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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

In November 1995, USAlD Administrator Brian Atwood dispatched two 
consultants who, after extensive research, determined that an emergency shelter 
program wrth strict parameters and criteria would be the most efficient use of 
USAlD resources As USAID's Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) 
represented the most operat~onal and experienced unrt of USAlD present in 
Bosnra-Herzegovma (B-H) at the time, the proposed rapid and h~gh-~mpact shelter 
program was to be managed directly by the Bureau for Humanitarian Response 
through the Office of U S Forergn Drsaster Assistance (OFDA) in Washington All 
operational responsibrlity, including delegations of authority, were transferred to the 
USAIDIDART In B-H to rmplement the program 

In March 1996, $12 5 million was made available from both USAID's Bureau 
for HumamtarIan Response (BHR) and the Bureau for Europe and Newly 
Independent States (ENI) for a total of $25 million to be programmed by the DART 
for the Emergency Shelter Repair Program (ESRP) 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

- To support the overall objective of the Dayton agreements of peace and national 
reconcilrat~on by initratrng and accelerating the return of d~splaced families from 
temporary places of refuge In towns and munrc~palitres to their own homes In 
badly destroyed villages and other sites where they could resume or undertake 
agricultural and other activitres, 

- Demonstrate the start of post-Dayton return to normalcy with a high-impact, 
vrsible U S operat~onal effort in the field, addressed to the priority need for shelter 
in war-affected areas, and whlch would provide hope for the continurng dividends of 
peace and reconc~liat~on, and 

- Focus attention and energy of returnees and demob~lized combatants on short- 
term employment and re-establishment of normal Irves, thereby enhancing the 
security of IFOR personnel and helprng to ensure stabrlity after 1996 

The ESRP was rntended to repair 2,500 badly damaged, prrvately-owned 
houses throughout the Federation, utrlrzing local labor to help generate short-term 
jobs and stimulatelstrengthen small independent contractors The villages were 
chosen w~th the idea of assisting inrtial groups of approximately 40 - 50 "proneer" 
returning famrlies to repopulate the v~llages and reactivate social and economic life 



METHODOLOGY 

Same Ethn~c Return vs Cross Ethn~c Return - by focusing on "same-ethnic 
return", the ESRP concentrated on verifiable cases for return, i e , villages with the 
h~ghest possible rate for success This method made the ESRP effective, yet 
pol~tically far less contentious Despite the spate of explosions in summer 1996 of 
recently repared houses In the border area between the Repubhka Srpska and the 
Federation, no USAID/DA RT rehabrlrtated houses have been destroyed 

Contractor vs Self Help - using general contractors and/or contracted labor 
offered the NGOs and USAIDIDART a safer guarantee that the house would be 
completed as per the program's time Ime, in accordance with project building 
parameters and quality, and within budget It also provided economic assistance to 
the Federation through job creation and locally purchased materials 

NGOs vs Other -the ESRP was implemented by a group of eight NGOs already 
operational in B-H for an average of 2-3 years The NGOs had the capac~ty to 
implement a program of this magnitude, had worked In heavily damaged areas of 
the Federation throughout the conflict, and possessed the demonstrated 
geograph~c, management and construction expertise 

USAIDIDART Involvement - Mon~tor~ng - USAIDIDART involvement in the ESRP 
was extensive from the initial design and development through to the completion of 
the program Over the course of the project, the USAIDIDART team made 
approximately 100 site monitoring vis~ts, which were used to discuss issues with 
the NGO while inspecting progress in the field In short, active and close 
monitormg ensured program success by identifying problems early on, and taking 
proactive steps to resolve them 

Level of Damage - Houses eligible for repair under USAIDIDART'S ESRP had to 
be "extremely damaged", I e , homes with foundations and structurally sound walls, 
but without roofs, windows, and doors By concentrating on such badly damaged 
houses, the program ensured that new square meters of shelter were created 

Extent of Repalrs - The shelter units received only minimal repairs sufficient to 
facilitate the return of displaced persons to the~r homes Exterior patchmg was 
applied only where necessary to weather-proof the house, and no exterior painting 
or other cosmetic interventions were included under the program 

Tn-Part~te Agreement - served as a contract or agreement between the 
muniapality, the beneficiary, and the NGO The agreement was tallored to the 
ind~v~dual situation In the NGO's area of operation, and laid out specific rights and 
responsibilities asslgned to each of the signatories such as pre-1991 ownership, 
the beneficiaries Intention to return permanently within 60 days, NGO is authorized 
to cany out repairs it deems necessary, etc 



DATA 

The ~llustrat~ve outputs of the ESRP are as follows 

Completed Shelter Un~ts 
Number of Villages Rehabihtated 
Average Cost per Un~t wlo Overhead 
Square Meters of New Lwng Space Created 
Returned Famihes (12/31/96) 
Returned lnd~v~duals (12131196) 
Average Fam~ly S~ze 
Ethn~c Breakdown 

Bosn~ac Famihes 81 3% 
Bosn~an Croat Famhes 18 5% 
Bosn~an Serb Fam~lies 0 2% 

Labor Cost 
Mater~al CosVFederat~on 
Mater~al CosVNon-Federat~on 
Labor and Mater~al Total 
Short-term Jobs Created 
Number of Local Contract~ng Frms Employed 

MINI-INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR PROGRAM (MIS) 

In early May 1996, USAID's Adm~n~strator d~rected USAIDIDART to 
~mplement a mmi-mfrastructure (MIS) repair program as an adjunct to the ESRP 
The purpose was to help consohdate and fort@ the pos~twe effects of the ESRP by 
repalrmg and restormg essential services and utll~ties to the selected v~llages The 
program's fund~ng was agaln drawn equally from USAID's BHR and EN1 Bureau for 
a total of $4 m~llion USAIDIDART adm~nistered these funds through the existlng 
ESRP cooperatwe agreements to the NGOs, wh~ch subm~tted proposals for 
appropriate m~ni-infrastructure repairs 

The final MIS projects organized by sector are as follows 

Sector 
Water Repair 
School Repair 
Health Cl~n~cs 
Electr~c~ty Repa~r 

No of Projects 
15 
1 4* 

4 
2 

* Includes SIX schools approved under one ESRP grant 

The MIS program provided the ~ncent~ve requ~red to mst~gate repatr~at~on to 
the ESRP v~llages lntegratmg mfrastructure repalrs w~th shelter rehabihtation 
creates a more v~able commun~ty In wh~ch to return, and created addit~onal jobs 



CONCLUSIONS 

Use of NGOs - Success of the emergency shelter project was predicated on the 
use of NGOs who had solid experience working in the former Yugoslavia, and 
particularly within the Federation areas Work had to begin as soon as possible if 
the goal of 2,500 houses rehabilitated by the end of the calendar year was to be 
accomplished 

T ~ m ~ n g  - The ESRP was conceptualized, designed and implemented with 
unprecedented rapidity Although the program's completion date was on-target w~th 
regard to time needed for the NGOs to execute all necessary repairs, an earlier 
completion date would have allowed the beneficiaries to perform further 
improvements on their homes, plant winter gardens, and otherwise settle in to their 
community again before the cold Bosnian winter The issue of timing was most 
applicable to the incorporation of the complementary mini-infrastructure projects 
(MIS), as shelter and basic municipal services have a symbiotic relationship 
USAIDIDART'S funding for such complementary projects should have been 
available at the same tlme as the funding for the ESRP in order to maximize the 
number of returning displaced families 

Delegation of Authority to the Field - By decentralizing the program to 
USAIDIDART rn the field, which actually had responsibility for monitoring and 
managing the program, implementation activities could be initiated more qurckly, 
and any remedial steps taken immediately Such action saved valuable days in the 
early stages of the project It is recommended that once grants are wrltten, their 
day to day management be retained withrn OFDA so as to facilitate any changes or 
modifications In this way, knowledge of the program's dally activities whlch may 
impact upon the grants can be tracked on a regular and routine basis, thus 
reducing the need to provide duplicative andlor historical information 

Municipal Involvement - Because municipal authorities were allowed to participate 
in the return process, they were less inclined to blame the NGOs or USAlD for any 
perceived drfficulties which arose during the program This involvement also 
fostered a more conducive working relationship for all parties which, in turn, 
contributed to the ESRP's quick and efficrent implementat~on Most municipalities 
maintained accurate records of the whereabouts of potential beneficiaries, thereby, 
facilitating a potentially lengthy process 

Mmes - USAIDIDART attempted to avoid potentrally or heavily mmed areas dunng 
the village selection and verification process However, several areas that 
otherwrse fit the program descrrption and were rncluded, rnevitably, presented a r~sk  
of mine amdents A major obstacle to a more encompassing MIS program was 
the presence of land mines A number of municipal repair projects that were 
brought to the attention of USAIDIDART were not feasible due to the presence of 
mines, and the inability to find outside funds to clear the project sites Bearing this 
rn mind, it is recommended that demining funds be considered for any future 
program 



INTRODUCTION 

Background 

In November 1995, USAlD Adm~n~strator Br~an Atwood d~spatched 
consultants Robert and Cynth~a Gersony to conduct a three month assessment of 
prospects for USAlD assstance to the Bosn~an rehab~l~tat~on effort After vwt~ng 
approx~mately 80 v~llages throughout the Federat~on, and conduct~ng hundreds of 
rntew~ews with representatlves of mternat~onal organ~zat~ons, local government 
offic~als, d~splaced persons, NGOs, and others, the consultants determmed that an 
emergency shelter program w~th strrct parameters and cr~ter~a would be the most 
effic~ent use of USAID's resources As USAID's D~saster Ass~stance Response 
Team (DART) represented the most operat~onal and exper~enced un~t of USAlD 
present In Bosn~a-Herzegowna (B-H) at the t~me, the proposed rapid and h~gh- 
~mpact shelter program was to be managed d~rectly by the Bureau for Human~tar~an 
Response through the Office of U S Fore~gn D~saster Ass~stance (OFDA) In 
Washmgton All operat~onal respons~b~l~ty, ~nclud~ng delegat~ons of authority, were 
transferred to the USAIDIDART In B-H to ~mplement the program 

In March 1996, $12 5 m~ll~on was made avadable from both USAID's Bureau 
for Human~tar~an Response (BHR) and the Bureau for Europe and Newly 
Independent States (ENI) for a total of $25 m~ll~on to be programmed by the DART 
for the Emergency Shelter Repar Program (ESRP) On March 8, 1996, 
USAIDIDART announced the ESRP to the mternat~onal NGO commun~ty operatmg 
In B-H, and appealed for ~ n ~ t ~ a l  proposals for shelter that would spec~fically fall w~th~n 
ESRPts stated cr~ter~a (see Appendrx A) Proposals were expected from the NGOs 
by March 18, 1996, w~th USAIDIDART dec~s~ons on subm~ss~ons by March 25, I996 
Of approx~mately thrrty shelter proposals rece~ved, e~ght proposals were selected for 
fundmg based upon the followmg cr~ter~a 1) conform~ty w~th key elements of the 
Terms of Reference, 2) techn~cal and geograph~cal expert~se, 3) met concept of 
"p~oneer v~llages" v~s  a VIS the number of houses, outlymg v~llage versus town, etc , 
and 4) clustermg of NGO's projects In a given area By Apr1l24, 1996, only four 
weeks after the NGOs were adv~sed of thew select~on, all e~ght cooperatwe 
agreements were awarded totalmg approx~mately $23 6 m~lhon The fact that the 
t~me per~od between the ~ n ~ t ~ a l  program announcement and the awardmg of the 
cooperatwe agreements took only seven weeks was mtegral to the ESRP's success 
Furthermore, on May 20, 1996, USAIDIDART announced the ava~labd~ty of an 

add~t~onal $4 m~ll~on for complementary rn~nl-mfrastructure repairs to be effected In 
the ESRP vdlages Proposals were rece~ved by June 25, 1996, and all paperwork 
was sent to USAlDNVashmgton by m~d-July for processmg 

