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SECTION 1: OYERYIEW

Background to the Review

The Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 1998 created a new legal framework for
better integrating arrns control, public diplomacy and foreign assistance within US foreign
policy. As it came into force April 1, 1999, the Secretary of State assumed direct authority over
the Administrator of USAID. The Secretary provides foreign policy guidance to all U.S. foreign
assistance programs. Operationally, USAID remains an independent starutory agency with a
separate apprepriation,

In line with her authorities, and concerned over the effectiveness of 1).5. humanitarian response
to Mitch and Kosovo, the Secretary of State commissioned an interagency policy review of
humanitarian and transition programs. [n the spring of 1999, representatives of the Secretary of
State and the USAID Administrator’s Cfice conducted extensive discussions on the scope and
purpose of the review. The review began in early July and concluded in December.

Co-chaired by Morton H. Halperin, Director of the Secretary’s Policy Planning $taff, and James
Michel, Counselot to USAID, the review’s general mandate was spelled out in a June 4, 1999
memorandum from the Secretary to the Administrater:

“State and USAID will also review and make recomumendations on
humanitanian and ransition assistance policy and programs, to identify
concrete policy and organizational options for making this assistance most
effective. The review will be conducted in consultation with the NSC staff
and other relevant agencies.”

The review was charged with answering four questions:
. Whether the currernt allocation of humanitarian responsibilities between the State
Department and USAID encourages coherent leadership on humarnitarian issues in
our foreign policy-making process;

. Whether current institutional arrangements result in efficient operational
coordination;

. Whether these arrangements adequately leverage USG humanitarian influence
within international fora and in our dealings with other governments; and

. Whether these arrangements build effective interlinkage among emergency,
transitional, and sustainable development programs.

The review’s work was conducted by a Core Group comprised of staff from the Department of
State, USAID and the NSC, aided extensively by the staff of the National Intelligence Council
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and the Office of Management and Budget. The Core Group also consulted with the Department
of Defense, FEMA and other concerned federal agencies.

Section [ of the following report summarizes major issues and findings and concludes with a
general discussion of the different choices for moving ahead.

Section {1 lays out three catepories of options:
# Discrete measures to enhance State-USAID cocrdination,

» Options that clarify wha is in charge, realign existing authorities and institutional
arrangements, hut stop short of actual merger; and

s Consolidation of State-USAID humanitarian and tansitional programs.

For each option, the Core group worked collectively to devise the most feasible and robust
possibility. The report does not contain recommendations. The Secretary may choose, after
consulting with the USAID Admunistrator and the National Security Advisor, to move ahead on
certain immediately actionable options. More robust and complex options will require a formal
interagency review and Administration decision.

At key points during this review, [nterAction, the Overseas Development Countil, the US
[nstitute for Peace and the Advisory Committee on Voluntary Foresign Assistance each
generously hosted outreach sessions with facilitated input from outside policy experts,
emergency relief and development NGOs, human rights advocates and Congressional staff.
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Summary of Conclusions

Since the end of the Cald War, the foreign policy stakes of LIS, civilian humanitarian programs
have risen significantly, driven by profound changes in the complex cnises themselves {detailed
below) and the prominent place these new cccupy in our overall foreign policy. The
humanitarian factor has become central to senior policy makers’ deliberations over LS. foreign
pelicy pricrities and possible diplomatic, econemic or military interventions to ease crises and
facilitate humanitarian relief.

As our global humanitarian interests have become more complex and vital to our foreign policy.
the need has grown for the 1USG to have unified, coherent humanitanian leadership. That is not
to imply that humanitasian considerations will, or should, dictate foreign policy outcomes.
Rather, USG leadership 15 needed to guaraniee that humanitarian considerations arc present and
an active force within the foreign policy-making process. As we've witnessed in Rwanda,
Bosnia, Kosove, Timor, Sudan and elsewhere, major foreign policy challenges typically feature,
at their very center, complex humanitarian emergencies that demand coherence in our policy
response.

Leadership requires a strong humanitarian voice at internal senior-level policy deliberations and
in external discussions with other donors, international organizations and non-governmental
organizations (NGOs); effective integration of humanitarian, transition and development
programs; and efficient operational coordination across USG agencies. Leadership is essential if
wi are to use owr full political/diplomatic leverage with the UN and other donors to ensure
adequate burden-sharing. {In most instances today, more humanitarian assistance is provided
through multilateral mechanisms than through bilateral effons.)

Al present, widely admired U .S. humanitatian efforts are recognized as an indispensable global
instrument to save lives, minimize mass human suffering and encourage effective ransitions in
¢risis situations, USAID has achieved an outstanding record of response 10 natural disasters.
PRM has achieved an outstanding record of response Lo refupee flows.  Both agencies also have
substantial programs to respond te complex humanitarian emergencies and to internally
displaced persons (IDPs), through both bilateral and multilateral mechanisms, PRM primarily
through multilateral contributions and USAID through bilateral.

Our humanitarian achievements notwithstanding, we can and should do better to empower the
humanitarian agenda and overcome the fragmentation of USG humanitarian affairs. Internal
conflict victims now figure as a major and growing humanianan challenge, yet they have
traditionally been a secondary or indiract priority for both State and USAID. Neither agency has
a clear lead responsibility for addressing this humanitarian prablem, even though it now exceeds
that posed by refugees. (The United Nations is also wrestling with the fact that no UN agency

has clear responsibility for [DPs.) Increasingly. complex emergencies generate a complex
mixture of refugees and internally displaced. However, neither BHR's natural disaster
competencies and primarily bilateral response nor PRM’s multilateral emphasis and refugee
response provide the basis for a comprehensive approach.

3
From Tha Hational Security Archive, The George Washington University, Tha Getman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Washington, DG, 20037



Equally important, at eritical moments during recent crises in Kosovo, Mitch and Timor, it has
been unclear which operational agency has been responsible for leading the USG humanitarian
response. (See the Kosovo and Mitch case studies.)

The Afghanistan case study details how ad hoc mid-level coordination within the USG was
insufficient when important hurnanitarian policy disputes surfaced. Coherent, expeditious
resolution of disputes was difficult 1o achieve, in the absence of senior humanitarian leadership.
Instead, important unilateral decisions were taken without adequate interagency consideration.

In the Sudan instance (see case study), a single humanitarian voice may have increased the
likelihood that humanitarian considerations weuld have been more systematically integrated into
Sudan policy deliberations.

Overall, the current split between State and USAID's civilian emergency programs has impeded
coherent leadership on humanitarian matters, domestically and abroad, and complicated the
coordination of civilian and military humanitarian efforts. The humanitarian voice in setior
USG policy-making has ofien been absent at critical moments, such that the humanitarian
implications of political-military chaices in crisis situations do not receive adequate
consideration, Overlapping bureaugratic mandates and duplication of effort hinder both the
operational efficiency of our humanitarian programs, especially with respect to internally
displaced persons, and the interlinkage of programs.

Ower the past two decades, strong bipartisan support within the U.S. Congress has provided
flexibility for our present humanitarian response mechanisms. Any future steps to strengthen the
USG humanitarian response must rest on early bipartisan Hill consultations and a special effort
to do no harm to existing capacities,

A unified humanitarian leadership can take different forms, and there are divergent views as to
whether it can be achieved through enhanced coardination or requires much more robust
instimtional reorganization. In any case, the central aim of creating unified leadership is to
strengthen consideration of the humanitarian implications of political-military choices in crisis
situations, including the mandate and role of external military interventions. This essential step
will not, it must be said, necessarily guarantee there is always adequate high-level political will
to take the appropriate political-military decisions necessary to advance USG humanitarian
interests. Ultimate decision rtesponsibility rests with political authorities above the officials who
manage owr humanitarian programs. This reality notwithstanding, our top political authorities
will be far better equipped 10 reach decisions that best advance U.S. humanitarian interests when
they are served by unified humanitarian leadership.

[n brief, the answers to the four lead questions of the review are:

e The current structure results in less than coherent leadership on complex humanitarian 1ssues
in our foreign policy making process.
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+ We do achieve effective operational coordination, but only through significant effort in a
context of continued mandate overlap and some duplication ef effort.

» Wedo not optimally leverage our humanitarian influence abroad, in propottion te the level of
effort and resources expended and (he gencral prestige attached to our programs.

« There is inadequate interlinkage among emergency, transitional and development programs.

Given these conclusians, the present status quo is not an optimal basis for promoting U5,
humanitarian interests. We can and should do better. A concerted, senior-tevel effort is needed
to weigh the options outlined in this report, decide upon an appropriate course of reform and
bepin to execute it,

The Core Group's repott, in line with the Secretary’s tasking, concentrates overwhelmingly upon
the civilian component of our humanitarian response and hence only partially treats the issue of
civil-military coordination. {See, for instance, the proposed priorities for the Senior Advisory
Council, outlined in the options section.) A next logical step would be an in-depth look at the
means to strengthen civil-military collaboration in humanitarian affairs.
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1. The rising foreign ptiilicy stakes of [J.S. humanitarian programs

The changing nature of crises

Today's crisis differs fundamentally from the crisis of ten years ago, takes place in a far different
global context, and calls for new thinking and approaches in our humanitarian affairs.

Aggregate demand: [n the last decade, the number of complex emergencies has trebled (o 24
today, affecting 35 million) while their magnitude and costs have crept upward. Annual US,
humanitarian assistance commitments now exceed $2.5 billion. Experts estimate that the global
demand for humanitarian relief will not subside, and rather that we should anticipate moTe cTises,
ever greater demand for humanitarian assistance in the future, and tough resource tradenffs that
potentially ‘crowd out’ second tier, chronic crises. {See Annex 1, ‘Global Humanitarian
Emergencies: Trends and projections, 1999-2000," prepared by the Mational Intelligence
Couneil.)

Humanitarian intervention vs. respect for sovereignty. In the 19%0s, the common
commitment among demacratic states to respond 10 humanitarian disasters deepened. The
United States ook on a global humanitarian role and mobilized diplomatic, humanitarian, and
sometimes military resources ta respond to an unprecedented number of humanitarian crises.

We tasked the United Mations to meet the needs of millions of displaced in ongoing internal
conflicts. Our leadership, with respect both to intemational norms and commitment of resources
and personnel, has been essential.

When the USG has intervened on humanitarian and human rights gmunds-in major crises
(Somalia, Haiti, Kosovo, Bosnia, northem Iraq), exceptional political and military actions were
essential to advance crtical humanitarian imerests. In several instances, a policy decision was

taken within a multilateral context not to aceept sovereign boundaries as a barrier to intervention.

Cumulatively, these policy choices have added a complex new dimension, political and legal, to
international humanitarian programs. The ramifications of this historic shift reach well beyond
any individual case and will greatly shape deliberations over future crises. :

High domestic political sensitivity to USG crisis response. Because of intensified media
coverage and accelerated communications direetly from inside crisis zones, the harsh realities of
mass human suffering are now transmitied swiftly into muktiple official channels -- and
America’s living rooms. As seen during Haiti, Mitch, Kosovo, and the Turkish and Taiwanese
earthquakes, these visual images can stimulate intense domestic pressure to do more, better, and
more quickly.

