in three cases
with one U S direct hire and
inone with alocal hire US.
per sonal services contractor
They serve as the central
contact on the country

devel opnent team for USAI D

i ssues and mai ntai n regul ar
communi cation with counterpart
governnents. They al so enhance
program over si ght, provide
donor coordination, act as
|'iaisons with enbassies and
provi de early warni ng on
potential rmanagenent probl ens
before they turn into crises.

As an EN M ssion functi oni ng
under the Freedom Support Act,
USAI Y CAR works with a shorter
time horizon than that of a
typi cal devel opnment assi stance
M ssi on. Freedom Support Act
funds have historically been
viewed as short term The
strategi c planning tinefrane
is typically three to five
years*. The M ssions’ R4s
submtted in April 1996 set
perfornmance targets through
1999. Possi bl e fundi ng
mechani sns beyond the year
2000 are now bei ng di scussed.

This shorter time horizon
causes the Mssion to focus
directly on results. A major
goal is to ensure that what

m ght ot herw se be a disparate



col l ection of contractors and
grantees (sonme of whom have a
high political profile) is
ained at a cohesive and wel | -
integrated set of prograns
pur sui ng conmon strategic
goals. The Mssion is nmaking a
concerted effort to ensure
that activities are mutual ly
supportive and programed
synergistically. Two exanpl es
fol | ow

1. Congressionally nmandat ed
famly planning earmarks are
bei ng shaped to address wi der
social transition and econom c
restructuring concerns.

Fam |y pl anni ng consul tants
are working with newy
privatized pharnmacies to
pronot e market-driven
distribution strategies.

Simlarly, health reform
contractors work with
privatization teans to bring
about a restructuring of the
phar maceuti cal subsector.

This effort to develop a
private-sector health delivery
capacity hel ps overcone
previous constraints in
service availability, quality,
and sustainability.

2. At USAI D CAR s request,

| ESC, the International
Executive Service Corps, and
several farner-to-farner

grant ees shaped their prograns
to provide short-term

t echni cal assistance to | ocal
entrepreneurs. The goal was to
devel op bankabl e busi ness

pl ans to present to the
Central Asian Anerican
Enterprise Fund (CAAEF) for
funding. As a result, the

CAAEF has noved forward nore
qui ckly than nost conparabl e
enterprise funds el sewhere in
Eastern Europe and the fornmer
Sovi et Uni on.

The Mssion is carrying out
its programthrough task
orders, buy-ins, and ot her
nmechani sns that allowit to
draw on contracts or grants
executed by ENI or other USAI D
bureaus to get the required

t echni cal assi stance and
training resources. In a
nunber of cases, the M ssion
has del i beratel y broken

t echni cal assi stance or
training activities into
short, discrete tasks to
ensure that critical steps are
taken and results achi eved.
This supports the Mssion's
resul ts-oriented nmanagenent.

BENEFI TS OF REG ONAL
PROGRAMM NG

Regi onal activities have been
an essential feature of
USAI DY CAR s programfromthe
begi nni ng. USAI Y CAR sees real
advant ages to such an
orientation and approach.
These i ncl ude an enhanced
ability to coordi nate across
countries, pronote regiona
solutions to regional

probl ens, and ensure that
experience and | essons | earned
in one setting are quickly
applied in anot her.

Three recent exanples fromthe
soci al sector denonstrate sone
of the benefits of regiona

managenent. The first two dea



with the need to address
serious health concerns wth
l[imted public resources and
inefficient and inappropriate
health systens |eft over from
the Soviet era.

The central Asian republics
inherited a costly,

inefficient health care system
that pl aced the hi ghest
priority on hospital and
specialty care, resulting in a
severely deficient primary
care system Determned to
provide better care with

exi sting financial resources,
heal t h pl anners in Kyrgyzstan
with USAI D technical
assi st ance devel oped a new
heal th service delivery nodel
Fam|ly Goup Practices. This
uses savings from cl osi ng
excess hospital s and ot her
health facilities to support
teans of prinmary care
physi ci ans who are financially
rewarded for providing direct
quality care to famlies.
Since physicians' pay is
determ ned by the nunber of
famlies who enroll and renain
in the group practices,
custoners or clients influence
the type and quality of
services. Wth maj or support
fromthe Wrld Bank, famly
group practices are being
devel oped el sewhere in
Kyrgystan. About 75 percent of
t he popul ation will have
access to such care. The
nodel , and sone of the | essons
| ear ned about which el enents
of the forner Soviet health
system nost need to be
changed, are being applied and
tested i n Kazakst an.

Not only was health care
inefficient and expensive, the
quality was poor, especially
in the area of wonen's
reproductive health. Abortion
and naternal norbidity and
nortality rates were high. In
Kazakstan, a joint
public—private initiative is
changi ng client and provider
know edge and practice and

i ncreasi ng contraceptive
choice and supply. In |less
than two years, abortions

dr opped 20 percent.

| nportant elenents of this
programincl ude privati zi ng
phar maci es and strengt heni ng
phar maceuti cal service
delivery, creating a viable
market for retail sales of
contraceptives, and offering
mul timedia client and provider
information. These el enents
are bei ng adopted and adapt ed
in Uzbekistan. USAID s
approach to wonen’ s
reproductive health was noted
in the Congressional Record
1994 and recommended as a
nodel for other NS countries.