All work was to be completed by December 31,1996, as everyone concerned 
recogn~zed the 1996 bu~ldmg season as a unique opportun~ty to jumpstart 
repatrratron under the peace and stabllrty created and ma~nta~ned by IFOR 



Program Objectives 

The ESRP's objectwes were threefold 1) To support the overall objectwe of 
the Dayton agreements of peace and nat~onal reconc~l~at~on by ~ n ~ t ~ a t ~ n g  and 
acceleratmg the return of d~splaced fam~lres from temporary places of refuge In 
towns and mun~c~pal~tres to thew own homes In badly destroyed v~llages and other 
s~tes where they could resume or undertake agr~cultural and other act~v~t~es, 2) 
demonstrate the start of post-Dayton return to normalcy w~th a h~gh-~mpact, v~s~ble 
U S operat~onal effort In the field, addressed to the pr~or~ty need for shelter In war- 
affected areas, and wh~ch would prov~de hope for the cont~numg d~v~dends of peace 
and reconc~hat~on, and 3) focus attent~on and energy of returnees and dernob~l~zed 
combatants on short-term employment and re-estabhshment of normal I~ves, thereby 
enhancmg the secur~ty of IFOR personnel and helpmg to ensure stab~l~ty after 1996 

The ESRP was mtended to repalr 2,500 badly damaged, privately-owned 
houses throughout the Federat~on, ut~l~z~ng local labor to help generate short-term 
jobs and st~mulatefstrengthen small ridependent contractors The v~llages were 
chosen w~th the ~dea of ass~stmg ~ n ~ t ~ a l  groups of approx~mately 40 - 50 "p~oneer" 
returnmg fam~hes to repopulate the vdlages and reactrvate soc~al and economlc hfe 
The part~c~patmg NGOs were expected to coordmate closely w~th UNHCR reg~onal 
offices, ~mplementmg partners, mun~c~pal author~t~es, and other relevant 
organ~zat~ons to avoid program dupl~cat~on, and to maxlmlze the benefits of the 
ESRP 

METHODOLOGY 

A large part of the success of the ESRP can be attr~buted to its carefully 
dev~sed methodology The ESRP ~ntroduced a set of ~mplementat~on parameters 
that d ~ d  not ex~st In any other rehab~l~tat~onfreconstruct~on program at the outset of 
1996 The methodology was formulated after countless meetmgs w~th 
representat~ves of the UN, NGOs and other mternat~onal organ~zat~ons, as well as 
through mterwews w~th mun~c~pal author~t~es and d~splaced persons The gu~delmes 
resultmg from such extenswe research prov~ded a firm backbone to the program 
Furthermore, several subsequent shelter and housmg programs In B-H mcorporated 
many of the same methods that were fundamental to the ESRP's success 

Same Ethn~c Return vs Cross Ethn~c Return 

In order to fully understand the ESRP's methodology, it IS necessary to define 
the terms "same-ethn~c return" and "cross-ethn~c return" as they apply to populat~on 
movements within and between areas of mllltary control In B-H With reference to 
the ESRP, "same-ethn~c returnn refers to the repatr~at~on of an ~nd~v~dual of any 
ethn~c group returning from pomt A to pomt B, whereby both pomts A and B are 



under the control of one army "Cross-ethnic return" implies a movement where 
points A and B fall under the control of two different armies For example, "same- 
ethnic return" could be a Bosniac, Croat, or Serb displaced person returning to an 
area of Bosnian Croat military control from the same or nearby area also under 
Bosnian Croat mil~tary control A "cross-ethnic return" under the ESRP would be, for 
example, a Bosniac returning from an area of Bosnian army control to a home 
currently under Bosnian Croat or Bosnian Serb military control 

By focusing on "same-ethnic return", the ESRP concentrated on verifiable 
cases for return, I e , villages w~th the highest possible rate for success This 
method made the ESRP effective, yet politically far less contentious Selected 
v~llages represented the "first rung on the ladder" of return for all displaced persons 
and refugees, and thus the most logical place to begin The largest single shelter 
repair program, headed by UNHCR and valued at $30 million, adopted a "Target 
Area" approach in July 1996, which effectively emulated the USAIDIDART'S decision 
to focus on "same-ethnic returns " In other words, UNHCR targeted areas where 
return was most feasible in 1996, inevitably areas largely conducive to "same-ethnic 
return " 

Political tensions between the Bosnian Croats and Bosniacs in the Federation 
quickly brought a halt to many repair projects An example of the how these 
tensions negatively affect the reconstruction effort can be found in the ESRP site of 
Donji Zezelovo - the only verified cross-ethnic return area in the program The 
implementing NGO had planned to repair 20 shelter units just outside the buffer 
zone (former front line) for Bosniac returnees The Bosnian Croat authorities 
objected strongly, stating that repairing the units would skew the ethnic balance in 
the Bosnian Croat-controlled area (even though the Bosniacs are the onginal 
homeowners) According to the NGO, the Bosnian Croat authorities went as far as 
to threaten to burn down the houses if they were repaired After extensive 
negotiations, the NGO ultimately decided to reprogram the 20 units to other areas in 
its overall program, in order not to suffer further delays in program implementation 

The spate of explosions this summer in recently repaired houses s~tuated 
along the zone of separation (ZOS), the border area between Republika Srpska and 
the Federation, further highlight the difficulties involved in implementing a "cross- 
ethnic return" program In 1996 This type of violent reaction to "cross ethnic return" 
and the lack of progress toward a resolution support the USAIDIDART decision to 
concentrate in 1996 on "same ethnic return " Note No USAIDIDART 
rehab~htated houses have been destroyed 

Contractor vs Self Help 

The popularly held belief that most Bosnians built their own houses is not 
entirely correct While most Bosnians will respond positively to the question, "Did 
you bulld your house yourself'7", further investigation reveals that usually outside 



assstance was contracted for the more d~fficult phases - the roof, floors, cehg,  
plumbmg, and electr~c wlrlng Usmg general contractors andlor contracted labor 
prov~ded several benefits 1) It offered the NGOs and USAIDIDART a safer 
guarantee that the house would be completed as per the program's t~me Ime, In 
accordance w~th project bu~ldmg parameters and quahty, and w~th~n budget, 2) It 
prov~ded a complementary program to the UNHCR self-help program (USAIDIDART 
and NGOs were often able to refer benefic~ar~es w~th lesser- damaged homes to the 
UNHCR program), and 3) It prov~ded ewnomlc assistance to the Federat~on through 
job creat~on and locally purchased mater~als Many contractmg firms were able to 
reemploy former workers and successfully b ~ d  on projects offered by other 
organ~zat~ons In Sansk~ Most, an NGO ass~sted three pre-war general contractors 
that were unable to b ~ d  due to a lack of start-up cap~tal The NGO prov~ded these 
firms w~th the necessary cap~tal by agreemg to purchase many of the matenals ~tself 
In the ~ n ~ t ~ a l  phases, and pa~d a 30% cash advance to provide the cap~tal needed to 
h~re labor Due to the NGOs' mgenu~ty these firms have been able to firmly 
reestabl~sh themselves In the area, and proceeded to win subsequent contracts from 
IFOR, IMG, and other organ~zat~ons 

The contractor model for shelter repalrs has been wdely adopted by other 
organ~zat~ons since ~ t s  ~ncept~on In the ESRP UMCOR, whlch ~mplemented 
UNHCR's shelter project In 1996, reported that, "[UMCOR's] 1997 project proposal 
to UNHCR uses th~s 1996 USAlD project as a model The key IS that th~s project 
prov~des bas~c, ~f spartan, hvmg space [through contractors] for returnees, who can 
then use self-help to repair the remamder of ther houses " 

NGOs vs Other 

USAIDIDART'S shelter program was ~mplemented by a group of e~ght NGOs 
already operat~onal In B-H for an average of 2-3 years The NGOs had the capac~ty 
to ~mplement a program of th~s magn~tude, had worked In heav~ly damaged areas of 
the Federat~on throughout the confl~ct, and possessed the demonstrated 
geograph~c, management and construct~on expertme Operatmg through the NGOs 
was mtegral to reducmg ~mplementat~on t~me as most of the NGOs had already 
worked In andlor researched thew proposed ESRP areas They had also 
establ~shed ~mportant workmg relat~onsh~ps wth the respectwe mun~c~pal leaders, 
and understood the needs of the d~splaced populat~on 

The relatlvely short implementat~on per~od of the program d ~ d  not perm~t the 
establ~shment of new or unproven mechanisms Overhead and operatlonal costs 
were kept low as all of the NGOs had already establ~shed field offices, exper~enced 
personnel, and means of transport throughout Bosn~a 



USAIDIDART Involvement - Mon~tormg 

USAIDIDART mvolvement In the ESRP was extenswe from the ~n~tral desrgn 
and development through to the complet~on of the program Durrng the first week of 
April, the USAIDIDART shelter team v~s~ted every proposed shelter srte wrth 
representat~ves of each NGO The proposed v~llage and area was toured, 
discussed at length In the context of su~tabrl~ty under the program crrterra, and 
judged as to the approxrmate number of apphcable shelter unrts 

Over the course of the project, the USAIDIDART team made approxrmately 
100 srte monrtor~ng v~srts, which were used to drscuss Issues w~th the NGO wh~le 
~nspect~ng progress rn the field The USAIDIDART team often met w~th mun~crpal 
and v~llage leaders to gauge thew sat~sfact~on and understandmg of the program 
Where appropnate, USAIDIDART presented the ESRP to US IFOR bases In close 
proxrmrty to shelter s~tes to help facrlrtate cooperatron and understand~ng of the 
program 

In the aud~t conducted by the Office of the Regronal Inspector 
GenerallBudapest, regardmg the effectweness of the DART's mon~torrng, the author 
comments, "Proactwe program mon~tonng was demonstrated in the way DART 
responded to one NGO's problem [SIC] the NGO experienced delays caused, In 
part, by h~gh construct~on brds that could not be negotrated downward DART 
officrals notrced these delays durtng a srte v~s~t, but the NGO ~n~trally assured them 
that rt was makmg progress Subsequent srte v~s~ts by DART personnel revealed, 
however, that the NGO's contractor was not makrng repairs to program 
spec~ficatrons DART personnel then mtervened and d~scussed the problem wrth the 
NGO's management In our oplnlon, the DART's response to thrs problem 
m~n~mrzed its ~mpact on the program's progress " (See Appendrx F) 

In short, actrve and close monrtormg ensured program success by rdent~fyrng 
problems early on, and taking proactrve steps to resolve them 

Level of Damage 

In add~t~on to select~ng v~llages on the baas of therr overall potent~al for 
achieving the general objectives of the Dayton agreements, one of the key 
determmng factors In choosmg the v~llages and indwidual houses for the program 
was the level of damage to the existmg structures Houses ehg~ble for repair under 
USAIDIDART'S ESRP had to be "extremely damaged", I e , homes with foundations 
and structurally sound walls, but without roofs, windows, and doors in most largely 
destroyed villages, homes were systemat~cally damaged by artillery and other 
fightrng, or through purposeful burnmg and lootmg by the warring factions By 
concentratmg on such badly damaged houses, the program ensured that new 
square meters of shelter were created 