These crises can also prompt a sudden surge of popalar interest in making donations to U.S. and
intecnational NGOs and USG-supported relief efforts. [f not competently managed and
donations are seriously delayed, blame can quickly redound to USG officials. Though the LSG
gained some recent experience in managing public outreach {e.g. for Hurricane Mitch and the
Turkish earthquake relief efforts), both State and USAID officials freely acknowledge that
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neither has strong competencies in this area (cf. FEMA’s expertise) and that this function of the
USG civilian international humanitarian response requires significant strengthening,

In those mega-crises where the President's prestige is at stake and media scrutiny 1s intense, the
White House can be expected to idemify a special individual and mechanism to handle media,
public outreach and coordination of USG civilian and military humanitarian programs. A high
level White House official, reflecting on the President’s decision in both Mitch and Kosovo to
designate a senior humanitarian coordinator to boing erder o the LUS$G humanitarian response,
emphasized that a more unified humanitarian leadership of USG civilian hurmnanitarian programs
wiould not necessanly change White House calculations during future enses.  Unified leadership
of civilian humanitarian programs would improve the effectiveness of USG response and be
welcomed by the White House, however the White House would likely still assert its prerogative
during mega-crises.

Changed warfare and the massive challenge of internally displaced persons. Taodaw, most
but not dll humanitarian crises stem from internal ethnic wars in which combatants
systematically generate mass flows of refugees and internally displaced persons as a strategy of
war (IDPs are now estimated at over 20 million}. And in the course of a single confliet, as
witnessed in Kosovo and East Timor, a displaced person one day can be a refugee the next, and
shortly thereafier a displaced person yet again.

Against this backdrop, the traditional programmatic distinction between refugees and displaced
persons has become obsolete. UNHCR no longer restricts itself to dealing solely with refugees:
when instructed by the UN Secretary General to serve [DPs, it does so. The body of U.S. and
international law goveming treatment of refugees remains in force, but nothing comparable has
been developed for IDPs. In the case of the USG, State and USAID continue to struggle with
their respective roles vis-a-vis displaced persons and refugees, and in some instances serve the
same target population through the same NGOs and international organizations.”

Emergent human rights agenda. These complex emergencies have also forced the
international cormmunity to confront urpent human riphts imperatives, including how to cope
with evidence of war crimes and genocide, and how 1o avoid making relief supplies instruments
of repression by those with superior forces. These challenges increasingly coexist - in acute
tension - with relief operations, and have generated an ongoing debate over standards of
confidentiality, respective mandates, and how best 1o integrate human rights and relief functions.

Critical today is the protection of humanitarian programs and staff. Increasingly, USG officials.
NGO field workers, and displaced and refugee populations confront grave security risks which,
in turm, have generated higher demand on the USG and others for better protection, improved
risk assessment, belter communications and coordinated action, training, and a more reliable
information flow from the field to senior policy makers. At present, no locus within the USG

' This issue is examined in depth by former OFDA Director James Kunder in a recent policy paper commissioned
by the Brookings [nstitution Project on Internal Displacement and the U.S. Commirtes for Refugees, titled “The U 5.
Government and Internally Displaced Persons: Present But Mot Accounted For,' Washington, D.C. November
1999.
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has lead programmatic responsibility for the security of humanitarian relief personnel or
protection of the population from war crimes (see Annex 5, Kosovo Case Swudy, Summary).

Tough fereign policy challenges

Interdependence of humanitarian and other foreign policies. The line separating the USG
humanitarian stake from our other key foreign policy goals has been erased: these issues have
hecome deeply embedded in one another.  [n high profile cases such as Bosnia, Kesovo, Haiti,
Somalia, North Korea, northern [rag and Mitch, our actions 1o ameliorate humanitarian crises
have become conspicuously interlinked with other 1.5, foreign policy goals: democratization,
respect for human rights, regional stability and control over weapons of mass destruction.
protection of sustainable development investments and consolidation of fragile transitions from
war to peace. Since countries in crisis tend overwhelmingly to be very poor at pramoting
economic reform and broad-based development, our humanitarian response gives ever-greater
emphasis to conflict prevention and looking beyond the immediate crisis to prospects for future
economic recovery. Increasingly, multilateral humanitarian interventions must be integrated
with peacekeeping strategies.

Dependence on the military. At the same time, our civilian humanitarian actions have come to
rest increasingly upen U.S. and other military forces providing a secure environment: in
Somalia, Rwanda/Zaire, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosove and East Timor. The military has also been an
essential factor in addressing recent natural disasters in Central America, Turkey and
Bangladesh. Today, for example, over 11,000 American troops are deployed across the Balkans.
The increasing role of the U.S. military in assisting with humanitarian operations significantly
elevates the need to ensure timely, effective coordination mechanisms among State, USAID and
DOD. In both Washington and in the field, standardized operating procedures and a more
systematic consultation process would reduce the confusion and delays seen during Mitch,
Kosovo and elsewhere.

Intensified debate over U.S. humanitarian policy. The rising interdependence of our civilian
hurnanitarian programs with other foreign policy interests has raised complex foreign policy
challenges, stirred increased outside criticism and raised risks to the integnty of USG
humanitarian programs.  The USG has been accused. for example, of

-Not adhering to a consistent humanitarian standard, but rathet allowing larger foreign
policy and national security calculations o distort the humanitarian agenda; i

-Naively overestimating the impact of humanitarian interventions on our other foreign
policy goals, thereby creating exaggerated expectations that cannot be realized; and

-Using humanitarian actions as a substitute for more robust political investments essential
to dealing with heavily conflicted situalions.

11 Somalia, Rwanda, and eastern Congo we leamned several hard lessons about the severe
consequences when humanitarian issues and programs are not adequately taken into account
when critical political and military decisions are taken. Our (and the LIN’s) humanitarian
programs suffered significamly. An intense debate subsequently ensued in the media, think
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tanks and professional circles over humanitarian interventions, particularly USG policies and
responsibilities.* :

[n Africa today, we continue to struggle 10 understand the lessons from the Rwanda penocide,
the mishandling by the international community of armed refuges encampments in eastern
Congo and the killing of Amenican peacekeepers in Mogadishu. In the Kosove crisis this spring.
we confronted a skeptical media and American public who were concerned about how we
intended to reach imperiled IDPs and why we, the UN and others were ill prepared for the mass
outflow of refugees. In Haiti, Bosnia and elsewhere, we continue to work to move these
countries out of crisis, constrained by far longer time requirements and higher costs than
originally envisioned, and compounded by enduring socioeconomic divisions within these
countries and continuing vulnerability to violence and paralysis.

The past decade has also underscored both the causal connection between complex emergencies
and impaired development and the need to understand how the development process itself is
linked to recovery from war. While humanitarian response is at one level a discrete set of
activities, recent research and experience have proven that humanitarian activities cannot be
designed and executed in isolation, but rather where possible should be carefully coordinated
with development and ather post-conflict programs.  Discussion now centers on how
humanitarian and development activities intersect, and on integrated approaches to conflict
prevention, peace-building and economic and social progress.

The future. Humanitarian crises have changed profoundly in the past decade and have become,
for better or worse, a central facet to our foreign policy. We struggle woday - institutionally and
conceprually - to catch up with harsh new external realities. A major debate over
humanitarianism’s place in U.S. foreign policy is fully uponus. How we integrate humanitarian
objectives with other key foreign policy goals will be cntical to our aperational effectiveness and
the maintenance of political support for US humanitarian programs and for our overall foreign
policy on the Hill, among NGOs and advocacy groups, and with the American public at large.
There are no easy answers, but it is clear that we must give humanitanan issues full
consideration when key political and military decisions are taken - through unified humanitarian
leadership.

2. Key internal constraints on USG humanitsrian effectiveness
The review concludes that the most important impediment to improved humanitarian

effectiveness is lack of unified leadership within the USG. Opinions differ as to whether unified
leadership can be achieved through enhanced coordination or, alternatively, that it requires

! See Thomas G. Weiss, “Principles, Politics and Humanitarian Action, ' in Ethics and [ntemational Affairs, Vol.
1301999 pp. 1-22; recent issues of Intemacional Review of the Red Cross; David Rieff, Slaughierhouse: Bosnia
and the Failure of the West, Simon and Schuster: NY, 1995, and “The Humanitanan {lusion,” The New Republic,
March 18, 1998 p. 29: Michael [gnatiefT, The Warrior's Honor: Ethnic War and the Modern Conscience, Henry
Holt: MY, 197T: Michas] Maren, The Road to Hell, The Frae Prass: NY, 1997; Scort Anderson, The Man Wha
Tried 10 Save the World: The Dangerous Life and Mysterious Disappearance of Fred Cuny, Random House: N,
1999: Philip Gourevitch, We wish to inform you that wamarrew we will be killed with our families, Farrar Straus:
NY, 1948,
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systematic reorganization. Monetheless, there is a consensus that we can da better if we tackle
several internal factors that presently constrain our humanitarian effectiveness.

A less than logical structure, with unclear lines of accountability.

[f tasked to design from ground zero an institutional structure for delivery of our civilian
humanitarian assistance, few would come up with our cwrrent strueture. Qften, the current
svstemn features overlapping mandates and duplication of effort and provides no ready answer to
the question of who is in charpe. Execept when extraordinary steps are taken in the midst of
worsening crises to vest power in high-level mterim appointess — the pattern in Mitch and
Kosavo — humanitarian crises are normally handled by several officials below Subcabinet rank
who interact without assignment of lead responsibility ar formal pracedures for coordination.

The absence of a single authoritative humanitanian voice is felt most acutely at the senior policy
level.

Refugee assistance and much of the funding for and interface with key intemational
organizations (UNHCR, [CRC) rests with State’PRM. PRM also directly funds NGO programs
which often closely resemble those funded by BHR (which uses NGOs as its pnimary
implementing partners), particularly in the area of displaced persons. USAID funds and provides
the interface for the World Food Program {WFP). Both State/I0 and USAID overses the US
contributions te UNICEF.

Management of USAID's response to foreign disasters, transition initiatives, and foed aid rests
with BHR. Under the guidance of the resident Ambassador, USAID manages most U.5.

. humanitarian operations in the field, through USAID field missions and Disaster Assisiance
Response Teams (DARTS) which conduct assessments of field humanitarian needs and assist in
directing U.S. resources. Management of the Department of State’s response to humanitarian
emergencies rests with PRM. PRM works through New York, Geneva and relevant embassies to
provide palicy and operational guidance for the multilateral response, and PRM posts regional
refugee officers to conduct field assessments and oversee refugee assistance efforts. Washington
staff from USAID and State regularly conduct field assessments and reviews.

Ttaditionally, State/PRM has provided assistance to refugees, primarily through international
organizations, and to conflict victims through ICRC. Traditionally, USAIDVBHR has focused on
assistance to victims of natural disasters, and to internally displaced persons affected by conflict
and other emergencies. Howevet, with the mixing of refugee and displaced populations in the
Balkans and Timor, this traditional division has significantly eroded. State and USAID each

serve these two populations, and both work through international organizations and NGOs. -
Theugh a division of labor is usually reached in any given situation, that does not overcome the
obvious overlap of mandates and duplication of effort in U.S. civilian relief programs.