The U S —Aral Sea Program
denonstrates how a regi ona
approach can focus nmultiple
resources on a critical
probl em and pronote regi ona
cooperation and sol utions
rather than conflict.

Extensive irrigation and
overuse of farmchemcals
created a maj or ecol ogi ca
disaster 5 in the Aral Sea
region of the central Asian
Republics. Several mllion
peopl e do not have access to

in



safe water and are dying at
abnornmal ly high rates. The
maj or cause is the
contamnation of surface and
ground water owi ng to
declining flows of water into
the sea and increasing
pol I ution of the surroundi ng
del ta areas.

In late 1993 USAI D becane the
first donor to provide on-
ground assi stance to the three
countries nost affected:
Kazakst an, Turkneni st an, and
Uzbeki stan. U. S. assistance is
directed at inproving water
quality, addressing imedi ate
publ i c health needs, and
devel opi ng effective regional
wat er managenent .

USAI D br ought toget her
policymakers fromall three
countries to discuss common
concerns and forge rational,
mar ket - based al | ocati on for
water. This contributed to the
first water-sharing agreenent
anmong Central Asian states.
USAI D hel ped pronote a

mul tidonor effort, |everagi ng
from ot her donors such as the
Wrl d Bank, the European

Uni on' s techni cal assistance
group, TAAS, and UN CEF.

| SSUES | N REG ONAL
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Regi onal nmanagenent of
prograns i s not easy,
especi al |y when operating
expense budgets are limted.
USAIDCAR s staff carry a
heavy managenent burden. The
same nunber of people who

m ght work on one bilatera

program nust plan and nmanage
activities in five countries.
Rout i ne programm ng
assignnents or information
requests that could be easily
handl ed in one country are
nmore conplicated with five
countries, five enbassies, and
five operating expense and
program budgets to nanage.

Country differences require

t hat successful approaches and
practices fromone country be
adapted to neet the needs of a
nei ghboring country. For
exanpl e, in Uzbeki stan SQVARC,
a Futures Qoup Internationa
soci al marketing program is
successful ly using the
materi al s devel oped for soci al
mar keti ng of contraceptives in
Kazakstan. However, its

i npl ementation is different,
especially when it cones to
host country gover nrment

i nvol venent. This reflects
differences in the two
countries' transition froma
command to a nar ket econony.

Country differences and

regi onal requirenents
necessitate the field presence
of both USAID direct hire and
contract or grant staff. The
region is larger than western
Eur ope, has nassi ve nountain
ranges and limted
transportation and
infrastructure. This causes
travel delays and can at tines
pose risks to personal safety,
especially inwinter. It is

al so not possible to provide
all the managenent oversight,
coordination, or consultation
with partners or custoners
that would be feasible in a



snaller area. This is an
important reason for USAID s
satellite offices.

Final ly, regional programm ng
with a wi de range of
contractors and grantees who
have rel ati onshi ps and
mandat es from USAI DY Washi ngt on
of fi ces and bureaus nakes
coordi nati on and focus a
particul ar chal | enge.

USAI DY CAR believes its role

i ncl udes setting strategic

di rections, nanagi ng
interventions, and providing a
field-tested reality check for
prograns that Washi ngton nmay
mandate but only distantly
nmonitor. A technical officer
in Washington is less well-

pl aced to pronote the
net wor ki ng and nake the
connections between field
activities (and ot her donors)
essential for program success.

Getting contractors and
grantees to work together when
they are supported by
different funding sources and
projects is |abor-intensive
and denmandi ng. However, as
USAI D fundi ng drops and the
demands to do nore with | ess
increase, it is increasingly
i nportant not only to manage
activities effectively, but
also to use activities as
catal ysts for other USAID
prograns and to | everage
addi ti onal donor resources.

1.FY 1991-1996 funding totals $460 million.

2.Real GNP declined in Kazakstan by 21% between 1990 & 1992 and an additional 11% in the first half
of 1993. Kyrgyzstan experienced a 24% decline in real GNP and 36% decline in real disposable income
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in 1992. Real GNP declined 10% and average real wages by 54% in Uzbekistan in 1992. National
income fell by 30% in 1992 and additional 28% during the first half of 1993 in Tajikistan. After several
years of negative economic growth, all five Central Asian countries are expected to have positive growth
ratesin 1996 or 1997.

3.USAID has an authorized U.S. direct hire staff of 18, fifteen of whom are assigned to Almaty and three
of whom are assigned to regional satellite officesin Bishkek, Dushanbe, and Tashkent. The full
complement of 15 USDH staff in Almaty has never been reached, and more typically only 11 or so staff
have been charged with managing the program out of the headquarters office in Almaty.

4.The country strategy approved for Central Asiain July 1994 was seen as guiding USAID assistance for
the next two to three years. The May 1996 R4 submissions, while not representing a full-blown strategy,
provide strategic direction and incorporate several elements that are more usually included in USAID
strategic planning documents.

5.Then, Senator Al Gore identified this as a priority for USAID Assistance in 1990.