ESRP Shelter Un~t in Maglaj - Before Photo 

Other shelter programs, such as LdNHCR's shelter materlal d~str~butnon, did 
not specifically create new lwmg space for the return of refugees, as lesser 
damaged homes were more su~ted to the self-help approach UNHCR chose 
Furthermore, UNHCRs program and other s~rn~lar programs rehed upon the 
rnun~c~pahty to dlstobute rnateroals to beneflcmes as they saw fit Th~s method did 
not concentrate material d~sfrob~f~on toward creatmg new living space, as many 
benef~cmes already hved in their homes and used the mater~als to repair, 
weatherize or othervase Improve the structure Agam, as UNHCR's program 
entaeled the self-help method, and therefore benef~tted lesser damaged houses, the 
ESRP and UNHCR programs were complementary For mstance, In the wllage of 
Glavatscevo (near Koeajec), the USAIDIDART shelter program sepalred 46 of the most 
badly damaged homes, whole UNHCR's rnater~al distrlbut~on helped repalr 
apprsxmately 50 lesser damaged homes The cornb~natm of the programs 
allowed almost 100 benedscear~es to returnlstay In thew homes through wmter due to 
the new hmg space created by the ESRP, and the repairs and weatherization 
provoded by UNHCRs rnatenal dostnbut~on 



Extent of Repaws 

As the Bevel of damage was ~mportant to the selection of the m t s  to be 
repawed, so too was the extent of repasrs important to the success of the overa81 
program The shelter un~ts received only mlnmal repam suffrc~ent to facil~tate the 
return of displaced persons to thew homes This method allowed a greater number 
of units to be repalred to habitable standards under the $25 rn~ltlon funding l m t  than 
would have been poss~ble f the units had been completely reparred or 
reconstructed Homes rece~ved emergency repairs to the followlng standard 

- Weather-sealing (complete roof, glass windows and wooden doors on the floor to 
be occupied, plast~c sealing for the other floors), 

- Two plastered mter~or rooms with wooden-floor ~nseelat~on, 

- Replacement of t~le floor, toilet and sink In one bathroom ~f ~t ex~sted In the home 
before ~t was damaged, and 

- Mln~mum ~nter~or electr~cal wlnng, outlets and lights on the floor to be occuped 

ESRP Shelter Umt In Maglaj - After Photo 
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To the extent feasible, interior plumbing and electrical installations conformed 
to code requirements, and extended outside the house to a customary distance in 
order to be hooked to external municipal electrical and waterlsanitation systems 
The responsibility for external connections fell to the beneficiaries, the municipalrties, 
or under the USAIDIDART complementary mrni-infrastructure component Exterior 
patching was applied only where necessary to weather-proof the house, and no 
exterior painting or other cosmetic interventions were included under the program 

As many beneficiaries wanted to take part in the repair of their homes, the 
extent of repairs accomplished under the ESRP allowed the beneficiar~es to return 
home and effect other repairs and improvements on their homes In many 
instances, as soon as the roof and other major work were complete, beneficiaries 
added gutters, repaired additional rooms, painted the exterior, and planted gardens 
There was a clear sense that people were ready to return to these villages as 
"pioneer returnees" to resume a normal life, and kick-start economlc and socral life 

The parameters and methodology of the USAIDIDART emergency shelter 
program were devised in late 1995learly 1996, before most other medium to large- 
scale housing programs were conceptualized Therefore, it IS our belief that the 
extent of repairs conducted under the ESRP served as a model for many 
subsequent programs Certainly repairing houses to a minimum standard of 
habitability has allowed USAID's limited resources to go farther, while still facilitating 
the return of displaced persons 

Tri-Part~te Agreement 

Another key component of the ESRP was the inclusion of a tri-partite 
agreement, which served as a contract or agreement between the municipality, the 
beneficiary, and the NGO The agreement was tailored to the individual situation in 
the NGO's area of operation, and laid out specific rights and responsibilities 
assigned to each of the signatories The agreements basically stipulated that 

1 ) The house to be reparred 1s cerfrfed by the munrcrpalrty and the beneficrary to be 
the pnvate property of the beneficraty, based upon munrcrpal records andor other 
reirable sources - ensured that the beneficiary was the rightful pre-1991 owner, and 
preempted ownership disputes, 

2 )  The beneficrary authorrzes the NGO to arrange and carry out reparrs as rt deems 
approprrate, thereby absolvmg the NGO from Irab~lrtres and defects arlsrng therefrom 
- allowed the NGO to carry-out the repalrs as st~pulated in the program's descr~pt~on 
without undue interference, 

3 )  The beneficrary certrfies hrdher mtention, that of hrdher fam~ly, to return to full- 
trme occupancy of the reparred home wrth srxty days of the completron of such 
reparrs, 



4) Should the beneficrary far1 to return to full-trme resrdency of the home wrthm srxty 
days of completron of reparrs, the munrcrpalrty wrll have the rrght and the 
responsrbrlrty to assrgn another drsplaced famrly to that home for a perrod of three 
years - po~nts 3 and 4 ensure that the repalred homes do not remain empty followrng 
completron of repalrs, 

5) The munrcrpalrty ensures that there wrll be no duplrcatron of effort between the 
NGOs' shelter reparr actrvrtres and other srmrlar actrvrtres of the munrcrpalrty and /or 
other organ~zatrons, and 

6)  A copy of the trr-partite agreement may be provrded to the munrcrpal government 
m the town or c@ where the beneficiary famrly temporarily reades rn drsplaced 
status - allows the mun~c~palrty where the d~splaced fam~ly currently res~des to plan 
for the return of other refugeedd~splaced to vacated apartments, collectrve centers, 
and houses 

In add~t~on to the above-l~sted benefits, the trr-part~te agreements also 
fostered part~c~pat~on by all three part~es, and ensured cooperatron from the 
beg~nnmg of the program to the end Each party to the agreement was made 
responsrble for certam aspects of the program, wh~ch helped avo~d problems that 
affected other shelter/hous~ng programs, and ensured the success of the ESRP 

DATA 

The ~llustrat~ve outputs of the ESRP are as follows 

Completed Shelter Un~ts 
Number of V~llages Rehabhtated 
Average Cost per Un~t w/o Overhead 
Square Meters of New Lrvrng Space Created 
Returned Fam~l~es (1 2/31/96) 
Returned lndw~duals (1 2/31 196) 
Average Fam~ly S~ze 
Ethn~c Breakdown 

Bosnrac Fam~l~es 81 3% 
Bosn~an Croat Fam~lres 18 5% 
Bosnran Serb Fam~l~es 0 2% 

Labor Cost 
Material CostIFederat~on 
Mater~al CostINon-Federat~on 
Labor and Mater~al Total 
Short-term Jobs Created 
Number of Local Contractmg F~rms Employed 



ESRP PROGRESS CHART 

Unlts Completed - Total 

ntts Completed - Monthly 

Returnees 

The ESRP d ~ d  not ach~eve the goal of 10,000 returnees by the project 
complet~on date, due to the fact that 760 units were completed In either November 
or December The two-month grace period for a fam~ly to return home as stipulated 
in the trrpartlte agreement runs into 1997 for these 760 fam~l~es Several NGOs 
have reported that the municipalit~es and homeowners are plannmg organized 
returns for the late winter/early spring period USAIDIDART expects the number of 
returnees to grow to approximately 10,000 by Apr~l 1997 

Fam~l~es that were able to return to the~r rehabil~tated home by October were 
more hkely to permanently leave their warhme residence for their pre-war village 
These fam~l~es were able to prepare for the winter, by makmg addit~onal repairs to 
the~r homes, movlng all personal belongings to thew rehabilrtated home, and 
construct an adequate heatmg system Approx~mately half of the families rece~ved 
return packages from UNHCR, wh~ch rncluded blankets, mattresses, shoes and a 
stove, among other matenal assistance 

The average family slze is lower than expected, whlch most likely due to the 
number of returning elderly couples whose children have moved out Rather than 
return to the wllage, these ch~ldren are more l~kely to remain in the cihes where job 
opportuntties are greater, htgher education is avatlable, and ut~litles are funct~onmg 



Until further opportunities in the villages and surrounding areas are available for 
younger individualstfamilies many of these people w~ll remain in the cit~es 

The NGOs report that many of the returnee families received some sort of 
agricultural or livestock ass~stance In Sanski Most, a major agricultural area, 
several fam~lies received livestock from the NGOs own agricultural project, while 
about 30% of the returnees started agnculture or livestock actw~ty on their own In 
the Dejcici area, 70% of the returnees received seeds, lwestock and a tractor 
USAIDIDART estimates, based on NGO reportmg, that approximately 50%-60% of 
all returnees have begun some agnculture or livestock actlvity 

While the NGOs did not record statist~cs on the number of "piggy-back" 
returnees (additional families attracted home by the ESRP beneficiaries), the 
general belief is that the ESRP did have an effect in drawing other families home 

Labor and Material Costs 

Each NGO, except one, was able to meet the estimated average cost per unit 
of $8,000 The ESRP succeeded in purchasing and expending a greater 
percentage of the program's funds within the Federation In examining the program 
costs, labor and material expenditures in the Bosnian Federation totalled nearly 75% 
of disbursed This money ass~sted contracting firms in re-establishmg themselves, 
created short-term jobs for demobilized soldiers to work (average salaries ranged 
from $250-$400 monthly for unskilled labor and around $550 for skilled labor), and 
provided essential cap~tal to suppliers 

The NGOs promoted local production of supplies where possible, which held 
true especially for the lumber sector In Dejcici, the implementing NGO installed a 
lumber mill for the program, which it then donated to the local forestry company 
upon project completion The lumber mill produced all roof beams and floor boards 
necessary for the shelter program While under the NGO's supervision, the lumber 
mill employed 13 demobilized soldiers In the Tuzla area, another NGO supported 
the local production of wndow frames, floor boards, roof beams, roof tiles 

Most contractmg firms hired labor locally, which provided direct economic 
assistance to the village Several monitoring v~sits revealed that a few 
entrepreneurial returnees had opened small shops to serve the laborers worklng on 
the ESRP Equally important to the assistance the ESRP brought to these villages 
are the economic assistance programs that it attracted Two NGOs have connected 
income-generatingismall loan projects with the ESRP Near Konjc, an ESRP NGO 
helped establish a private carpentry shop and a sawmill for two returnee families 
using funds from the State Department's Bureau for Populat~ons, Refugees and 
M~gration In the Maglaj and Doboj areas, the participating NGO has already 
provided 25 loans ranging from $650 to $6,500 wth World Bank funding to 
individuals in ESRP sites 



MINI-INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR PROGRAM !MIS) 

In early May 1996, USAID's Admln~strator directed USAID to Implement a 
mini-infrastructure (MIS) repair program as an adjunct to the ESRP The purpose 
was to help consohdate and fort~fy the pos~tive effects of the ESRP by repalring and 
restoring essent~al services and utll~ties to the selected villages The program's 
funding was again drawn equally from USAID's BHR and EN1 Bureau for a total of 
$4 million USAIDIDART admin~stered these funds through the existmg ESRP 
cooperative agreements to the NGOs, which submitted proposals for appropriate 
m~nr-infrastructure repairs The decision to include the MIS within the context of the 
ESRP made the most management sense as the NGOs were already implementing 
thew shelter repair programs, and had working relationships with village and 
municipal author~ties This decision resulted in the earliest and most effective 
resettlement of returnees to the affected villages by prov~dlng an integrated 
approach toward repatriation 

Health Cl~nic near B~hac - Before Photo 



On May 20, USAIDIDART announced to the ESRPINGOs that additional funds were 
available for mini-infrastructure projects within the existing shelter repair sites 
Project ideas were to focus on the following sectors 1) rehabilitationlrepair of water 
and electrical systems, 2) health clinics and, 3) schools Interviews with displaced 
families and meetings with municipal authorities conducted by both USAIDIDART 
and NGOs confirmed that these sectors were the most v~tal to ensure that these 
villages are rendered habitable, and long-term resettlement is successful The 
NGOs were instructed to submit project proposals by the last week of June for 
review by USAIDIDART 