The USAID Administrator is the President’s designated Special Coordinator for International
Disaster Assistance. In several recent crises (the Mexico fires, Rwanda post-genocide, Bosnia,
Kosovo, the Turkish earthquakes), the USAID Administrator committed himself fuli-time to lead
the USG response during periods of highest demand.
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However, the Special Coordinator’s role, despite its important contributions, has been ambiguous
and problematic. It runs up against the reality that the PRM Assistant Secretary has lead
responsibility for refupee-dominated emergencies and for pursuing humanitarian policies in
multilateral institutions such as UNHCR and ICRC. In those select prienity instances when the
Administrator has filled the Coordinator's seat, he has been constrained by several factors
(acknowledged in interviews by former Administrator Atwood himself, among others.) Most
importantly, many high-ranking USG officials were either insufficient|y aware of the President’s
designation, or skeptical that the Special Coordinator would be accepted by the State Department
or the Department of Defense (the latter far prefers NSC direction when it has humanitarian
operational responsibilities.)

For the majonty of humanitarian crises, leadership within USAID rests with the Assistant
Administrator for the Bureau for Humanitarian Response, with oversight from the Administrator
and Deputy Administrator as needed. For natural disasters, BHR clearly has the lead
responsibility.  For refugee-dominated crises, PRM clearly has the lead responsibility. Far
many complex emergencies, however, there is often considerable uncertainty as to whether the
PRM Assistant Secretary or BHR Assistant Administrator has lead responsibility for civilian
relief programs.

The USG’s institutional arrangements for civilian humanitarian relief diverge from those of
many other donors, who appear to have a more logical structure, Most donors place their entire
humanitarian assistance operation within a single organization which maintains direct
institutional links between the relief unit and the organization responsible for development.
There is no predominant model among other donors as to whether the Foreign Ministry or the
Development Aid Ministry has the lead on humanitarian assistance policy. Among donors which
have given the Foreign Ministry the lead, thie does not appear to politicize humanitarian
programs.

Attitudes, habits, power
All three of these factors disadvantage the USG''s civilian humanitarian agenda.

Humanitarian officers are viewed by senior policymakers as technical implementers, and not as
authorities who need to be present and heard when foreign policy is formulated.

Across our government, humanitarian programs are seldom seen as complex policy instruments *
that require prior stratepic analysis, contingency planning and policy advocacy. Priority is .
attached to managing relations with operational partners, and the NGOs themselves reinforce this
operational bias.

Within both Stale and UUSAID, hurmanitarians exercise relatively weak influence, as compared
with regional and other bureaus. Correcting this imbalance is critical to empowering the
humanitarian voice,
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With State and USAID alike, service in the humanitarian area does not have the same status or
professional rewards as conventional diplomacy or management of developmetit proprams,
despite the growing importance and increased resource commitments for this work

Neither USAID naor State has a reliable, standing ““surge™ capacity to respond to simultaneous
complex emergencies, though increasingly each is called upon, in the midst of impending or
rapidly worsening crises, to reassign staff suddenly 1o crisis duties.

3. A summary of priority requirements

Action is needed in six priority areas to strengthen the effectiveness of USG civilian
humanitarian programs.

Clarify institutional acconntability. No single person is consistently or reliably accountable to
the President and Secretary of State for managing our civilian humanitarian interests, As new
crises break, we need to be confident of who is in charge.

Ensure high-level policy advocacy, In Cabinet and Subcabinet deliberations, humanitarian
issues are ofien ignored or treated as secondary issues. More often than not, there is no
authoritative voice on humnanitarian matters present at senior foreign policy deliberations prior to
and during the critical onset of a crisis. Opportunities for timely and effective contingency
planning and advanced deployment of field capacities are missed. Insufficient attention is paid
to the humanitarian risks and opportunities associated with alternative policy choices. A
dedicated humanitarian chair at all senior policy deliberations is one clear answer. This should
be accompanied by strengthened information transmission — from the field to the senior
hurnanitarian voice — that brings forward accurate and timely information on humanitarian
crises.

Improve coordination with DOD, Effective coordination of .S, civilian and military
humanitarian operations is essential, yet decisions on when and how to deploy the U.S. military
for humanitarian purposes are often made in an ad hoe, cumbersome fashion which has led to
costly delays, especially in the ¢ritical early phase of operations. Tt should be a USG priority to
tnore systematically define standard operating procedures in order to better clarify the interface
between civilian humanitarian programs and the US military.

Strengthen coordination with other donors. USAID and State both deal extensively with
international organizations and other donors. Effective communication of US policies and |
intentions to other donors is essential — to policy coeordination, to effective field operations and two
leveraging additional resources for humanitarian response. Yet the multiplicity of voices
representing the U.S. to other bilateral and multilateral donors creates conflict within the USG
and confusion among our international partners. The result is that our global humanitarian
leverage does not match the investment of USG energies, resources and prestge (See Annex &,
Background Paper on Donor Coordination. )
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Strepgthen operational efficiency/eliminate mandate overlap and duplication of effort.
Though the U5, humanitarian résponse is well respecied and essential, the current decentralized
operational structure gives rise to bureaucratic conflict and overiap, especially in regard to
internally displaced persons. This is inefficient use of scarce human and financial resources and
impedes coordination at the field level. However, any future streamlining of field sperations will
need to take care to preserve multiple options for program implementation,

Strengthen policy development, program innovations and public outreach.

The past few years have witnessed important innovations, most notably USAID's Office of
Transition Initiatives. Nonetheless, there are several critical emergent 15sues that require
sustained, high-level attention. Funding of transition programs, while improved, still falls far
short of requirements, resulting in difficult gaps in immediate post-conflict situations, We need
berter USG policy on internally displaced persons, the urgent hurnan rights requirements now
seen in conflicted relief settings, and how best 10 manage intensified media interest and private
donations.

4. Options for moving ahead
Unified humanitarian leadership within USG civilian programs requires several elements:

+ Anempowered humanitarian voice charged with integrating the humanitarian agenda with
seniot policy deliberations;

Coordination and direction of operational humanitarian and fransitional programs across USG
agencies, including coordination of civilian humanitarian programs with DOD and leadership
on USG policy development on critical emergent humanitarian issues,

Effective coordination with other donors and international orgamizations;

Interlinkage of humanitarian, transitional and reconstruction assistance with the aim of
promoting both crisis prevention and post-¢risis recovery and durable development.

The review has identified three approaches which would enhance the effectiveness and improve
the leadership of US(: humanitarian assistance:

(i) Discrete measures: There are several discrete measures which State and USAID could
pursue incrementally, without altering the present allocation of agency responsibilities or
foreclosing future action to integrate State and USAID's humanitarian programs. These
measures include the creation of a senior humanitarian policy seat at Principals’ and Deputies’
committee meetings and a joint State-USAID Policy and Planning Task Force. They alse
include steps to strengthen interagency coordination. (including standard operating procedures
for engagement with DOD) and expanded collaboration in training, field assessments, and
outreach to Congress and the media. Since this approach works within the current division of
responsibility between State and USAID, it does not answer the question of lead responsibility or
eliminate overlapping mandates and duplication of effort and may even increase duplication. it
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builds on recent State-USAID collaberation and the steps that each agency has taken on its own

ta improve performance. Neither State nor USAID requires additional authorities to implement
these measures,

(iiy Clarify who is in charge: A central conclusion of the review is that clarifying whe 15 1n
charge of USG <ivilian humanitarian programs is critical to strengthening their effectiveness.
The three options in this category provide the Secretary with immediately actionable choices to
test the thesis that a more unified, coherent leadership of civilian humanitarian programs can
make a substantial difference, without requiring an overhaul of current institutional
arrangements. For any of these, the President’s designation of 2 Special Coordinator for
International Disaster Assistance would need 1o be revisited. in light of the Secretary’s expanded
statutory authorities. These arrangements would not preclude the President from naming an
overall coordinator of USG hurmnanitarian response, including military assistance, for exceptienal
crises. Each option would be twinned with a senior Humanitarian Advisory Council. By
definition, these steps fall short of full consolidation in not wransferring conwrol of resources or
fully redrawing existing lines of authority. Hence they will not be free of ambiguity or
institutional tension and there is no certainty that they can dramatically improve performance. If
an option does substantially overcome present constraints, it might prove 1 be an adequate fix
on its own. Alternatively, an option might serve as experimental guidepost towards future
consolidation. Options include (i) substantially strengthen the USAID Administrator’s role; (ii}
predetermine that lead responsibility for all natural disasters will rest with BHR and for all
complex emergencies with PRM, unless the Secretary decides higher level representation is
requited in a particular case; and (iii) create a mechanism, subject to the Secretary’s ultimate
direction, that would allocate responsibilities for emergencies on a case-by-case basis. These
options would require consultations with Congress, but no legislative modification of authorities.
Physical proximity {collocation) of some functions might also be considered under this option.

(iii} Conselidation: In this category, civilian humanitarian responsibilities would be

consolidated: into USAID, State or a new foreign affairs agency under the Secretary. Central 1a
deciding among the three possibilities is what priority is attached to competing policy goals: to
integrate humanitarian affairs into foreign policy; to create an empowered single-focus
humanilarian entity; and to integrate relief, transition and development assistance. Each aption
could create a unitary, streamlined structure with a dedicated humanitarian tnandate, centralized
control over humanitarian resources, and senior leadership with access at the PC and DCC levels.
The State and USAID options call for a substantial reordering of the overall mandate, structure
and practices of these two respective institutions. All options would require a bold break with
the past and demonstrate a new commitment to finding a solution to emerging complex :
humanitarian challenges. They could foster a dynamic culture, humanitarian doctrine and career
cadre of international emergency management specialists, Implementation of these aptions

would be complex and stretch over several years and require the engagement of the President

and the Secretary and significant Congressional action.

Discussion of these three approaches is the subject of Section II of this report.
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SECTION II: OPTIONS

A, Discrete Measutes

Rationale: There are several pragmatic, immediately actionable steps (outlined below) which
may enhance the effectiveness of USG civilian humanitarian programs. They can be pursued
individually or as a package. These incremental measures, reliant ypon good will and trust
among PRM and BHR officers, emphasize strengthening the humanitarian voice at senior
foreign policy circles, the creation of new coordination mechanisms, and expanded joint
operational coordination and outreach. They also emphasize clarifying interagency coordination
through written protocols, including with DOD.

PROS; Through enhanced institutional cooperation, these various measures may strengihen a
humanitarian culture across State and USAID and lead to more effective field operations and
greater interagency policy and programmatic consullation. A jeint PRM/BHR Policy and
Planning Task Force, if led robustly, could help better inform senior policymakers of the
humanitarian implications of political and military decisions. These measures do not foreclose
more aggressive future options; indeed, their success or failure may illuminate which more
ambitious options make most sense,

CONS: These measures do not address who is in charge; the structural dispersal of
responsibilities across State and USAID does not change.  Proposals for improved coordination
and joint action highlight — and tacitly reinforce — overlapping responsibilities and redundancy
of civilian programs, These measures do not result in a clean division of responsibility or
institutional specialization.

1) Create a senior humanitarian policy seat.

{This is an option which the Core Group recormmends under all scenarios, whether the preferred
course is discrete measures, intermediate options or consolidation.)

The Secretary, following consultations with the Administrator of USAID, recommends to the
NSC Adviser that there be a dedicated humanitarian seat at all future Principals’ and Deputies’
foreign palicy deliberations that concern a potential or current humanitarian emergency.

The humanitarien representative will be at the Assistant Secretary/Assistant Administrator level,
or higher when warranted, Though ultimate authority on who fills that seat will rest with the
Secretary of State, in most instances the decision will be taken at the A/S level through
consultations between State and USAID, with input from the NSC.

2) Create a PRM/BHR Policy and Planning Task Force.
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The Task Force will be commissioned by the A/S PRM and A4 BHR. [t would consciously
upgrade and formalize promising coordination initiatives that heretofore have been informal, and
would regularly provide input to the senior Advisery Council proposed under the intermediate
aptiens.

The Task Forve will include BHR and PEM's policy and planning staff. As warranted, it will
in¢lude siaff from other bureaus of State and USAID and other agencies.

Core functions will include;

« Budgetary consultations and reviews: vet proposals, forecast emergency resources
tequirements, assign lead responsibility on specific follow-up tasks.

» Coordinate a unified approach to the policies and programs of the UN implementing partners.
especially OCHA, UNHCR, WFP and UNICEF.

« Refinement of U.S. policy on critical, emergent humanitarian issues: e.g. internally displaced
persons; protection of fizld operations; integration of human rights and relief programs;
information collection and dissemination; management of media and private donations.

+ Contingency planning for priority emergent cnises.

+ FEnhancement of State/USAID operational coordination in the field.

» Expedite procurement and logistics.

s For post-conflict transitions, build upon the Integrated Strategic Planning (18P} process
(pioneered by USAIDYs Great Homn of Africa Initiative) as an interagency tool for detailed
planning.

2) Intensify joint outreach activities

NGO

+ Expand upon current monthly PRM/BHR/InterAction meetings by introducing regular
(perhaps quarterly) sessions that review country programs and plans, emergent policy issues, }
and status of funding, among other issues.

Cangress

» Conduct joint Hill briefings on on-going and emergent emergencies.

+ Engage Senate and House Appropriation staff jointly on important incremental legislative
adjustments and emergent policy issues: ¢.g. options to stabilize future funding for USAID's

Office of Transition [nitiatives; means to better respond to internally displaced persons.
(following up on some of the recommendations comained in the Kunder report. )
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+  Work together on Congressional and Staff delegation (CODEL, STAFFDEL) travel,

Media

« Jointly develop a focused strategy for improved management of media interest during crises,
including USG overall public diplomacy. This will be undertaken in close consultation with
U/S Lieberman’s office.

» Initiate regular (perhaps manthly) joint background briefings for the press on on-going
humanitarian emergencies and emergent 1ssues.

4) Better integrate operations

Situation reports

« PRM and BHR ccllaborate to preduce a single, unified classified report (for internal usge) and
a single external report for public affairs purposes.

Training
» Expand inclusion of PRM staff into USAID s DART training.

'« Supporl implementation partners (UN, 10s, and NGOs) in developing standard staff and
volunteer training programs in field management, technical areas (health, water, sanitation)
and security.

» Develop training for both State and USAID field officers who will be responsible for liaison
with the embassy/field mission during a disaster,

Assesament
« PRM and BHR agree that wherever sensible assessment thissions will be conducted jointly.

e  Actively distill lessons learned from recemt fruitful joint assessments (2.g. Sierra Leone,
Macedonia, Kosove) with a view to streamlining evaluation instruments, clarifying
interagency division of labor and information requirements, and expediting production of
joint reports.

+ BHR and PRM collaborate in evaluating DART teams’ performance to date, including the
trend towards more robust and diversified DART teams with direct operational
responsibilities, and management of DART relations with our embassies and Washington.
Findings and recommendations for future policy towards the DART will be provided to the
ASS PEM and AA BHR within a bref time frame (e.g. 60 days).
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« Collaborate to ensure the best possible technical means are available for assessments, and
that they are effectively coordinated, including the new Global Disaster Information Nerwork
{GDIN}, FAC's (Global Information and Early Warning System (GIEWS), and the Famine
Eariy Warning System (FEWS). [nclude intelligence assessments, where appropriate.

Washington operations

= Designate lead operations officers for individual crises for both PRM and BHRE who will be
responsible for overall coordination of programmatic activities.

» Develop “surge capacity” 1o allow effective response to multiple, simultaneous crises.
Identify and train a reserve of State and UUSAID officers ready and willing o serve. ldentify
language and atea expertise.

* Develop a comprehensive roster of specialized expertise avallable in the NGO cemmunity
and the private sector which can be mobilized quickly as part of a “surge capacity,” Explore
feasibility of select NGO specialization in certain technical areas such as health, water and
sanitation,

Field operations

* [ncorporaie PRM personnel, as appropriate, into USAID's Disaster Assistance Response
Teams (DARTs).

= Strengthen joint averseas planning.
USAID and PRM will consult closely on scope, timing and exit strategy for DART teams.
As BHR establishes new cegional ficld offices, or otherwise prepositions personnel in cnisis-
prone regions, BHR will work closely with PRM's Regional Refugee Coordinators to devise

co-location arrangements (creation of regional hubs) or alternatively, to divide coverage
between PRM and BHR across regions.

The above measures could be codified into a written State-USAID protocal on coordination of
emergency operations. Technical assistance should be sought from FEMA,

Human resources

¢ Develop improved career development systems in both State and USAID for Foreign Service
and Civil Service personne! with humanitarian policy and program management skills,

s (Change existing personnel procedures to allow USAID and State officers (Civil Service and
Foreign Service) with proven humanitanan expenience to compete for positions in each
other's agency on the same basis as “within agency” applicants. This would facilitate the
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development of a humanitarian career path for both Civil and Foreipn Service employees. It
would also permit greater cross-fertilization between State and USAID humanitarian
operations and help break down bartiers resulting from different organizational cultures.

5) Develop a 5tateUSAID protocol on coordination with DOD

» A State/USAID team, with the active backing of the Secretary and the USAID Administrator
and input from the NSC, will enter discussions with DOD to put in writing mutually
acceptable baseline criteria and mechanisms for use of DOD suppert for humanitarian
assistance.

» A principal aim will be 1o minimize delays in accessing essential DOD support by defining
more clearly what the U.S. military, under different scenarios, can be expected 1o conuibute,
what accounts will be accessed, and what prior operational planning on the civilian side is
required. '

6) Develop clear procedures for managing public donations

« Develop a public information campaign which helps inform the American people of the most
useful way to contribute to international disaster relief.

» Devise a system for identifying UN and other international organizations and NGOs which
are willing and able to manage sudden, large volumes of financial and other donations from
the public.

« Clarify the use of DOD space available (Denton Amendment) transpertation in the case of
international emergencies.

19
From Tha Hational Security Archive, The George Washinglon Univarsiy, Th Gelman Libmary, 2130 H Strmet, NW, Washinglon, DG, 20037



B. Clarifying who is in charge

Rationale: A central conclusion of the raview is that clarifying whao is in charge is critical to
strengthening the effectiveness of U.S. civilian humanitarian proprams. The three options in this
middle category provide the Secretary with immediately actionable choices to test the thesis that
a mote unified, coherent leadership can make a substantial difference, without requiting an
overhaul of current institutional arrangements

Common elements: Each lead figure has a direct line of accountability to the Secretary, and the
Secretary has ultimate authority to reach bevond this lead figure when circumstances require.
Each lead figure, it is proposed, should chair and benefit from a Senior Humanitarian Advisory
Council (outlined below) and fill a humanitarian seal al high-level policy deliberations. Each
will be charged with a common set of responsibilities: e.g. provide operational and policy
guidance to both BHR and PEM and resolve disputes; review and provide guidance on
humanitarian resource allocations within the Function 130 accounts {while recognizing that, in
the absence of legislative changes, the authorities for the different accounts will remain
separate); designate a lead civilian coordinator for specific emergencies; act as the primary
hurnanitarian representative in dealing with the Defense Department and U.S, military
commands; solicit input from the StateMISAID Policy and Planning Task Foree; oversee media
management and USG representation to donors and intemational organizations.

The three options include (i) substantially swengthen the USAID Administrator’s role; (ii}
predetermine that lead respensibility for all natural disasters will rest with BHR and for all
complex emergencies with PRM, unless the Secretary decides higher level representation is
required in a particular case; and (iii) create a mechanism that allocates responsibilities for
emergencies on a case-by-case basis.

Each option raises questions about the appropriate rank of the person responsible for leading
USG humanitarian efforts. Each option strikes a different balance between operational
responsibility and seniority.

These options would require consultations with Congress, but no legislative modification of
authorities. For any of these, the President’s designation of a Special Coordinator for
[nternational Disaster Assistance would need to be revisited, in light of the Secretary of State’s

expanded statutory authorities. '

Ambiguity: These options are inherently ambiguous. Power is shifted to a single individual,
aided by a senior Council, but existing institutional, legal and budgetary authorities remain in
place. This shift may be sufficient to overcome present constraints on the effectiveness of
civilian humanitarian programs such that the option itself provides a satisfactory solution and no
further action is required. On the other hand, because it does not remove enduring structural
constraints, this set of options may introduce unnecessary bureaucratic layers without
significantly improving effectiveness,
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Creation of a Senior Humanitariaa Advisory Council
The Council's Chair would be determined by which option was selected, as explained below.

Council members would include the PRM Assistam Secretary, BHR. Assistant Administrator,
DOD Deputy Assistant Secretary for Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Affairs, the NSC Senior
Director for Mulitilateral and Humanitarian Affairs and the National Intelligence Officer for
Economics and Global Issues. USDA, DRL, S/W (I, OMB, and others would be included, as
warranted.

The Advisory Council would meet monthly 1o discuss priority erosscuting policy issues and
when necessary, to provide policy guidance to the Secretary of State, along with the LUBAID
Administrator and the National Security Adviser. [t would not have responsibility for
management of ongoing or emergent crises, but would obviousty be called upon to provide
advisory inpul.

The Council would exarnine, inter alia, means of strengthening the resource base for
hurnanitarian affairs; civilian/military humanitarian coordination; early crisis warning;
intelligence sharing with international organizations; and policy development regarding
intemally displaced persons, protection of field personnel and operations, and integration of
human rghts and relief operations. The Council would receive regular input from the
State/USAID Policy and Planning Task Force.

Option 1; Strengthen the USAID Administrator’s Special Cunrdinatﬁr Bole

Description: This option systematically strengthens the Administrator's capacity to lead on
humanitarian affairs.

Rationale: The President has designated the USAID Administrator as the USG's International
Disaster Relief Coordinator, with broad responsibilities. While that role has been problematic an
account of State-USAID differences and competing Agency demands on the USAID
Administrator, the Administrator has provided effective huranitarian leadership during select
priority crises. if the Presidential designation were elaborated, so that the Administeator’s office
and responsibilities are realigned to give much grealer weight to humanitarian affairs, a closer
linkage 1o the Secretary of State, and broader interagency acceptance of the Administrator’s role,
the Administrator could become a far more authoritative and continuous leader of humanitarian
affairs.