The projects aimed to accomplish a two-fold objective to provide a minimum 
basic level of services to families returning to the ESRP villages, and increase the 
chances for the success of the ESRP The greatest emphas~s was placed on water 
andlor sanitation projects, as they provide the most needed service for the lowest 
cost Project proposals which sought to benefit areas larger than the immediate 
village, or which were higher in cost, were referred to USAIDIENI Although such 
projects were necessary in the long run, in all cases the higher cost projects could 
not be justified in creating mrnrmum habitability and v~abilrty in these villages 

USAID/DART reviewed 41 project proposals from six NGOs at the end of 
June, of which 28 were approved by USAIDIDART Two ESRPINGOs with already 
existing and separate waterIsanitation grants were requested to redirect their funds 
to ESRP sites where possible This effort resulted in an additional six water repair 
projects in ESRP villages valued at $750,000 Including these grants, approximately 
$2 5 million from USAIDIDART resources was spent on mfrastructure repair at 
ESRP sites Of the original28 projects approved by USAIDIDART five were lost to 
other donors, most notably the World Bank and the International Management 
Group USAIDIDART attrrbutes this occurrence to the 'magnet effect" created by 
the ESRP 

The "magnet effect" refers to the attraction of other donors to the areas 
selected under the ESRP Before funding was made available for the MIS program, 
ESRP NGOs were actively seeking other funding to do exactly what the MIS ended 
up providing funds to do - repair area utilities and services in order to make selected 
villages more viable and sustainable Furthermore, the shelter repair activity in itself 
generated interest from other donors, as it became obvious that the ESRP areas 
were likely to have a large percentage of returnees in 1996 Whereas all 48 villages 
were essentially "ghost towns" before the ESRP, most villages later benefited from 
the "magnet effect" when ECHO, IMG, the World Bank, UNHCR, and other 
organizations provlded utll~ty and municipal bu~ldmg repalrs Although the "magnet 
effect" was a very positive benefit of the ESRP, it did cause USAIDIDART to commit 
fewer MIS funds to the villages, as other donors snapped up projects that fit the MIS 
cr~ter~a For instance in Bijela Ploce, an ESRP NGO had USAIDIDART funds to 
repair the water system, when IMG later informed the NGO that it had received 
inflexible funding for the same project that would be lost if not programmed as 
originally proposed Likewise, another ESRP NGO had secured MIS funding for a 



school in Glavaticevo, when it was learned that the World Bank would completely 
rebuild the facil~ty As the MIS program would only prov~de repalrs to render the 
school senriceable, the municipality chose the obvious - a complete renovat~on by 
the World Bank It was such examples of the "magnet effect" which testifies to the 
success of the ESRP, as well as explains the relatively low number of projects under 
the MIS 

The final MIS projects organized by sector are as follows (see Appendix D) 

Sector 
Water Repa~r 
School Repair 
Health Cl~nics 
Electricity Repair 

No of Projects 
15 
14* 
4 
2 

* Includes SIX schools approved under one ESRP grant 

The project proposals were judged by the followrng criteria 

I Benefit to the ESRP village ate USAIDIDART examined the projects' 
objectives and goals in achieving minimal viabil~ty and habitability for those famihes 
who will return to these villages, 

2 Repairs were to be limited in nature, yet suffic~ent to return the system or 
structure to operational status, 

3 Cost -- The NGOs were asked to submit proposals under $1 00,000 
However, this figure was employed more as a general gurdelme than as a rule A 
lower cost would ensure success within the time frame allowed and the overall 
funding available for the program This cntenon would also ensure autonomy from 
the EN1 program which focused on larger infrastructure repair, 

4 Time line -- As the MIS projects complement the ESRP, the same time frame 
was applied to the MIS projects All of the MIS projects contained an estimated 
completion date onlbefore December 31, 1996 (one NGO was excepted from this 
rule due to delays in amendmg its cooperative agreement), 

5 Coordination - Where possible, MIS project approval was closely coordinated 
wth USAIDIENI to ensure that there would be no duplication of efforts In examining 
the Impact of the MIS program, all eight NGOs highlrghted ~ t s  Importance In 
facllrtatlng displaced/refugee return Many of the NGOs stated that communrt~es 
which lack basic provisions such as water, electricity supply, and adequate 
educational, health care and sanitation facilities, would not attract a significant 
number of returnees The World Bank supports th~s claim In its report 'Housmg" 
citmg that, "To the extent possible, housmg repairs should be accompanied by 



mfrastructure projects to ensure the v~abhty of commun~t~es and to create adequate 
cond~t~ons for return of d~splaced persons " 

Most d~splaced famhes are moving from c~ty apartments, pr~vate housmg, or 
collect~ve centers where they had bas~c, operating ut~ l~t~es These ~nd~v~duals were 
not always w~llmg to sacr~f~ce bas~c ut~ l~t~es for a home w~thout such necess~ties It IS 

here that the MIS program played a key role In re-establrshmg the commun~ty In its 
fullest sense and ensuring ~ t s  v~abil~ty and sustamab~l~ty 

The MIS program had the added benef~t of creatmg add~t~onal jobs above and 
beyond those created by the ESRP Furthermore, the MIS program had a large 
benefic~ary range, as repairs to water systems and schools benefited other returnee 
famhes wh~ch were not part of the ESRP, but were attracted home by its results 
For example, In Gornjl Vakuf, 605 ~nd~v~duals returned as of December 31, 1996 to 
161 completed ESRP homes, however, the school repalred under the MIS program 
1s servmg 800 students 

Health C l ~ n ~ c  near B~hac - After Photo 



In the case of Bosn~a, the importance of creating adequate conditrons to 
attract returnees can not be understated An NGO's project manager stated that, "In 
addition to a lack of public transportation, people most often c~ted a lack of water 
and electricity as the primary reason for not wantmg to return " There is abundant 
evidence to support a correlation between the absence of public util~ties and slow or 
sporad~c repatriat~on Each of the five v~llages listed below e~ther does not have 
funct~onal water and electr~c~ty systems, or, as in the case of ZloselalOsmanlija, has 
a functionmg water system that IS not connected to the homes The return rate of 
these v~llages is only 14% in contrast to the 82% average return rate of all other 
ESRP villages 

Leden~ce (Gradacac) 93 
Zlosela/Osmanlija (Kupres) 59 
Orahovica (Lukavac) 57 
Hotonj (Vogosca) 65 
RipacIOrasac (Bihac) 56 
TotallAverag e 330 

Returned 
Farn~hes 
(1 2/31/96) 

1 
3 
5 

16 
20 
45 

Percentage 
Returnmg 

1% 
5% 
8% 

25% 
36% 
14% 

Wh~le USAIDIDART had sufficient funds remaining to cover addrtional MIS 
projects, it was not able to address many of the basic needs In some of the ESRP 
sites due in large part to the size of the repairs required to restore services For 
example, in Kupres and Bihac, reparation to the electrical system was a project well 
beyond the resources or scope of the USAIDIDART MIS program Some donors 
expressed an mterest in these larger projects, but farled to follow through with verbal 
commitments Still others were not willmg or were unable to mvest in larger 
undertak~ngs Wh~le USAIDIENI, in coordmation with USAIDIDART, was able to 
sat~sfy several of the larger infrastructure needs  thin ESRP areas, this cooperation 
was nearly exclusive to the US IFOR sector, leaving large infrastructure projects in 
other areas for other donors' consideration 

In conclusion, the MIS program did provide the incentive required to mstigate 
repatnat~on to the ESRP villages Integrating infrastructure repairs with shelter 
rehabilitat~on creates a more viable community in which to return Without the MIS 
program, the number of returnees would undoubtedly be lower 



CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED 

Use of NGOs 

Success of the emergency shelter project was predicated on the use of 
NGOs who had solid experience working in the former Yugoslavia, and particularly 
within the Federation areas This point was crucial First, it was recognized that this 
building season would be unique IFOR forces had deployed, and there was a 
commitment to the Dayton principles enforced by the international community 
Secondly, work had to begin as soon as possible if the goal of 2,500 houses 
rehabilitated by the end of the calendar year was to be accomplished Finally, many 
NGOs had already been involved in shelter programs, and were familiar with local 
contractors, suppliers and building techniques The NGOs were a natural resource 
to be employed in this activity 

One of the many lessons learned from this project IS that the NGO community 
has done, and can do much more than typical emergency health and feeding 
programs The NGO community in the former Yugoslavia IS a vast resource with 
tremendous talent, involved in extremely sophisticated programs Whenever USAlD 
considers new programs, it should review the activities of NGOs working in the area 
to determine and assess their relevant capabilities 

The ESRP was conceptualized, designed and implemented with 
unprecedented rapidity (see Introduction for the timeline) However, many of the 
participating NGOs felt that the program would have benefited ~f repairs could have 
been completed earlier in the year, I e , several months before the onset of winter 
The program's completion date of November 30, 1996 was on-target with regard to 
time needed for the NGOs to execute all necessary repairs, as most NGOs 
completed their final allotted units wthin days of the program's end Nevertheless, 
an earlier completion date would have allowed the beneficiaries to perform further 
improvements on their homes, plant winter gardens, and otherwise settle in to their 
community again before the cold Bosnian winter 

While designing the ESRP, there were concerns volced that some building 
supphes may experience e~ther a shortage or price h~ke as a result of the size of the 
USAIDIDART program and the large UNHCR program Although there were few 
examples where buildrng supplies were unavailable, several of the ESRP NGOs 
reported a shortage of seasoned timber Many NGOs attributed th~s problem to the 
lack of time for timber companies to cut and properly season the wood One NGO 
also commented that after the buildings were enclosed, there should have been a 
full season to allow the building to dry before plastering and fitting joinery NGOs, 
however, compensated for the lack of seasoned timber by installing wood In the 



Interlor V~ew of an ESRP Shelter Un~t  In Gradacac - Before Photo 

walls with ventilation gaps, and prov~ding substantial movement joints around the 
perimeter of timber-boarded floors 

The issue of timing was most applicable to the incorporatron of the 
complementary mini-infrastructure projects (MIS), as shelter and basrc mun~cipal 
services have a symbiotic relationsh~p Each NGO cited the importance of 
educational and health facil~tres, and waterlsanitation and electr~cal systems as 
necessary for return As stated in the MIS sect~on above, most returnees had been 
living In apartments, houses, or collectwe centers where at least basic services were 
provided Repairs to munic~pal infrastructure systems provided a tremendous 
rncentive for beneficiaries of the ESRP and other shelter programs to return 
permanently USAIDtDART's fundmg for such complementary projects should have 
been ava~lable at the same time as the fund~ng for the ESRP In order to maximize 
the number of return~ng d~splaced famrhes 



Interlor V~ew of an ESRP Shelter Umt In Gradacac - After Photo 

Delegat~on of Author~ty to the F~eld 

OFDANVashmgton determined that to fachtate the overall grant 
implementation and monitoring process, the entire responsibil~ty for the emergency 
shelter program would be delegated to USAIDIDART All funds reserved for the 
program were delegated to the USAIDIDART Team Leader, which was a key 
element in the success of the project By decentrahzing the program to the field un~t 
which actually had responsibility for monitormg and managing the program, 
implementat~on activities could be init~ated more quickly, and any remedial steps 
taken immediately Such act~on saved valuable days in the early stages of the 
project 

In addition, USAlDNVashington provided the field with the services of a junror 
grant off~cer who was mvolved in the ent~re grant revlew and fac~l~tated the grant 
wr~t~ng process Th~s arrangement worked well, and should be cons~dered In the 
future whenever OFDA undertakes any large program It IS recommended that once 
grants are written, their day to day management be retamed within OFDA so as to 
fac~litate any changes or modificat~ons In this way, knowledge of the program's 
dally act~vities which may impact upon the grants can be tracked on a regular and 
routme baas, thus reducmg the need to provide duplicatwe andlor histor~cal 
information 