Elements:
« The President and Secretary of State reaffirm and elaborate the designation of the USAID

Administrator as the USG [nternational Disaster Relief Coordinator. Accumpanyingl
statements spel] out that henceforth a lead prionity within the Administrator's portfolio of
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respo nsibilities is to be fully and routinely in charge of U.S. humanitarian response, provide a
continuous humanitarian leadership in policy deliberations. and report directly and routinely
1o the Secretary of State on humanitarian issues

¢ The USAID Administrator fills a reserved chair at Principals™ Meetings. A humanitarian seat
is reserved at Deputies’ meetings, filled by a senior USAID or State humanitarian officer
designated by the USAID Administrater.

+ USAID creates a new humanitarian secretariat within the Administrator’s office. [ts Director
is the equivalent rank of a Deputy Administrator, and as necessary, that person stands in for
the Adrministrator. The humanitarian secretariat prepares internal and external USG reports,
drawing on BHR and PRM sowrces, for each humanitanan emergency. It leads on media
relations on huwmanitarian emergencics.

=  The USAID Administrator chairs the Senior Humanitanan Advisory Council,

Pras: Systematically builds on the current Presidential designation, the substantial authority and
senior rank of the Administrator's office, and that office’s evolving accountabilicy to the
Secretary of State. Creates a new Secretariat with a Director who can provide conmtinuous, full-
time oversight of humanitarian programs. Requires reallocation of relatively modest USAID
personnel and resources. Preserves a measure of space between U.S. humanitarian objectives
and U.5. political/national security interests. Could strengthen the linkage of relief, transition and
development assistance,

Cons: The USAID Administrator might be unable to reconcile steep. continuous humanitarian
demands with other pressing agency business. Separates bureaucratic responsibility for one
aspect of USG response to a crisis (humanitarian) from other aspects (diplomatic, peacekeeping)
which will remain part of State. Strong, continuous hurnanitanan leadership by the USAID
Administrator might generate lensions with State Depariment regional Assistant Secretaries and
be seen as weakening USAID's development assistance proprams and State's PRM Bureau

Option 2: Lead pre-determined by type of crisis

Description: State/PRM would be the lead agency for humanitarian response in complex
emergencies and USAID/BHE. would be the lead agency in natural disaster situations,

Rationale: It applies a decision rule that clearly assigns lead agency responsibility on the basis
of functional criteria and same of the comparative advantapes of State and USAID. State leads
complex emergencies because of its close linkage with pelitical and diplomatic interests.
USAID leads on natural disasters since these are primarily operational and short-term, and
recovery is often linked to long-term development interests.
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Elements:

s The PRM Assistant Secretary or AID/BHR Assistant Administrator is assigned lead agency
responsibility according to the nawre of the humanitanan emergency. State/PRM would lead
in situations of complex humanitarian ermergencies, while AID/BHR would lead on natral
disasters.

+  State/PRM and AID/BHR retain existing responsibilities for other humanitarian response
requirements that do not meet the criteria for designation of a lead agency (for example,
refugees in non-complex emergency situations for PRM; disaster assistance and transition
activities in non-complex emergency situations for AIDVBHR).

» Complex humanitarian emergencies are defined as “crises caused, in whale orin part, by
armed conflict and/or massive human rights abuses, leading to large-scale population
displacement and/or widespread humanitarian need requiring intemational assistance and
protection.” Natural disasters would include any humanitarian assistance situation caused
primarily by natural factors, including flood, earthquakes, severe storms, drought-induced
famine, and environmental degradation,

s In most cases, it would be self-evident which agency would assume the lead role under these
critenia. Where there was a dispute, an Action Memorandum would be sent 10 the Secretary
of State for his'her decision on lead agency designation.

» The Assistant Secretary/Assistant Administrator for the agency that is not designated as the
" lead for a particular crisis response will be responsible for ensuring that its staff are lending
their expertise and full support to the crisis response, consistent with the agency's lepislative
mandate. [f necessary, staff will be seconded from the secondary agency to the lead agency
to facilitate close coordination. -

Pros: Applies functional decision rule for choosing lead agency. Could strengthen integration of
humanitarian response with overall diplomatic response in complex emergencies. Builds on
relative strengths of USAID and State. Provides incentive for task specialization and
complementarity between USAID and State, rather than encouraging competition, mission creep
and redundancy. Keeps routine responsibility for humanitarian response at the level required

{A/S and AA) for most humanitarian situations, Requires no reallocation of staff or new ¢
bureaucratic structures.

Cons: Doesn’t create unified leadership. The distinction is often not ¢lean between complex
emergencies and natural disasters (how to deal with Sudan, North Kores, Indonesia, Nigeria?).
State and USAID presently both address complex emergencies, often in separate modalities {e.g.
PRM largely through multilateral channels, BHR largely through bilateral, NGO channels.)
Would create new distance between response to complex emergencies and USAID's transition
and development programs. The decision rule itself could be seen as politicizing humanitarian
relief. :
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Option }: Case-by-Case Designation of Authority

Description: The Secretary would rely upon the Senior Humanitarian Advisory Council
mechanism 1o recommend a designated lead for civilian humanitarian programs on a case-hy-
case hasis. The Secretary would turn to the NSC to direct the Council in order to ensure the most
effective civil-military linkages.

Hatisnale: Policymakers need assurance that there will be a single, civilian agency accountable
for managing the overall USG humanitarian response to crises. They also need flexibility to
permit the apency with the most experience in a particular area to play the lead role,

Elements:

+  The Advisory Council would recommend designation of a single humanitarian coordinater,
from State or USAID, to manage the USG response to individual humanitarian crises on a
case by case basis, The Chairman would make the recommendation, with counse] from the
other core members of the Advisory Council. Whenever possible, the lead will be designated
in advance of the actual erisis 1o facilitate better planning and preparation. The Advisory
Council may also recommend that the pre-designation of a particular category of
humanitarian crisis to a particular apency (e.g. natural disaster to USAID.)

* [n maost cases, the Advisory Council will recommend the designation of either the PRM ASS
or the BHRE AA, who are members of the commitiee, to serve as the Humanitarian
Coordinator. However, this would not preclude either the White House or the State
Department from determining that an Under Secretary-equivalent or higher level U3, official
should lead high profile humanitarian responses.

+ The designated Humanitarian Coordinator will provide the USG humanitarian voice at
deputy-level deliberations.

= The Assistant Secretary/Assistant Administrator for the agency that is not designated as the
lead for an individual ctisiz will be responsible for ensuring that its staff fully support the
crisis response. The Chairman will reinforce this imperative. As needed, staff will be
seconded from the secondary agency to the lead agency.

Pros: Designates lead while systematically guaranteeing flexibility, based on agencies’
experience in given areas; provides exceptional voice and authority for the Advisary Council and
broadens its reach to encompass military humanitarian efforts; specifies priority focus by
Humanitarian Coordinator on select crises,

Cons: Does not create predictable or unified leadership. [f lead responsibility shifts regularly,
there is reduced accumulated institutional learning and increased confusion in dealing with other
donors. Rotation of chair at Deputies” meetings might degrade the chair's authority; disputes
over lead responsibility, particularly in joint refugee/IDP operations, might deadiock the
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Advisory Council. Interjects the NSC into State-USAID relationship, A case-by-case approach
has been attempted by the UN over the past decade, with poor results.
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C. Consolidation of State and USAID Humanitarian Programs

Rationale: Consolidation of U.S. ¢ivilian humanitarian functions into one agency provides the
best opportunity for ensuring unified humanitarian leadership and coordinated planning and
operations among U.S. civilian humanitarian actors. Consolidation presents, however, major
legislative, bureaucratic and financial challenges and would require the active, sustained
commitment of the President and the Secretary of State. [t might also encounter resistance from
NGOs and others who favor the existing decentralized system and oppose centralization in
principle.

The paper presents three options — consolidation of U5, humanitarian functions into State,
consolidation into USAID and creation of a new humanitarian agency that weould incorporate the
humanitarian functions of both State and USAID. Consalidation inte either State or USAID
would also require substantial internal changes, in organization and sense of mission, in both the
agency that sheds functions and the agency that gains functions. Each option includes the
movement of all entities that support humanitarian programming, planning and operations
(financial management, contracting, logistics, personnel, ete.), including these functions that
reside putside the functional bureaus managing humanitarian assistance in both USAID and
State, 1o the recipient agency to ensure continued aperations. Creation of anew .S,
humanitarian agency, while providing the cleanest break with the past, would be the most costly
optien, in terrns of both financial and prior pelitical investment.

Central 10 deciding among the three possibilities is what priority is atached w0 competing pelicy
goals: (o integrate hurnanitarian affairs into foreign policy; to create an empowered single-focus
humanitarian entity; and to integrate relief, transition and development assistance. It is clear that
the rearganization of State to take on bilateral humanitarian and transition assistance and
operations would provide the most systematic assurance that humanitarian assistance will be
closely linked with broader foreign policy considerations. Similarly, the recrganization of
USAID to take on multilateral and refugee assistance components would provide the best
structural opportunities for linking humanitarian assistance and transition with development. - It
should be noted, however, that under the current divisions of responsibility, neither State nor
USAID have excelled in ensuring these linkages with the programs that they respectively
manage, nor has either agency given adequate profile to its humanitarian assistance components.
Finally, 2 new humanitarian agency would have the highest profile and chance of becoming an
empowered single-focus intethalional emergency apency.

Common Elements: The State Department's Bureau for Population, Refugees and Migration
and USAID's Bureau for Homanitarian Response would form the core of any consolidation
option. Consideration should be given to all of the below listed elements that might logically be
placed within a consolidated civilian humanitarian structure. Also, adequate funding and staffing
arrangements would be required to ensure that the functions within each agency that form the
necessary “tail” to support humanitarian programs are replicated or accommodated within the
recipient agency.

26
From The National Securtly Archiva, The George Washinglon University, The Gelmen Library, 2920 H Strest, MW, Washington, DG, 20037



State offices that would legically form part of a unified civilian humanitarian structure include:
State/PRM, except population activities; State/10 compenents related to voluntary funding of all
UN humanitarian agencies, including UNICEF, WFP and OCHaA; State/TO functions related to
relief information management, such as Global Disaster Information Netwerk (GDIN) and
Reliefweb; State Global Demining Policy Coordination: and humanitanan components of SEED
and the Freedom and Support Acl

USAID offices that would logically form part of a unified civilian humanitarian structure
include: USAIDVBHR's Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance, Office of Food for Peace and
Office of Transition [nitiatives; USAID/Global Bureau's War Victims Fund.

The head of the unified humanitarian structure would provide senior leadership within the USG
on issues of humanitarian response and transitions, including participation in appropriate senier
interagency fora, and would ensure that humanitarian activities were effectively linked with
broader foreign policy considerations and sustainable development efforts. He or she weuld also
ensure effective coordination of relevant programs and activities within the USG, working
closely with State, USAID, the White House, NSC, GMB, DOD, USDA, FEMA, DOJ, the
intelligence community and other departments and apencies. Such coordination might require
the establishment of formal councils within the USG, which would be chaired by the lead
appointee ar his or her designee. Also, he or she would provide senior leadership on
humanitarian response and transition issues with other bilateral donors, the EL, the UN and other
international organizations and with PVYOs/NGQs. He or she would ensure consistent, dynamic
U.S, leadership in the Executive Board meetings of UN organizations and, where appropriate,
World Bank forums.

Structure: The precise structure of the consolidated humanitarian entity should be determined
through interagency task forces. Notionally, the consolidated humanitarian entity would include:
the head of the unified humanitarian structure (State U/S, USAID Deputy or USAHR
Administrator) and an appropriate number of Assistant Secretary-level deputies. Offices in the
structure would be organized around functional and regional specialization. Functional areas
would include: crisis response; refugee and displaced persons protection, assistance and
resettlement; policy planning; budget and financial management; outreach to the media,
congress, multilateral and non-governmental organizations; and technical expertise in health,
water, sanitation, shelter and food aid issues.

1) Cansolidation of Civilian Humanitarian Programs into the Department of State

Elements:

s Create at State 2 new Under Secretary for Humanitarian Response and Human Rights to
directly manage humnanitarian, ransition and human rights policy and operations. An

appropriate number of Assistant Secretary-rank deputies would assist the U/S.

» Designate the Under Secretary as the President and the Secretary's Special Coordinator for
International Disaster Assistance.

27
From The National Security Archive, The Georges Washinglon Unbversity. The Gelman Lbrary, 2130 H Street, NW, washinglon, DG, 2007



Pros: Enhances the reachy and force of the State Department in leading U.S. foreign policy.
Results in the greatest incorporation of humanitarian affairs and human rights into U.S. foreign
policy: through senior leadership within State itself and the close interface with Stae’s
geographic bureaus. Provides consistent Under-Secretary level humanitarian and human rights
representation at Deputies Committees, and direct, high-level, informed guidance to the
Secretary an humanitarian and human rights issues.

Cons: Could raise concerns by NGOs and others that USG humanitarian interests would be
compromised by other foreign policy interests. The direct link between humanitarian/short-term
transition assistance and longer-term transition assistance/development would not be structurally
assured. Would require considerable effort and perhaps additional costs 10 incorporate the

USAID “tail” into State: e.g., pracurement and financial management support services, and field
operations management. Removal of humanitarian assistance from USAID could result in
decreased public and conpressional support for long-term development.

{2) Consolidation inta USAID;

Elements:

« The Administration would work with Congress 1o change the name and redefine the mandate
of USAID to render development and humanitarian components co-equal.

¢ Create a second Deputy Administrator for Humanitarian Response and Transitions, who
would directly manage all humanitarian and transition policy and operations. An appropriate
number of Assistant Administrators would assigt the Deputy Administrator,

* FRe-designate the Administrator of USAID as Special Coordinator for the President and the
Secretary of State for [nternational Disaster Assistance thus strengthening the direct reporting
line from USAID to the Secretary on humanitarian and transition issues. [n most cases, the
Deputy Administrator for Humanitarian Response and Transition would serve as the
Administrators implementing agent for fulfiiling this coordination function, though the
Administrator may choase to play the role for select high-profile crsis responses.

Pros: Facilitates close linkages between humanitarian assistance and transition and longer-term
development. Brings USAID much more directly into U.S. foreign policy process: strengthens
the linkage between USAID and the Secretary of State while retaining continuity in USAID's
lead responsibility on foreign aid pregrams. Consolidation becomes a reinvention of USAID,
which puts USAID into a much more favorable position vis-3-vis future debates on U.5. foreign
aid and the utility of USAID. Would be preferred by NGOs who do both relief and development
work and their supporters.

Cons: Link between humanitarian and transition assistance and foreign policy would not be

structurally assured. Would be perceived as a shift away from State's currently specialized focus
on refugees, raising opposition from refugee policy and resettlement groups and their supporters.
Heightened role for humanitarian and transitional assistance would be viewed within USAID and
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to external actors as a shift away from long-term development programming, raising resistance
within USAID and among development assistance advocates and their supparters on the Hill. A
second Deputy Administator might complicate USAID’s intemal management stucture.
Caonsolidation into USAID could invite greater political interference from Congress.

{3) Consolidation inte a new agency:

Elements:

» Create a new 1.8, Ageney for Humanitarian Response (USAHR), under the authority of the
Secretary of State and headed by an Administrator co-equal to the current USAID
Administrator. An appropriate number of Assistant Secretary rank officials would assist the
Adminmistrator.

+ Establish an interagency council, under the overall
management of the USAHR Administrator, to ensure foreign policy integration and effective
interagency coordination on crisis response, transition and refuges policy issues.

» [ncorporate a robust operational mechanism within USAHR, modeled on FEMA, to permit
large-scale U.S. civilian direct implementation capacity when traditional response
mechanisms {funding through PYOsNGOs/multilateral organizations} are insufficient or
inadequare.

+ Designate the USAHR Administrator as the President and the Secretary’s Special
Coordinator for Intemational Disaster Assistance.

Pros: Would represent the cleanest break from the past, praviding the best opportunity for
articulating a bold commitment to humanitarianism and a clear, integrated vision for civilian
humanitarian rasponse distinct from the existing bureaucratic and institutional biases. The only
option that provides for an agency head who is.devoted full-time to humanitarian and transition
policy and programs, thus best meeting the need for improved humanitarian advocacy.
[ncorporates new, robust civilian operational capacity, modeled on FEMA that is missing from
our cUurrent structures.

Cons: Reguires the most substantial legislative and organizational changes of any of the options
under consideration, requiring a substantial investment of time, human resources and political
capital (including Presidential leadership) to implement. Runs counter to the direction of recent
legislation on foreign affairs reorganization, which has sought to reduce the number of foreign
affairs agencies through consolidation into State. Does not structurally assure links with either
broader foreign policy or long-term development. The most expensive option. Removal of
humanitarian assistance from USAID could result in decreased public and congressional support
for long-term development.
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Annex 1

Kosove Case Study

Summary: The U.S. humanitarian response was profoundly shaped by an initial mistaken
premise, broadly-shared across the international cormmunity, that the central humnanitarian
challenge would be reaching a large internally displaced Kosovar population. It was only just
prior to the onset of the NATO aerial bombing that we and others in NATO began to consider
that Serbia might systematically expel hundreds of thousands of Kasovars. The U .S, response
was also significantly shaped by the lack of a humanitarian voice in senior policy deliberations.
[n combination, these factors resulted in deficient pre-planning for a mass exodus of Kosovars
and a poor appreciation of — and slowness to correct for -- UNHCR s weak leadership in the
border areas. The first phase was a confused scramble, during which there was a disturhing
perception at the highest levels of the USG that no one was in charge of USG civilian
hurmanitarian programs. Also at this time, ouwr sensitivity to Macedonia's security concermns
impeded cur humanitarian response and we encountered difficulties in managing puhlic
donations and intensified media interest, Thereafier the 1J.5. humanitarian effon began to cohere
as interim prierity coordination mechanisms took effect: e g, the daily SVTS chaired by the
WNSC, the Kosova Coordination Couneil {KCC), and field coordination between BHR and PRM.
The KCC as well as other mechanisms had decidedly mixed results. In partnership with NATO,
UNHCR, NGOs and other intemational agencies, the .S, ¢ivilian humanitarian programs were
able to meet the basic needs of a million refugees and facilitate a mass post-war repatniation.

This case study is based on interviews with senior officials at the White House, Departments of
State and Defense, and USAID. [t also draws upon a roundtable discussion involving American
relief NGOs and UNHCR. [t is not a comprehensive review of USG humanitarian response to
the Kasowvo crisis, but rather is tailored to the humanitarian review’s central concerns with which
factors advance or impede the effectiveness of US( civilian humanitarian programs. The case
study coalesces arcund the following points:

1} Faulty assumptions resulted in 2 lack of preparation for a sudden, coerced mass
exodus. Once the war hegan, we and others had to adjust swiftly to an extreme, _
unanticipated humanitarian demand. ¥

The USG humanitarian response praceeded on the basis of a core premise that there was low
likelihood of a sudden massive out migration of Kosovar refugees. In three separate erisis points
over the previous 15 months, when external force had been threatened to varying degrees,
refugee outflows had been moedest.

U.S. policymakers, intelligence officers, regional experts and humanitarians, along with their

countérparts in other NATO member countries, failed to predict unti! just several days before the
bambing campaign that Serb forces would systematically expel Kosovars. Instead, the prevailing
worst case scenario was that one million Kosovars would be displaced internally, prohibited from
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exiting, and remain largely inaccessible, in the context of an ongoing air war and a NATO
determination not to launch a ground invasion.

The USG was significantly constrained by intelligence deficiencies, especially as regards
Milosevic's war strategy and the numbers and caleulations of intemnally displaced Kosovars. This
became far worse with the withdrawal of external monitors and refief workers just prior to the
onset of the NATO bombing campaign.

As the air war unfolded, NATO suddenly found itself shouldering a massive humanitarian
project. Once Serbian forces induced the mass expulsion of Kosovars, NATO unexpectedly
added to its core objective of degrading Serbia’s military capacities the protection of [DPs and
the return of refugees safely to their homes. Yet there had been no pre-planning for NATO
involvernent in humanitarian operations in neighboring states. For the initial period. the
humanitarian agenda was overwhelming due to: the extreme rapidity of events, the colossal scale
of the exodus, the depth of uncertainty regarding circumnstances inside Kesave, and the strategic
risk that mass refugees posed to Macedonia and Albania. This combination of factors would
have greatly strained any response system, and forced the international community to seramble to
bring order to hurmanitarian prograrns in the fog of war.

2) Lack of a counsistent senior humanitarian veice hindered our effectiveness. Interagency
coordination of the humanitarian effort was insufficient in the lead-up to the NATO
campaign, and cumbersome during the air war.

It was not until the Kosovo Coordination Council was formed after the onset of the bombing
campaign that a senior civilian humanitarian figure was empowered to lead our humanitarian
agenda, including the military components of relief efforts. Had accountable and consistent
senior humanitarian leadership been incorporated early on into senior Administration
deliberations, we might have seen superior contingency planning for, and later managemert of
the refugee outflow.

From October 1998 through March 1999, the NSC and State co-chaired Executive Commitiee
managed all aspects of the Kasovo crisis, recommending policy decisions to Deputies. The
EXCOMM formed a humanitarian sub-group chaired by State/PRM, but the isolation of this ‘
group from key information on military planning for the Kosovo operation limited its usefulness |
in developing effective humanitarian contingency planning, The weekly hurnanitarian SVYTS
focused on information exchange and routine issues with little if any focus on contingency
planning or overall response strategies. While humanitarian officials were not included in

sensitive military discussions, they were invited to the rwice weekly EXC OMM meetings and,
when planning for the air campaign began in full force, attended the daily EXCOMM SVTS and
were involved in the preparation of the campaign time lines.

These arrangements were not adequate. There was no humanitarian input inio an initial UN

resolution that cited the need for FRY registration of all NGOs who operated in Kosovo. Once
the NATO campaign commenced and the NSC assumed chairmanship of the EXCOMM
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humanitarian sub-group, there was a regular forum (0 discuss strategic and operational issues
related to the humanitarian crisis and the channel major issues to senior officials. However the
sub-group, which met daily via SV TS, often became mired in details rather than providing
strategic guidance to the participants, undermining 1ts utility at times. Also, daily Deputies’
meetings cclipsed the EXCOMM process and humaniarian representatives were no longer
regular participants. [nstead they were invited only when humanitanan issues were overt agenda
items. Once discussion on these items had been completed, humanitanan representatives were
asked to excuse themselves. In the larger, overall policy process, numerous discussions on issues
directly related 10 the humanitarian effort were not fully informed; the USG humanitarian
community had only weak and intermittent opportunity to provide its perspective on the
humanitarian implications of key political/military decisions.