Mun~c~pal Involvement 

Above all, the dec~s~on to ~nclude actwely the munrc~pal~t~es In the return 
process benefitted the ESRP The tr~part~te agreement system offered the 
mun~c~palrty a voice In the program before any reconstruct~on work began Because 
mun~c~pal author~t~es were allowed to part~c~pate In the return process, they were 
less ~nclmed to blame the NGOs or USAlD for any perce~ved d~fficult~es wh~ch arose 
dur~ng the program Th~s mvolvement also fostered a more conducwe workmg 
relat~onsh~p for all part~es wh~ch, In turn, contr~buted to the ESRP's qu~ck and 
effic~ent ~mplementat~on Durmg the research phase of potential shelter s~tes, the 
munrcrpal~t~es cooperated wrth USAIDIDART and the NGOs In locating v~llages 
wh~ch corresponded to the program cnterra Th~s cooperat~on contmued throughout 
the extensrve process of locatmg benefic~ar~es and slgnlng of the tr~part~te 
agreements 

Most mun~c~palrt~es mamtamed accurate records of the whereabouts of 
potentral benefic~ar~es, thereby, facll~tatmg a potent~ally lengthy process (However, 
after benefic~ary ~dentrficat~on, too often the mun~c~pal~ty chose to ~nvolve Itself In 
selectmg the beneficiary ) Under the ESRP, selectmg program beneficlanes was the 
sole respons~bllty of the NGO so as to ensure ~mpart~ahty Interference In th~s 
process would allow the mun~crpal~ty to reward certam rnd~v~duals over others 
through an unoffic~al rankmg system A person's rank was usually determmed by 
h~slher act~ons durmg the war or h~slher relat~onsh~p wrth the mun~c~pal leaders, I e , 
Did the fam~lyl~nd~v~dual stay to defend the area?, How many fam~ly members d ~ d  
the famrlyl~nd~vrdual lose to the wafl, etc The NGOs prevented th~s type of 
negatwe rnvolvement to the best of thew ab~lrty 

The mun~c~pal~tres were cooperat~ve In upholdrng one part of the tr~part~te 
agreement clause whereby the benefic~ary must return home or rel~nqu~sh h~slher 
r~ght to the repared shelter un~t for a penod of up to three years The mun~c~pal 
author~t~es encouraged all beneficrar~es to return to the~r completed homes The 
NGOs have gathered ev~dence ~nd~cat~ng that beneficiary-returnees have, ~ndeed, 
lost ownersh~p or temporary res~dent~al r~ght over their wart~me dwellmg However, 
where ESRP s~tes strll lacked water andlor electr~crty or were completed after the 
onset of wnter, mun~c~pal~t~es were understandmg of the benefic~ar~es' phght and 
mod~fied the 60 day return rule to allow a t~me extensron through the wmter months 
In these cases, the mun~c~pahty and beneficrarles have already started to plan 
organzed returns scheduled for MarchIAprd 1997 

Budgetary Cons~derat~ons 

One of the ESRP NGOs learned the effect that Bosn~a's vanable geography 
and consequent weather patterns can have on shelter repair budgets The v~llage of 
Kupres, s~tuated h~gh on a plateau In west central B-H, IS In an area noted for 



unusually harsh wmter weather earher In the season than most of the rest of B-H 
Upon further mspect~on of the houses, it became clear that the sixty units under the 
ESRP requ~red spec~al wmd protect~on on the exter~or walls and full wood sheathmg 
and msulation on the roofs The add~t~onal materrals and labor required to 
weather~ze these houses would cause cost overruns for the ~mplementmg agency's 
overall project budget The NGO met wth munic~pal leaders and beneficlanes to 
devise a solut~on that would allow the repairs to stdl fit under the ESRP program 
descnpt~on, wh~le sat~sfyrng the leg~t~mate needs for extra msulat~on USAIDIDART 
shelter representat~ves attended an August 27 meetmg In Kupres, durmg wh~ch all 
parties involved agreed that the only solut~on was to seek add~tional fundmg 

Most of the part~c~patmg NGOs d ~ d  an excellent job of est~mating the cost of 
matenals, labor, and other assoc~ated costs w~thrn the ESRP However, although 
local and mternat~onal engineers had exam~ned each house and made in~t~al 
calculat~ons on the cost of repalr, several NGOs commented In ther final reports 
that structural damage exceeded the est~mate In the majorrty of the cases As the 
~ n ~ t ~ a l  cleanmg of the houses was carr~ed out, many of the walls were found to have 
deterlorated further than ~n~t~al ly est~mated due to fire and several seasons of harsh 
writer weather The h~gher costs caused some budgetary reshufflmg amongst line 
~tems at first, but in the end, cost savings realrzed from negot~ated pnces on 
transport, materrals, and labor allowed most of the NGOs to complete thew projects 
well under budget In fact, five of the e~ght participatmg NGOs were able to repair a 
total of 92 additional un~ts at no or reduced cost by utihzing cost savings The 
lesson learned would be to examine more closely structural damage so that ~ n ~ t ~ a l  
est~mates could more closely match final actual costs, thereby releasrig more funds 
for add~tional un~ts at an earher stage 

Mines 

USAIDIDART attempted to avo~d potent~ally or heav~ly mmed areas during the 
village select~on and ver~ficat~on process Known heav~ly mmed areas were 
excluded from cons~deratron as the ESRP d ~ d  not prov~de spec~al funds for 
dem~nmg However, several areas that otherwse fit the program descr~pt~on and 
were ~ncluded, ~nevitably, presented a r~sk of mme acc~dents Mme fields ran 
throughout the v~llages of Turbe and Karaula (Travn~k) where the frontlmes weaved 
through the length of the valley Dunng the program, three v~llagers were k~lled In 
three separate inc~dents w~th~n 400 yards of ESRP work sites To resolve the 
problem, the NGO used a small port~on of ~ t s  ESRP funds to demme only the 
necessary work space around each shelter un~t Th~s expenditure was categor~zed 
under 's~te preparat~on " Though th~s solut~on enabled the NGO successfully to 
contmue housmg repairs In Travn~k, ~t most certamly would not have solved a more 
widespread problem Wh~le Turbe and Karaula represented the most extreme 
example of th~s danger, mmes and unexploded ordmance were found In areas such 
as Hotonj and Ugorsko (only 10 mmutes from the center of Sarajevo), Gradacac, 
Maglaj, and Doboj East and South Although the shelter s~te may be clear of mlnes, 



the presence of mmes In the nearby fields w~ll hmder agr~cultural actw~ty for some 
t~me to come 

The presence of mines affect more than just the complet~on of shelter un~ts 
A major obstacle to a more encompassmg MIS program was the presence of land 
mines A number of munlc~pal repalr projects that were brought to the attent~on of 
USAIDIDART were not feas~ble due to the presence of mlnes, and the ~nab~l~ty to 
find outs~de funds to clear the project s~tes Mmes espec~ally affected potent~al 
water repalr projects, cons~dered to be the most attractwe and necessary ut~l~ty by 
returnees, as many of the small reservolrs served v~llages by grav~ty fed systems 
Such systems are, by default, located in the surround~ng h~lls near former front h e  
areas that were most heav~ly mmed dur~ng the war 

Unfortunately, the NGOs were unable to find funds for dem~nmg, and were 
forced to create mventwe ways to circumvent th~s problem As stated earher, 
USAIDIDART consc~ously avo~ded known, heav~ly mmed areas As shelter 
rehab~l~tat~on programs contmue, fewer 'clear" s~tes w~ll be ava~lable Bearmg th~s In 
mmd, ~t IS recommended that dem~nmg funds be considered for any future program 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 
APPENDIX A 

USAIDIDART-BOSNIA 
EMERGENCY SHELTER REPAIR PROGRAM 

TO ASSIST THE RETURN OF DISPLACED FAMILIES 

I OBJECTIVES 

-- To support the overall 0bjectlve of the Dayton agreements of peace and nat~onal 
reconc~hation by ln~t~ating and accelerating return of d~splaced famihes from temporary 
places of refuge In towns and rnun~c~pallt~es to the~r own homes In badly destroyed 
v~llages and other s~tes where they can resume or undertake agricultural and other 
actlvltles 

-- Demonstrate start of post-Dayton return to normalcy wlth a h~gh-~mpact, vlslble U S 
operational effort In the field, addressed to the pnonty need for shelter In war-affected 
areas, and whlch prov~des hope for the contlnulng dlvidends of peace and 
reconclhat~on 

-- Focus attent~on and energy of returnees and demob~l~zed combatants on short-term 
employment and re-estabhshment of normal Iwes, thereby enhancing secunty of IFOR 
personnel and helpmg to ensure stabll~ty after 1996 

-- Idenhficat~on of target v~llages, conducted collaborat~vely between Grantee and 
USAIDIDART field personnel 

- Grantees, v~llage coordinators and munrc~pallt~es Identify potent~al beneficianes 

-- Grantee and munlc~pallty organize and mob~l~ze benefic~ary groups 

-- A "tripartite" agreement 1s s~gned among Grantee, mdivrdual beneflc~ary and the 
munlc~pahty The agreement st~pulates that 

* the house to be repared IS cert~f~ed by the mun~c~pal~ty on the bass of munlc~pal 
records and by the beneflc~ary to be the pnvate property of the beneficiary, 

* that the benefic~ary authonzes the Grantee to arrange and carry out repairs as ~t 
deems appropnate, holding the Grantee harmless from liabll~t~es and defects anslng 
therefrom, 

* that the benefrcrary certrffes hrs/her frrm mtentron, and that of hrs/her famlly, to return 
to fullt~me occupancy of the reparred home w~th~n sixty (60) days of the complet~on of 
such repairs, 



* that should the beneficiary and family fail to resume fulltime residency of the home 
within sixty days of completion of the repairs, the municipality will have, and commits 
itself to exercise, the nght to assign another displaced famlly to that home for a period 
of three years, 

* that the municipality will insure that there will be no duplication of effort between the 
Grantee's shelter repair activities and the houslng/shelter activities of the munictpality 
and/or other organizations, and, 

* that a copy of the tri-partite agreement may be provided to the municipal government 
in the town or city where the beneficiary family temporarily res~des in displaced status 

-- The Grantee Itself (where possible with the contribution of assistance by municrpal 
engineers), develops wntten technical specifications and terms of reference for repairs 
required for each house The Grantee itself checks and certifies these specifications 

-- In accordance with ~ t s  own procurement policies and procedures, the Grantee conducts 
public bidding process for small, local contractors and executes contracts with winning 
bidders To the extent feasible, bidders should be based in the target municipality 
andlor in nearby municipalities To the extent feasible, a mlnimum of three bids will be 
sought Contractors provide all labor required for repair of the homes Selection of 
contractor may not be based on ethnic affiliation of the offeror 

-- As part of their function, the small, local contractors may also procure and provide 
construction matenals required for such repairs When appropriate, grantee may 
procure some matenals and turn them over in-kind to the contractors To the extent 
feasible, preference should be given to procurement of matenals produced within the 
Federation, as long as suitable quality matenals are available 

- As quickly as possible after the Grantee executes contracts for all authonzed units, the 
Grantee will notify USAID of cost-savlngs which may be achieved The Grantee will 
advise USAlD of the options available for use of such cost savings, specifically for 
either (a) rehabilitat~on of key communal infrastructure in target villages or (b) 
additional shelter units which could be undertaken within the 1996 building season 
Funds not expended by the Grantee wtll be returned to USAlD 

-- A "before" and "after" 4" x 6" color photograph, wth appropnate labeling, of each 
home repaired under the program will be subm~tted by the Grantee in an attractive, 
loose-leaf binder 

-- Each repaired shelter should be marked wrth a small emblem - to be provided by 
USAID -- indicating the source of the funds used in th~s program 