3) In the early phase of the Kosovo crisis, the absence of consistent, high-level
humanitarian leadership gave rise to a disturbing perception at the highest levels of the
USG that “no one was in charge” of civilian humanitarian policy.

This perception reportedly prompted the President 1o appeal to the Director of FEMA to become
actively engaged in preparing a plan of action for caring for the mass exodus of refupees.

The perception stemmed from senior palicymakers' frustration at not getting authoritative,
timely answers to urgent informational requests: 2.g., on the status of UNHCR plans and actions;
on numbers of IDPs and refupgees and the level of humanitarian stress they each were
experiencing. To some degree, these questions were unanswerable, owing to intelligence gaps.
To some degree also, USG eivilian humanitarian apencies were insufficienty prepared to answer
them. [t became apparent that little forward planning had been conducted, including the
establishment of prior collaborative arangements between USG civilian and military agencies.

4) Though UNHCR's performance was strategic to achieving USG policy goals, our
management of relations with UNHCR did uot yield the desired results during critical
periods.

While the U.S. clearly led the NATO military campaign, on humanitarian marters we preferred

that UNHCR. play the lead role, with the U.S. in a supportive role. To an important degree, this
humanitarian calculation served U.S. interests, given UNHCR's mandate and its broad &
acceptability as the appropriate body to manage international support 1o refugees. Also, given
Congressional criticism of the preponderant USG share of NATO military contributions, a
comparable USG lead commitment on humanitarian requirements would likely have complicated
our efforts to win Congressional support for the emergency supplemental that addressed, among
other things, Kosovo emergency programs.

However, our multilateral humanitarian approach created vulnerabilities. We were deeply reliant
on UNHCR's caoperation and performance to achieve our core objeclives, versus relying upon
our own bilateral efforts. Subject to conflicting guidance from other nations, and struggling with
weakened capacities at field and headquarter levels, UNHCR was only partially responsive in
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critical pericds w U5 interests. For instance, in the days leading up to the bombing UNHCE
did not accede to our appeals to prepare for a major refugee outflow far in excess of UMHCR s
50,000 person planning figure (admitiedly our proposed 300,004 figure still fell far short of
eventual demand.) Despite persistent U5, demarches, UNHCR resisted both NATO's
assumption of a majer direct humanitarian assistance role and the replacement of UNHCR's
Macedonia and Albania country directors with senior, seasoned personnel. UNHCE continued
to manage Kosovo operations from Sarajeva, again despite our pointed advice that it post a
senior regional coordinatar inte the immediate theater. When UNHCR did send senior
persannel, it did se on shert-term assignments.

(ur frustration in shaping UNHCR s response to 1.8 interests resulted in part from inherent
limits to U.8., power: we did nat have much choice but to rely heavily upon UNHCR, given our
limited direct operational capacines, It stemmed also in part from the lack of a single individual.
equipped with all the necessary tools, charged with resolving this problem wilizing whatever
means necessary. Consequently, insufficient artenticon was paid to the erosion of UNHCR
headquarters and field capacities and to preparing U.S. contingeney plans, should UNHCR. have
been incapahle of fulfilling our expectations. Compounding our approach to UNHCR were
unresclved differences between State PRM and USAID BHE over the nature and scope of the
problem in our relations with INHCR.

5} We were not effective in persuading Macedonia that its security concerns and sovereign
rights could be reconciled with an effective humanitarian response. This impeded our
humanitarian response in beth Macedonia and Albania.

[n the lead-up to the bombing, Macedonia refused to allow additional refugee camps to be
established or relief stocks 1o be pre-positioned on its territory. It persisted in refusing to agree.
in advance, to additional refugees, adhering to a 60,000 person ceiling even as those numbers
were exceeded. UNHCR. was late to armive and begin to engage the GOM, and did not act
pramptly upon U.S. and UK efforts to help UNHCR establish a workable relationship with the
GOM. As a result of these Eactors, UNHCR, NGOs and NATO were not permitted to establish
new camps even while it was clear that large numbers of new refugees would shonly arrive at
Macedonia’s door. Macedonia kept its border shut at these critical points, trapping thousands in
a ‘no-man’s-land.’ Onge large numbers of refugees entered Macedonia, we devoted considerable
energy to relocating them to third countries, with only partial success.

In retrospect, security concerns and the view of regional experts predominated in USG pohicy,
such that we did not engage the Macedonian Government aggressively and early enough on'how
ta address the impending humanitarian demands without compromising its national secunty.
While humanitarian components within the USG cited the need for a more aggressive posture
vig-a-vis the Macedonians in humanitarian forums, they made na effort to push for 2 shift in
policy at mote senior levels. Consequently, we found ourselves scrambling with the fall-out
from Macedonia's intransigence, with far less time and energy to deal with Albania’s daunting
logistical and infrastructure challenges.
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6) Kosovo revealed the high demestic sensitivity to USG crisis response and the need to
strengthen our capacity to manage public donations and media interest,

Kosovo shimulated intense media criticism and a sudden surge of popular interest in making
private donations 10 USG-supported relief ¢fforts. Together, these raised pressure upon the
White House and Prineipals to do more, better, and more quickly.

The management of public donations for international humanitarian relief is a function thar State
and USAID officials freely admit they were inadequately equipped to handle in Kosovo. Under
the KCC structure, FEMA was thus assigned the impontant role of managing public donations
and it managed public relations well. However its unfamiliarity with the intermatonal NGO
community created serious problems when it atlempted to create 3 USG fund to manage pnivate
contributions (and cope simultanecusly with the huge volume of telephone traffic.) NGOs
vehemently opposed the insertion of a US agency between private donors and themselves. and
FEMA's approach shifted to a system of referring citizens to operational NGOs.

Kosovo also revealed that duning mega-crises where the President’s prestipe is at stake and
media scrutiny is intense, the White House can be expeciled to designate a special individual or
mechanism {0 handle media, public outreach and coordination of USG civilian and military
humanitarian programs. A high level White House official, reflecting on the President’s decision
in Kosovo to designate a senior humanitarian coordinator to bring order to the USG humanitarian
response, emphasized that a more unified humanitarian leadership of USG civilian humanitarian
programs would improve the effectiveness of USG response but not necessarily dull the White
House's desire during future crises to demonstrate its direct control over the USG response.

7} The Kosovo Coordination Council had mixed results.

The KCC was established by the White House one week after the bombing to provide high-level
leadership of the humanitarian aspects of the Kosove crisis. USAID Administrator Bnan
Atwood was asked to chair the KCC, which included PRM A/S Taft (1asked with managing the
civilian response), General McDuffie (tasked with managing the DOD humanitarian response)
and FEMA Director James Lee Wit (tasked with managing public donations.)

The KCC arose not through prior policy deliberations but due to intensifying press criticisms at ¢
the early stapes of the crisis when chaos prevailed; in particular suggestions that NATO bombing
was inducing the Kosovar exodus and that the UN and NATO were failing to protect and serve
refuges needs. The President reportedly selected Brian Atwood as the White House agent, on
account of his known stature, his availability, and his then role as Administrator of USAID.

After Atwood retired and the worst of the crisis passed, the White House chose not 1o pass the
assignment on to the Acting USAID Administrator and the KCC quietly ceased to function. In
retrospect, given the importance of a successful winlerization program to our averall Kosovo
policy, it might have been helpful if the White House had designated a successor to Atwood
responsible for ensuring the success of this critical program.
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The KCC's majer achievements included;

s A single senior authontative voice was ahle (o manage the press and to articulate UISG
humanitarian policy to international organizations and other doners: to “bring order out of
chaos” as several observers asserted.

* A senior informed Administration figure gained a seat at the Principals’ and Deputies’
meetings,

» A senior-level forum was created that brought together USAID, DOD, State and the NSC to
resolve pressing humanitanan issues -- without requiring DC/PC deliberations.

s Infarmation exchange across apencies was improved.

» The humanitanian perspective was brought to DC/PC deliberations on eritical issues, and
implementation of select high-level policy decisions was expedited: ¢ g, DOD support to air
drops; repair of Toad to Kukes; reversal of plans to place refugees in the US naval base at
Guantaname, Cuba (GITMO).

s Assipning the NSC-chaired SVTS as the Executive Secretariat to the KCC ensured a direct
link between the KCC and the NSC process, as well as a stronger enforcement mechanisms
on interagency issues than either USAID or State would have been able to provide.

»  Atwood dispatched 1o the region a senior USAID official as the KCC's on-the-ground senior
liaisons. This greatly relieved pressure upon our embassy in Skopje, strengthened

soordination with the UN, NATQ, and NGOs, and improved the KCC's grasp of field
realities.

The KCC’s shortcomnings included:

"« It was established during, rather than in advance of, the crisis.

» [ts mandate was murky, hence it had a sometimes-ambiguous relationship with the NSC-
chaired [W(. '

» [tsimpact on policy formulation was largely marginal: most policy decisions were taken at
the daily $VTS or at DC/PC meetings, leaving the KCC to function as an informaticn
exchange and a vehicle for discussing implementation of policy decisions made elsewhere.

« It was ad hoc and lacked continuity and foilow-through.
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» [t did not quell discord amang USALD, State and FEMA.

* The senior USAID official assigned to the region was unable to devote sufficient time to
Albania.

+ Tt often became mired in details (e.g., management of Camp Hope in Albania) versus
providing coordinated. strategic leadership. The more detail oriented it became, the more
USG agencies viewed the KCC as an unnecessary bureaucratic layer.

$1Kosovoe demonstrated the need for more robust direet USG operational capacity, less
resirictive security policies, and a more orderly budget process.

Kosovo highlighted the need for a more robust USG operational capacity o handle the
nonmilitary aspects of crises such as Kosovo, particularly for humanitarian relief (including
protection), and for key civil affairs functions such as police. [t also revealed the need for State
and USAID to explore establishing a ready reserve of former employees who can be moved
quickly into foreign posts and local offices to handle the extraordinary requirements of complex
contingency eperations. One initial step would be for State and USAID to structure its personnel
records so that all people with particular language and other skills and former postings can be
readily identified and contacted.

USAID, with the support of PRM, was able to deploy large DARTS quickly to Macedonia and
Albania, but faced problems operating under the RS0's security restrictions. Especially in
Albania, USG humanitarian personnel were largely confined to the capital, which constrained
our response both inside Albania and soon thereafter inside Kosova.

Fragmented budgat authorities also negatively affected our capacity to implement programs in
the most efficient manner. For example, funding shortfalls in the Internarional Disaster Account
(IDA) caused by previous needs for Hurricane Mitch forced PRM and OFDA to reach a
complicated arrangement in which PRM funds were used for NGO activities in Kosovo normally
funded by OFDA. In the weeks before the bombing began, key PRM and OFDA programs staff
spent substantial time making this awkward arrangement work, time that would almost cenainly
have been beter spent on planning for possible post-March 24 refugee contingencies.

g

9) Problems notwithstanding, the U.S. humanitarian effort was critical to the success of
U.5. policy in Kosovo.