Ill POLICIES 

-- For the overall Emergency Shelter Repar Program, the v~llages or other s~tes selected 
for emergency return of dlsplaced fam~lies w~ll be pnncrpally In or In areas cont~guous to 
the U S IFOR zone, although other areas are ehg~ble as well The mun~c~pal~ties and 
v~llages to be addressed by each Grantee w~ll be specifled In the respectwe Grant 
Agreement 

- V~llages or other s~tes w~ll be selected based on thew- overall potent~al for achieving the 
general objectives of the Dayton agreements D~splaced famlhes from all ethn~c groups 
w~ll be eligible for thls program, recognlzlng that the program will operate only in 
Federat~on areas and that the proportion of damage to Muslim v~llages IS greater than 
other groups In no case w~ll the program be used to encourage ethnic separat~on 

- This emergency effort w~ll give pnonty wns~derat~on to support for villages which offer 
venflable opportunities for simultaneous "same-ethn~c" and "cross-ethnic" returns The 
absence of villages offenng such opportunit~es will not preclude support for the same- 
ethnic return of dlsplaced families to their home villages 

-- Privately-owned single fam~ly homes only will be repaired To be eligible for assistance, 
famlhes must prove pre-1991 occupancy rights 

-- Owners will have to agree that ~f the family does not occupy a repalred home w~thin 
sixty days after completron of repairs, the munlc~pahty may assign another needy 
d~splaced family to the home 

-- The program should create new square meters of shelter in as short a period as 
possible To be ehgrble for ass~stance, homes must be badly damaged, homes wrth 
foundat~ons and standlng (structurally sound) walls, but without roofs, windows and 
doors are contemplated 

- Grantees may des~gn and prov~de wide doors, cement ramps and other such 
accommodat~on In order to assure wheelchair access where required by individual 
needs 

- The program wll target as pnont~es heavdy damaged v~llages, ass~st~ng ln~tlal groups of 
40-50 "p~oneer" return familles to repopulate vlllages and reactwate social and 
economlc hfe 



In the selection of beneflcianes, the Grantee and municipal authonties will give pnonty 
to families currently residing in mun~c~pal town centers and other regional cities In 
these cases, the permanent return of such families to their repared homes in villages 
would open up add~tional physical l~ving space in towns and cities 

School building repairs in villages may be ~ncluded on a selected bas~s when 
specifically ~dentlfied and authonzed in the Grant Agreement To be eligible for 
consideration for the flnancing of such repairs (a) the foundation of the school must 
be in sound condition, and (b) the walls must be standmg and structurally sound The 
commitment and capabrl~ty of the municipality and educational authonties to support 
such schools with staff and other requirements w~ll be considered as well 

The Grantee w~ll coordmate its activit~es closely with the respective municipality The 
responsibility of the mun~cipality, for example for electncal and water hook-ups, should 
be set forth In the tn-partite agreement 

The Grantee w~ll coordmate closely w~th UNHCR reglonal offices, implementing 
partners and municipalities in order to avoid duplicat~on 

The Grantee wll actively coordmate ~ t s  efforts w~th other organizat~ons which might 
provide, through grants from other donors or through their own other-funded 
operational activities, resources which could complement the Grantee's shelter repair 
efforts Such resources could, for example, provide assistance for water, sanitation, 
electncal, school and health center rehabilitations 

The Grantee will be prepared to share and to receive information collegially wth 
USAIDIDART staff and program monitors and with other grantees partiapatrng in this 
program concerning procurement sources and standards, construction details and 
standards, customs clearance problems, contract formats, coordmation with other 
donors, standard trl-parbte agreements, and other matters which will insure greater 
effectiveness and efficiency in program efforts andlor which will standardize policies 
under the overall shelter repair effort 

CONSTRUCTION STANDARD FOR SHELTER REPAIRS 

Homes will receive emergency repairs to a standard of mlnimum condrtions weather-sealing 
(complete roof, glass wrndows and wooden doors on floor to be occupied, plast~c sealmg for 
other floors) two plastered mtenor rooms wrth wooden-floor ~nsulat~on, replacement of t~le 
floor to~let and sink In one bathroom rf they exrsted In the home before ~t was damaged and 
mlnlmum ~ntenor electncal wnng outlets and hghts on floor to be occup~ed To the extent 
feasrble, mtenor plumbmg and electnc ~nstallat~ons w~ll conform w~th code requ~rements, wdl 
extend to the customary drstance from the house on the property and will not include external 



connections, which will be the responsibil~ty of the beneficiary and the munrcipality Extenor 
patchmg will be applied only to the extent required for weather-proofing No pamting or other 
cosmetrc intervent~ons will be financed by this program 

Whether construction materials, electrical and plumbmg fixtures are procured directly by the 
Grantee or by its respective contractors, the Grantee is responsible to insure that all such 
matenals are of durable and long-term serviceable quality 

V TIMING AND DEADLINES 

-- Local contractors should begin on-site shelter repairs no later than June 1996 

-- Goal is to have repaired almost all units authorized under the Grant by October 31, 
1996 

- Final repairs on all units must be completed by November 30, 1996 

- The Project Assstance Completion Date (PACD) will be December 31, 1996 By that 
date, final project close-out procedures must have been completed 

VI ILLUSTRATIVE RESULTS 

Outputs of the program should be descnbed as follows (quant~t~es will vary depending upon 
number of units to be undertaken under the Grant, number which appear below reflect goals 
for the entire 2,500 units) 

- 10,000 or more displaced persons returned to their permanent homes in villages, 
thereby freeing up accommodations rn towns and cities for other displaced persons and 
refugees who wish to return home or who have no adequate shelter 

- Generation of 2,000 short-term construction jobs for demob~lized combatants and 
others, and strengthening small mdependent contractors 

-- Emergency repair of 2,500 badly destroyed v~llage homes to minimum habitability 
standards 

- Increased local agncultural or other v~llage economic outputs which could provide famdy 
food, marketable surpluses, or other economlc benefits 



U S AGENCY FOR ~NTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
OFFICE OF U S FOREIGN DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
DISASTER ASSISTANCE RESPONSE TEAM 

FACT SHEET 
Emergency Shelter Repaw Program 
Bosma-Herzegovma, 1996 

In Apr~l 1996, USAIDIDART was allocated $25 milhon to unplement an emergency shelter repalr 
program designed to 1) rehabilitate 2,500 shelter unlts within the Bosnlan Federation, 2) return 10,000 
d~splaced indiv~duals to ther pre-war homes, and, 3) create 2,500 short term jobs The program's 
complet~on date was December 31, 1996 The results of the program are as follows 

Actual Program Budget $23,900,000 

Completed Shelter Units 2,548 

Implementing PVOs 8 

E m c  Breakdown 

Bosmac 2 ,O7 1 families 

Bosnian Croat 18 5% 472 families 

Bosnian Serb 0 2% 5 families 

Average Umt Cost W/O Overhead $7,694 

Square Meters of New Living Space Created 105,748 

Returned Families (1213 1/96) 

Returned Individuals (1213 1/96) 

Average Family Sue 

Short Term Jobs Created 

Local Contractor Firms Employed 174 

Labor Cost $6,292,662 

Material Cost/Federation $7,797,328 

Material Cost/Non-Federation $4,997,544 

Labor and Material Cost Total $19,087,534 

The Emergency Shelter Repa~r Program asslsted In rev~talmng 48 heavily destroyed v~llages throughout 
the Bosnian Federation The rehabrhtation activity acted ds a magnet for other donors (World Bank, 
European Union, etc ), attracting funds for the further reparation of the ESRP villages 



USAlDmART Emergency Shelter Program 
NGOs and V~llages 

CARE 
MUNICIPALITY VILLAGE 

BlHAC R l PAC 
BlHAC ORASAC 
BltiAC TOTAL 

NUMBER 
32 
24 
56 

CARE TOTAL 5fs 

SEAlMCl 
MUNICIPALITY VILLAGE 

LUKAVAC DOBOSNICNDEVETOK 
LUKAVAC TURIJA 
LUKAVAC ORAHOVICNBABICE 
LU KAVAC TOTAL 

NUMBER 
I62 
34 
57 
253 

DOBOJ EAST STANK RIJEKA 26 

GRADACAC POZARIKE 
GRADACAC VlDA 
GRADACAC SIBOVAC-OMERAGICI 
GRADACAC LEDENICE 
GRADACAC TOTAL 

WORLD VISION 
MUNICIPALITY VILLAGE 

MAGLAJ BIJELA PLOCA 
MAGLAJ JABLANICA 
MAGLAJ ULISNJAK 
MAGLAJ TOTAL 

NUMBER 
52 
38 
20 
110 

TESANJIUSORA MAKLJENOVAC 110 

DOBOJ SOUTH MATUZlCllMRAVlCl 90 

AICFIFRANCE 
MUNICIPALITY VILLAGE 

GORAZDE HUBJERI 
FOCA USTlKOLlNA 
GORAZDE TOTAL 

NUMBER 
25 
83 
lo8 

CRS 
MUNICIPALITY VILLAGE 

OLOVO OLOVSKE LUKE 
OLOVO OLOVOSUBURBS 

NUMBER 
50 
20 

OLOVO TOTAL 70 

lLl JAS DONJl IVANClCl 30 

SARAJEVONOGOSCA HOTONJ 
UGORSKO 

SARAJEVONOGOSCA TOTAL 120 

CRS TOTAL 220 



USAIDIDART Emergency Shelter Program 
NGOs and Villages 

IRC 
MUNICIPALITY 

KONJIC 

DONJI VAKUF 
DONJI VAKUF 
DONJI VAKUF TOTAL 

KALES1 JA 
KALES1 JA 
KALESIJA 
KALESIJA 
KALESIJA TOTAL 

VILLAGE 
GMVATICEVO 

MEMlCl 
JELOVO BRDO 
MAKALlCl 
BROD 

ZVORNIK (SAPNA THUMB) KRALJEVICI 
ZVORNlK (SAPNA THUMB) KOBlLlCl 
ZVORNIK TOTAL 

KISELJAK ZEZELOVO (GORNJI & DONJI) 
BRESTOVSKO-BILALOVAC 

KISELJAK TOTAL 

NUMBER 
46 

10 
55 
65 

74 
40 
40 
40 
194 

tRG TOTAL # 

UMCOR 

MUNICIPALITY VILLAGE 
TRAVNIK TURBE 
TRAVNIK KARAULA 

NUMBER 
145 
lo5 

TRAVNIK TOTAL 250 

JAJCE 
JAJCE 
JAJCE 
JAJCE TOTAL 

CAREVO POLJE 
GORNJEIDONJE MILE 
VRBICE 

GORNJI VAKUF HRASNICA 
GORNJI VAKUF BlSTRlCAlZVlZDE 
GORNJI VAKUF ZDRlMCl 
GORNJI VAKUF TOTAL 

KUPRES ZLOSEWOSMANLI JE 60 

SANSKI MOST GORICA 
MODRA 
VRHPOLJE 

SANSKI MOST TOTAL 

KLJUC KAMICAK 35 

EQUlLlBRE 
MUNICIPALITY VILLAGE 

TRNOVO DEJCICI/OSTOJICI 
DUJMOVlCl 

TRNOVO TOTAL 

NUMBER 
64 
36 
100 

 GRAND TOTAL 48 VILLAGES 2548 



1/22/97 USAIDIDART MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 

COST 
$ 30 000 
$ 30 000 

CARE 
subtotal 

PROJECT 
HEALTH CLINIC 

CRS 
CI lhtntsl 

VILLAGE 
USTlKOLlNA 

NGO 
AC FIF 
subtotal 

BlHAC 

IRC 

subtotal 

MUNICIPALITY 
FOCA 

OLOVO 

MClSEA 

subtotal 

ORASAC 

DONJI VAKUF 
KONJIC 
KISELJAK 
KISELJAK 
ZVORNIK 
KALESIJA 
KALESIJA 

UMCOR 

subtotal 

I I 
TOTAL I $ 1,465,804 

OLOVSKE LUKE 

GRADACAC 
GRADACAC 
GRADACAC 
GRADACAC 
LUKAVAC 

WVI 

subtotal 

Th~s chart does not reflect the rehabllltatlon of six addittonal schools under the ESRP in Gornjl Vakuf, Jajace (2) Kupres Sanskl Most, and Travnlk 

HEALTH CLINIC 

TORLAKOVAC 
GLAVATICEVO 
ZEZELOVO 
ZEZELOVO 
KRALJEVICI 
JELOVO BRDO 
MAKALlCl 

GORNJI VAKUF 
KUPRES 
MAGLAJ 

$ 90 000 
$ 90 000 

WATERISEWAGE 

VlDA 
LEDENICE 
LEDENICE 
SIBOVAC 
ORAHOVICA 

TESANJIUSORA 
TESANJIUSORA 
TESANJIMAGLAJIDOBOJ S 
SOUTH DOBOJ 

$ 69 871 
$ 69.871 

SCHOOL 
HEALTH CLINIC 
WATER 
ELECTRICITY 
HEALTH CLINIC 
WATER 
SCHOOL 

ZVlZDElHRASNlCA 
OSMANLIJEIZLOSELA 
JABLANICA 

$ 115 978 
$ 77 318 
$ 62 477 
$ 82 164 
$ 52 065 
$ 28 925 
$ 52 065 
$ 470 992 

WATER 
WATER 
SCHOOL 
SCHOOL 
WATER 

MAKLJENOVACIOMANJSKA 
MAKLJENOVACIULARICE 
DART VILLAGES 
MRAVICIiMATUZICI 

$ 55 707 
$ 79 582 
$ 61 378 
$ 90 861 
$ 81 870 
$ 369 398 

WATER 
WATER 
WATER 

$ 45,000 
$ 25 500 
$ 12 500 
$ 83 000 

SCHOOL 
SCHOOL 
ELECT TO 250 UNITS 
SCHOOL 

$ 63 238 
$ 89 353 
$ 163 998 
$ 35 954 
$ 352 543 



APPENDIX E 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 
SMALL MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE (MIS) REPAIR PROGRAM 

I OBJECTIVES 

- To further support the overall objective of the Dayton Agreements of 
peace and national reconciliation by ensuring return of displaced 
families from temporary places of refuge in towns and municipalities to 
their own homes in badly destroyed villages and other sites where they 
can resume or undertake agricultural and other activities 

- Undertake minimal, but essential, repairs to municipal infrastructures, 
waterlsanitation, electricity, schools, and clinics, to provide a basic 
level of services to returning families to assure the fullest success of 
the Emergency Shelter Repair Program 

II METHODOLOGY 

- Grantees will ident~fy priority needs within target villages by 
interviewmg returning families to assess basic infrastructure needs 
that must be addressed In order to assure successful reintegrat~on of 
d~splaced families into their own homes and commun~ties 

-- Assess priority needs and determine if small infrastructure repairs can 
be undertaken to prov~de those basic services required by returnmg 
families 

-- Secure the assurance of local cantonallmun~c~pal authorities for 
maintenance of infrastructures after completion of the repairs 

-- Grantee will assure that infrastructure repair shall be limited to the 
minimum required to make systems operational Infrastructure repair 
shall not overlap or duplicate efforts undertaken by the municipal~ty or 
other donors in the area 

-- The Grantee will develop wr~tten technical specifications and terms of 
reference for repalrs of infrastructure The Grantee Itself w~ l l  check 
and certify these specif~cations 

-- In accordance with its own procurement polic~es and procedures, the 
Grantee will conduct public bidding process for small, local contractors 
and execute contracts with winning bidders To the extent feasible, 
bidders should be based in the target municipality andlor in nearby 
municipal~ties To the extent feasible, a minimum of three bids will be 
sought Contractors provide all labor required for infrastructure repair 
Selection of contractor may not be based on ethnic affiliat~on by the 
offeror 



-- As part of their function, the small, local contractors may also procure 
and provide construction materials required for such repairs When 
appropriate, grantee may procure some materials and turn them over 
in-kind to the contractors To the extent feasible, preference should be 
given to procurement of materials produced w~thin the Federation, as 
long as suitable quality materials are available 

Ill POLICIES 

-- For the overall Small lnfrastructure Repalr Program, repairs shall 
provide primary benefit to villages approved and already receiving 
assistance under USAID's Emergency Shelter Repair Program 

-- Grantees will coordinate wlth other actors in the field active in 
rehabilitation and reconstruction efforts, such as IMG, UNHCR, and 
other NGOs, to prevent duplicat~on of effort 

- To be eligible for cons~deration of financing repairs to schools and 
clinics (a) the foundation must be In sound condition and (b) existlng 
before the war The commitment and capability of the municipal~ty and 
educationallmedical author~ties to support such schools and clinics 
w~th  staff and other requirements w~ll be considered as well 

-- The Grantee will be prepared to share and to receive information 
collegially with USAIDIDART staff and program monitors and w~th  
other grantees participating in thls program concerning procurement 
sources and standards, customs clearance problems, contract formats, 
coordination with other donors, and other matters which will insure 
greater effectiveness and efficiency in program efforts andlor which 
will standardize policles under the overall Small lnfrastructure Repair 
Program 

IV STANDARDS FOR MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIRS 

Water Svstem Repars 

Water rehabilitation projects will make repairs necessary to reduce the 
overall health risk and spread of dlsease from Improper sewage 
disposal Repalr work will comprise the minimum needed to make the 
system operable Further repairs, such as Increasing the water 
pressure or flow capacity, which are considered a system 
improvement, were closely revlewed, and approved only on an 
exceptional basis In some cases where the water system is 
completely destroyed or is controlled by the Republika Srpska, 
emergency water supplies such as bore holes may be considered 

Electrical Svstem Repairs 



Electrical repairs shall be minimum in nature and can only be 
undertaken in areas where electrical power presently exists in the 
municrpal~ty and only local distribution networks or hook ups are 
required Internal repair of electrical systems within repaired 
structures are part of the Emergency Shelter Repair Program 

School Repair 

Grantee will assess the availability of functioning schools for returning 
famllies and their access to or ability to transport children to schools in 
the area Where no schools exist or where it is impossible to transport 
children to a nearby school, minimum repairs may be undertaken to 
make a local existing school operational Municipal authorities must 
agree to staff the schools 

Health Clinic Repair 

Repairs will be made to ex~sting structures sufficient to assure primary 
out-patient care provided by one nurse or doctor Grantees will 
coordinate repairs with WHO and other medical donors who will 
organize the delivery of the required equipment andlor medicines to 
the clinic Clinics w~ll be returned to the local municipality's control 

V TIMING AND DEADLINES 

Grantees shall contract for and complete all repairs concurrently w~th  the 
Emergency Shelter Repair Program and will have all repairs completed by 
December 31,1996 

VI ILLUSTRATIVE RESULTS 

Outputs of the munrc~pal infrastructure repair program which benefit returning 
villagers should be included with the results reported under the Emergency 
Shelter Repair Program as follows 

-- Total Number of Beneficiaries (provide two figures, one representing 
beneficiaries who are also part of the Emergency Shelter Repair 
Program and all other beneficiaries) 

-- Number of short-term construction jobs generated for demob~hzed 
combatants and others, and/or strengthening of small, independent 
contractors 

-- Successful emergency repair of infrastructure to minimum usage 

-- Increased success of Emergency Shelter Repair Program by providing 
necessary infrastructure to assure successful resettlement of 
displaced families by replacing those services  denti if led by them as 
essent~al " 





Un~ted States Agency for Internalhonal Development 
Office of the Reponal Inspector General 

Nyar Utca 32 Budapest, Hungary 107 1 
Telephone 36-1 251-808618237 

Facsunile 36-1-25 1-0475 

January 10,1997 

MEMORANDUM 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT Audtt of USAID's Disaster Assistance Actwities m Bosma-Herzegovma 

Tlus IS our final report on the subject au&t In f d m n g  the report, we considered your comments 
on the draft report and lncluded them at Appenhx I1 The report concludes that the USAID/Dlsaster 
Assistance Response TearnEonner Yugoslavia ensured that dmster asslstance authorized under the 
Emergency Shelter Reparr Program in Bosnia-Herzegovina was delivered to the ~ntended 
beneficlanes as agreed The pnnc~pal program goal-emergency repmr of 2,500 destroyed 
homes-should be acheved on time and wthm budget The report makes no recommendations 

I appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to my staff dmng the audit 

Background 

The U S Agency for Intematronal Development (USAID) is the pnmary mplementor of the Umted 
States forelgn asslstance program m the Federabon of Bosrua-Henegovma whlch includes 
humamtanan a d  ($77 mlhon) and reconstructron asslstance ($198 mllion) Dmng 1996, USAID 
had five economlc reconstruction support programs-one of whrch was the Emergency Shelter 
Repair Program In supportmg the overall objective of the Dayton agreements of peace and 
reconcihat~on, the Shelter Program was intended to (1) address the pnonty need for shelter in war- 
affected areas, (2) focus attention of returnees on short-term employment and reestabl~shment of 
normal hves, and (3) mtiate and accelerate the return of displaced farmlies to then- own homes 
The program prov~des $29 rmlhon for basic emergency repaus of approxunately 2,500 slngle f m l y  
homes ($25 million) and for cntical infrastructure needs ($4 mllion) The audit dld not exarnme 
program activities associated mth the $4 million lnfi-astructure repam program 

The Agency's Bureau for Humanitarian Response/Ofice of Fore~gn Dlsaster Assistance ass~gned 
responsib~l~ty for managing the Emergency Shelter Repar Program to its Dlsaster Assistance 
Response T e d o r m e r  Yugoslavia (DART) DART entered into cooperatwe agreements wth  
elght nongovernmental orgmzations to carry out tlus program m 44 vdlages m Bosma-Herzegovma 



Tlus audit was conducted as part of the Office of Inspector General's worldwde aud~t of USAID's 
response to disasters and emergencies Specifically, the au&t sought to determine whether the 
Disaster Assistance Response Team, located m Sarajevo, Bosnla-Henegoma, and the lrnplementing 
nongovernmental organizabons, located throughout Bosma-Herzegovina, ensured that disaster 
assistance was delivered to the mtended beneficianes m accordance wrth agreements 

Appendix I contams a discussion of the scope and methodology for the au&t 

Dld the Disaster Assistance Response Team and the implemenfing nongovernmental 
organuafions m Bosn~a-Henegoma ensure that dlsaster assistance was del~vered to the 
intended beneficlarles in accordance wlth agreements? 

The USAIDIDaaster Assistance Response Team/Former Yugoslawa @ART) and the implementing 
nongovernmental orgarmatrons (NGOs) ensured that Qsaster assistance authorized under the 
Emergency Shelter Repsur Program m Bosma-Herzegovma was deIivered to the Intended 
beneficianes as agreed The pmcipal program goal-emergency repau of 2,500 destroyed 
homes-should be achieved on time and wthm budget Moreover, DART was proactively 
momtonng the program's progress to ensure that problems caused by changing c~cumstances were 
promptly and effectwely addressed Finally, the au&t evaluated three of the eight NGOs respons~ble 
for program executxon and de temed  that they were sabsfactonly nnplementmg specific program 
requirements Nothmg came to our attention to suggest that the remauung NGOs expenenced 
problems m unplementmg the program 

Emergency Repair of 2,500 Destroyed Homes 
Should be Achleved on Txme and W~thin Budpet 

The overall program was construed by a $25 mllion fundmg ceiling, and each cooperative 
agreement also contamed a budget lmtmg the amount of funds that could be spent for construct~on 
contracts and adrnuustratxve costs The program descnpbon, a part of each cooperative agreement, 
states that one of the outputs is to provlde emergency repam to 2,500 badly destroyed village homes 
(such as the home pictured on the next page) to meet rmnunum habitability standards In addition, 
the program requrres a11 repam to be completed by November 30, 1996 

The table in Appendix 111 summarizes the status of the Emergency Shelter Repmr Program In 
Bosma-Herzegovma, companng the ongmal program budget wth subsequent revisions The table 
in Appendix IV compares the number of planned shelter repam (Apnl1996) wth the revised plans 
as of November 1996 This table also shows the status of these repars as of November 12, 1996 
The statistics from both tables were used in developing the discussion below 



A shelter that met the alterla of a "badly destroyed home," located m Uhsngak, Bosnia-Hemgoma 
Source Photograph taken by World Vision International program personnel, June 1996 

Bud~et  Constramts The onginal budget for shelter reparr was $25 mllion, but DART mtlally 
allocated only $23 1 million to the program (see Appendm 111) By October 10,1996, DART had 
allocated adhtronal funds for a total program budget of $23 9 mdlion (see Appendur 111) The 
addltional$8 mllion was used to repm 148 more shelters and to fund 111creased transportat~on 
costs Thus, more shelters were bemg repaued for less cost than ongmally budgeted (see next 
paragraph) The cost controls whlch made &IS posslble are chscussed further on page 6 (see the 
subsecbon enbtled Contract admmnistration) 

Shelter Re~mrs Ongmally, DART planned to repar 2,500 shelters (2,400 w t s  were programmed 
under eight cooperatwe agreements m Apnl1996-the remauung 100 mts were to be programmed 
through subsequent amendments to the cooperatwe agreements) These plans were later revised to 
repar 2,548 shelters at a total cost of approximately $23 9 (see Appendur III) As of November 12, 
the NGOs carrymg out th~s  program had awarded contracts for 2,539 shelter reparrs 

Delivery Dates Local contractors were to begm shelter repam no later than June 1996 The 
program goal was to have reparred almost all wts authorzed under the cooperative agreements by 
October 3 1,l996, wrth final r e p m  completed by November 30,1996 As of November 12, DART 
records show that 2,158 shelters had been repaued (a typical r e p 4  shelter is pictured on the next 
page) 



The "badly destroyed home" plctured on page 3 after repars were made 
Source Photograph taken by aud~tors, October 1996 

Severe weather cond~tions (I e , heavy rams and floodmg) Impeded progress m some areas and 
remote locat~ons and poor road conditions hampered progress at other project sites Although there 
were still more than 342 home repars requred to meet the 2,500-mt god by November 30, DART 
personnel also pointed out that repars at many sltes were further along than the reported stat~stlcs 
~nd~cated For example, at the hme of our fieldwork, one s~te  reported that none of the 200 houses 
were completed Accord~ng to the project momtor, however, the houses were only awaitlng 
installat~on of plastic sealing on the upper floors-all other repaus had been completed DART 
expects all NGOs to meet then- deadlines and the three NGOs we rewewed anhcipated that they wll 
complete the requ~red repans-mcludmg add~honal houses  dentd died wrth cost savlngs by the 
November deadlme Moreover, notlung came to our attentron to suggest that the remmmng five 
NGOs would not meet the requred delivery date as well 

In conclus~on, as of November 12, 1996, contracts for the rep= of 2,539 shelters have been 
awarded, 2,158 of these repars have been completed, and the program stdl has about three weeks 
to go Although weather more severe than normal and the remote locahon of some homes could 
result in some delay, In our opmton, the pnnc~pd program objectrve to repmr 2,500 destroyed homes 
should be acheved on time and wthm budget 



Proactwe Program Monltormg 
Has Contnbuted to Promam Effectiveness 

Each cooperative agreement states that USAID intends to assign responsibility for momtormg the 
progress toward achiev~ng the program objectwe to one individual To ~mplement thls, DART 
asstgned a program momtor to conduct monthly site vis~ts usmg grantee-provided md~cators to track 
program progress and provlde assistance as requlred by changlng c~rcurnstances In addition, the 
DART project manager, responsible for all disaster relief actmbes m Bosma-Herzegovma, was also 
activelv ~nvolved in program monitoring 

Proactwe program mon~tonng was demonstrated in the way DART responded to one NG07s 
problem Or~gmally, this NGO budgeted $984,000 to repar 100 homes As the program got 
underway, however, the NGO expenenced delays caused, m part, by high construction b~ds  that 
could not be negotiated downward DART officials not~ced these delays dmng a s~ te  vis~t, but the 
NGO mtially assured them that it was malung progress In spite of the negotiating difficult~es 
Subsequent site vis~ts by DART personnel revealed, however, that the NGO's contractor was not 
mak~ng reparrs to program specifications DART officials then intervened and discussed the 
problem w~th the NGO's management As a result, DART and the NGO dec~ded to decrease both 
the number of homes to be repaved and the amount of h d m g  The cooperative agreement was 
amended, makmg the NGO responsible for the repar of 56 homes with total funding of $560,000 
(an average of $10,000 per repmed home whtch is substantially the same cost per home as onginallv 
ant~cipated) The NGO agreed to provide the addit~onal funds necessary to ensure that the 56 homes 
met program spec~ficatxons ~n the m e  allowed by the program In our opmon, DART'S response 
to thls problem mmmized ~ t s  nnpact on the program's progress It should be noted that other NGOs 
were able to Increase the number of homes to be repmed whtch made up for the shortfall caused by 
DART'S decis~on to reduce the number of homes for t h ~ s  recipient 

DART'S momtorung efforts were also well documented For example, DART prov~ded weekly 
reports to USAIDTWasbgton whch summanzed new developments and Included a narratwe update 
and chart, by NGO, accountmg for the status of the number of homes to be renovated (e g , planned 
units un~ts contracted, units begun, and un~ts completed) The project monitor obta~ned data for 
this chart from rec~pients' weekly progress reports and the results of h ~ s  site vis~ts 

NGOs' Implementation 
Met Pro-ram - Reau~rements 

Based on the cooperatwe agreements, the NGOs' unplementat~on responsib~lities included (1) 
conduct~ng the biddmg and award process, (2) adrnmistenng the contracts, (3) managlng USAID- 
fimded assets, (4) marlung each repmed shelter w~ th  a USAID emblem, (5) reportmg cost savings 
and (6) prepanng finanad and performance reports Each of the three NGOs we rewewed complied 
w~th its responsibilities as d~scussed below 



Biddmg and award Process Pnor to the bidding process, each NGO developed the requlred written 
technrcal specifications and terms of reference for repsurs required for each house that had been 
tentatwely selected for repair Engineers assessed the houses to ensure the expected work fit the 
program cntena of badly damaged but structurally sound buildings A minimum of three brds was 
sought for each solicitatron, but NGOs reported that fiom 10 to 20 bids were actually recewed The 
NGOs negotiated and executed contracts for the wnning bids 

Contract administration All three NGOs executed annexes [amendments] to contracts wth local 
construction firms, but the number of changes was mimmal and did not change the amount of the 
contract Basic reasons for such changes included the need to correct engineer assessment errors or 
select a replacement house if a homeowner changed h u  rmnd about retummg Only one contract 
was termmated and the NGO ensured that another contractor was scheduled to complete the houses 
of the terminated contract 

The NGOs' engineers and field coordinators were on site to momtor progress on the contracts, uere 
involved in the approval of payments to the contractors, and had final technical acceptance of the 
houses Once the contractor completed renovations on a predetermined number of homes the 
englneers inspected the work, notrng any discrepancies The contractor was allowed a set amount 
of tlme to make corrections Once the engineer accepted the contractor work, the NGO rssued a 
completron certificate for each house, and made the final payment to the contractor 

Managrn~ USAID-funded assets Two Federal regulation requirements were incorporated i ~ t o  +he 
grant agreement by reference (1) protection of USAID-fhded assets (construction materiak) and 
(2) control of USAID-funded capita1 assets As it turned out, these requrements were not pertinent 
to the Shelter Program as implemented There was no requirement at the Qme of the audit to store 
construction matenals because all matenal reqmrements were fixed by the contract and the NGOs 
reimbursed the contractors for these fixed amounts only None of the three NGOs revtewed had 
USAID-funded capital assets as defined by Federal regulation 

Marking. of repaired shelters Each recipient was required to ensure that the U S Government 
received recogmfion for h s  project by marlung each repmed shelter with a small emblem provrded 
by USAID Dunng our field vlsits, we observed that plaques were posted on many of the completed 
homes One NGO had not yet posted the plaques, explammg that many of the homeowners would 
apply plaster to the bncks whrch would cover up the emblem This NGO assured the audit team that 
the pIaques would be placed on the finished homes Another NGO, wluch had affixed the emblems 
sad that one problem might be whether a small number of the beneficlanes would keep the plaques 
posted The NGOs rnformed the auditors, however, that most homeowners were proud to displa\ 
the plaques 

Cost savrngs Each recipient was required to notrfy USAID of cost savmgs whch may be achleved 
Two of the three NGOs visited reported anticrpated cost savings and recerved DART approval to 
renovate an addrtlonal20 houses (Two other NGOs not lncluded in our detaled review were able 
to renovate 28 add~tronal houses because of cost savmgs) 



Financ~al reporhng, The cooperabve agreements defined the financial reportmg reqwements based 
on the method of payment to the grantee A11 U S -based NGOs were under a letter of credit and 
had to prepare Fmanczal Status Reports (SF 269a) quarterly and also submlt a (SF 272) Federal 
Cash Transactzons Report Payment to non-U S -based NGOs was by penod~c advance, these 
grantees were required to submit a Pubirc Voucher (SF 1034) 

Dunng our vls~t wth  three U S -based NGOs, we asked for copies of the financ~al reports, but they 
did not prepare the final verslon of these forms However, they do prepare and subrmt financral 
mnformabon to the states~de office whch, m turn, prepares the reports whlch mclude informat~on on 
other USAID funds the NGO receives 

Performance reuortlng The recip~ents are required to subm~t a final performance report which 1s 
due 90 calendar days after the explrabon of the award The reports are to respond to the data llsted 
m the Illustratzve Fznal Report Format, all three of the NGOs selected for our detaded review are 
prepanng information for that report In addition, NGOs are requlred to submt a before and after 
color photograph, wrth appropnate labelmg, of each home repared under the program We 
examined the before photos of the three NGOs vlslted and noted that they, too, had begun taking 
pictures of completed houses These NGOs appeared prepared to subrmt the reqwed performance 
report once ther program is completed 

In conclusion, USAID/DART/Former Yugoslawa ensured that disaster assistance authonzed under 
the Emergency Shelter Repar Program in Bosnia-Herzegovma was del~vered to the intended 
beneficlanes DART's management actions in response to identified problems and ~ t s  ongoing 
monltonng efforts ensured that each NGO complied wrth the terms of the cooperatwe agreement 
As a result, the mam program goal-the repar of 2,500 badly destroyed homes-should be aclueved 
on time and w t h n  budget 

Management Comments and Our Evaluabon 

USAID/DART/Former Yugoslavia officxals agreed ulth the content of the report and thelr comments 
are Included as Appendix I1 of th~s report In its response, DART emphasized that whde it was 
allocated an addiQonal$4 mlllon for small murucipal ifi.aastructure repus, those funds could not 
be used for shelter repars Subsequent to its management comments, DART provided addltional 
data whch showed that 2,548 m t s  were to be completed at an estmated cost of $23 9 million, 
exclusive of the mmclpal infrastructure fundmg As DART pomted out, t h ~ s  underscores the cost 
savings achreved in the Emergency Shelter Repar Program-the actual program budget was below 
the projected $25 rmlllon In addtion, the program wll rehab~litate 48 shelter m t s  above the goal 
of 2,500 un~ts at no addltional cost Where appropnate we modified our report to Include DART's 
add~tional information 