In late March and early April, the USG's humanitarian response (and that of other donors and
IOs) was confused and i1l prepared in several imporant respects detailed above. Nonetheless, the
international community’s response soon recovered. Over the course of the 78-day air war, the
[J.S. and NATO did not overcome its reluctance 1o take action on the ground to assist and protect
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imperiled Kosovars, In other important respects the goals of NATO s humanitanan intervention
were realized throuph the concerted efforts of NATO militaries, donor civilian agencies. and
NGOs. The acute suffering of hundreds of thousands of Kosovars expelled into Macedonia and
Albania was contained; few, if any the one million refugees died as a result of inadequate
international humanitarian response. After June, the international community assisted
substantially in the safe, swift retun of refugees to their home areas.

10) Interagency planning for success helped materially in the safe, swift return af refugees
to their home areas.

Unlike the situation at the start of the conflict, the end of hostilities was preceded by intensive
interagency planning including senior officials. This allowed participants to check assumptions
{in particular about the rate of return, and the need for humanitarian assistance through the
winter, and deadlines for decisions to winterize refupgee camps), make adjustments, and assure
senior policymakers that we were ready to succeed.

L
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Annex 2

Hurricane Mitch Case Study

[. Background

Hurricane Mitch devastated Central Amenca in late 1998, causing over 10,000 deaths, displacing
hundreds of thousands of people and raising domestic fears of possible mass migration into the
U.S. Honduras and Nicaragua were most significantly impacted by the disaster, but there was
also substantial damage in El Salvador, Guatemala and Costa Rica. The U5, respense to relief
needs was robust, involving military and ¢ivilian agencies, and a substantial supplemental was
enacted to provide funding for reconstruction. Cenltral American governments also pressed for
assistance with temporary protective status, debt relief, and the Caribbean Basin Initiative to help
mitigate the impact of the disaster.

The severity of the crisis, its proximity 1o the U.S. and the large Latino immigrant community in
the U.S. resulted in an unprecedented high level of attention to an intemational natural disaster.
Hurricane Mitch seized the attention of the President, senior Cabinet-level officers and
Congressional Members in a way that few other humanitarian crises have done. The President,
First Lady and Second Lady all traveled to the region, highlighting the disaster and the U.5.
response. Domestic agencics that are not normally involved in international disaster response
clarored for a role in addressing the cnisis. Church and community groups collected large
amounts of private donations and sought USG help, often with the backing of Members of
Congress and State or city leadership, to transport the commodities to Central America.

Responding to the multiple demands that arose from 1).$. domestic political interests became a
confusing diversion from the response effort, Moreover, marshalling the good will of the
American people into constructive channels presented challenges that U.S. agencies were not
prepared to meel. Mitch revealed deficiencies within our international response system when
dealing with large-scale crises in general, and particularly one with such high domestic interest.
At various stages of the operation, there was same confusion within the interagency, both in
Washington and the field, as to who was in charge of overall U.S. efforts. Further, agencies were
cautious in their initial needs assessments in spite of the clear devastation, and wary of
committing a large share of resources so early in the fiscal year. Also, U.S. agencies were slow
in developing media and public outreach strategies and faced major difficulties handling private  ©
contributions.

It is important to note that, unlike the other case studies presented in this review, the Mitch
response does not highlight issues related to the division of labor betwesn USAID/BHR and
State/PRM. As a natural disaster, USAID/BHR s l=ad civilian response role was uncontested.
Mitch does, however, highlight the difficulties of joint civilian‘military engagement in disaster
response, as well as the complexities surrounding managing the political dimensions of cnses,
particularly those in regions that are strategically or otherwise important to us.
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II. Findings

1) At key s1ages of the overall response, it was unclear who was in charge of the averall
Hurricane Mitch response,

Disaster Relief Stage: As torrential rains continued to inundate Honduras and neighboring
countries in Central America, stranding assessment teams and helicopters alike, it became clear,
despite lack of precise information, that a disaster of tremendous proportions was unfalding.
Senior White House officials quickly advised that the President was very concemed about the
evolving crisis and expected a large-scale U8, response. The NSC formed an interagency
working group (IWG) and bepan coordinating daily SVTS conferences to ensure close civilian-
military coordination and to push agencies to enpage fuily in the response. This ['WG became
the principal vehicle for coordinating the immediate disaster response effort.

In the field, SOUTHCOM and Joint Task Foree Bravo, already based in Sote Cano, Honduras,
immediately began rescue and delivery efforts in Honduras at the request of the Embassy and
Government of Honduras and with the agreement from USAID/OFDA to fund initial costs.
Within several days, it became clear that the military's efforts would require more resources than
OFDA could provide, and the IWG focused on obtaining sufficient justification for a sizeable
DD drawdown request. Within ten days of the storm, the President authorized a drawdewn of
%30 million in DOD goods and services, which allowed DOD to deploy 1000 military personnel
and dozens of helicopters and fixed wing aircraft to support assistance efforts. A further
drawdown of $45 million permitted continuation and expansion of DOD efforts. USAID
assistance efforts also got underway after the first week and included airlifts of relief supplies
and support for water, sanitation, health and agriculture programs. Nevertheless, initial delays in
deploying sufficient U.S. military assets or launching a large-scale civilian assistance effort
tikely eontributed to the impression that the U.S. was slow te respond.

At the early stages in the crisis tesponse, despite the NSC Washington-level coordination, it was
unelear which operational agency was managing the overall U.S. response. The USAID
Administrater, as the President’s Special Coordinator for International Disaster Assistance,
provides one option for ensuring high-level interagency leadership in such crises. In the case of
Mitch, however, the White House decided e¢arly on to designate White House Deputy Chief of
Staff Maria Echaveste as lead coordinator, which then-Administrator Brian Atwood took as clear
indication that the effort would be run from the White House. The decision to designate
Echaveste seemed logical given high domestic interest, her Latino background and standing in
the community and her deep invelvement in migration and other issues central to the response.
Echaveste was closely advised by experienced NSC and OMB staff, as well as by Atwoed.

While the designation of Echaveste highlights the White House prerogative te name special
coordinators for high profile disaster responses, Mitch illustrates that such designations do not
negate the need for day-to-day management of the crisis response by a single operational agency,
FEMA provides this capability for domestic disaster response, utilizing a detailed federal
response plan as its guide, but the situation becomes even more complicated in an international
setting where there are a multitude of actors: the host country, which is responsible for setting
the overall requirements, but cannot direct contributions from others and often has limited
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capacity 1o cootdinate international assistance efforts; the U.S. Ambassador who plays a critical
liaison role with the host government tyt does not usually have the expertise to coordinate
assistance efforts; the USAID Disaster Assisiance Response Team; the U.S. military Joint Task
Force; and other donors, multilatzral and non-governmental organizations seeking to assist. The
number of countries affected by Mitch provided further complications.

During the Mitch response, it was not clear which of this range of actors had the overall lead.
USAID deployed a Disastar Assistance Response Team (DART) with many disaster experts to
the region and caordinated closely with both the Embassy and the military Joint Task Force.
However the USAIDVDART focused on areas where 11 was prepared to help and did not seek to
produce an overall assessment of need or to shape the parameters of the U5, military response.
USAID/DART did plup into national coordination efforts and worked to enhance these o the
gxtent possible. Al the same time, DODYs Joimt Task Force had its own established relationship
with national military forces, particularly in Honduras, and used this direct channel to determine
ways that it could help. During this stage of the crisis response, no single agency or official
perceived that it had the authority or capacity to provide a full, initial assessment of the scope of
the disaster o1 manage the overall U 8. response.

This confusion contributed to initial delays in determining whether a drawdown of DOD goods
and services was needed to support the disaster response. Operationally, it prevented agencies
from developing and implementing clear response objectives in keeping with an averall U.S,
plan. Some valuable time was also wasted as apencies in the field were forced to determine roles
and responsibilities and establish relationships and systems unique to the particular
circumstances in each of the countries.

e g - T .. - g Sirbom Y O s e - eme D g O U
T i S AR T S A o A it rlime st aaia s ek iR R R R R el e

clear that a large UL.S. reconstruetion effort would be needed and that other issues, including
temporary protected status (TPS) for Central American immigrants, the Caribbean Basis
Initiative (CBI) and debt relief were at stake. Echaveste formed a Central America Task Force to
address all issues related 1o the erisis. Under this structure, the humanitarian I'WG continued and
additional subgroups were formed, including réconstruction planning (led by USAID), debt relief
(led by Treasury), and trade (led by USTR).

Around the same time, the Secretary, recognizing that the disaster could derail the region’s
progress towards democracy and realizing that the response could change the nature of our

bilateral relationship, asked her Counselor to coordinate the State Department's efforts with :
regard to the Hurricane Mitch response. This internal State process, chaired by Wendy Shermarn.
quickly expanded to include representatives from USAID, DOD, Treasury, HUD, and other
agencies as key issues were raised and discussed.

While there was cross-representation berween the White House, State Department and USAID
forums, including participation of an NSC rep in the State department and USAID meetings and
regular communications between Echaveste, Sherman and Atwoad, there was also some
confusion among agency representatives as (o the role of each forum and their role within each
forum. Domestic agencies, unfamiliar with the issues involved in international disaster response.
and seeking funding from USAID and guidance from State, complicated coordination efforts.
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DOD expressed concems regarding the lack of a formalized PDD-56 process to coordinate the
interagency response in Central America, given the range of issues involved, Other senior
officials, unaccustomed to PDD-56, questioned the uulity of a PDD-536 process for what
arguably was net a complex contingency, Further, with leadership focused in the domestic
compaenent of the White House rather than with the Naticnal Security Adwviser, the Principals and
Deputies processes were not fully enpaged in the Mitch response.

Similar to the confusion during the relief stage, the lack of clarity during this subsequent stage
resulted in lots of meetings involving the same set of people and may have contributed to delays
in establishing a single plan that laid out the abjectives and structure of the U.S. response. While
PDD-56 was not the only tool toa create a single plan, its pol/mil planning template can provide a
useful model. Ower time, estimates from the Army Corps of Engineers and satellite imagery
from the 1.5, Geological Survey filled in observations from the field and permitied development
of a comprehensive needs assessment. Using this data, the USAID task force was able to
develop a plan for reconstruction and necessary supplemental funding, which was instrumental
in justifving to Congress the resources requested.

2) U.S. structural problems and limited civilian resources prevent comprehensive needs
assessments

In the week following Hurricane Mitch, there was considerable confusion regarding the extent of
the damage and whether the needs exceeded the capacities of civilian agencies 1o respond.
Initially, this confusion was due primarily to the position of the storm, which prevented
helicopter assessments. However, even when the weather eleared, it became evident that no
single U.S. apency was equipped with the capacity or resources to conhduet a quick,
comprehensive assessment of the overall needs to form the basis of 2 LS. plan of action.

The IWG turned to USAID/OFDA to play this role and to help set the parameters of the
emergency response, but OFDA assessments were based on its own limited capacity and
resources, This resulted in several days of delay in deploying additional military assets as it was
difficult to justify a drawdown of DOD goods and services absent data indicating that the scope -
of the disaster overwhelmed the capacity of civilian agencies to respond.

This experience highlights that adequately addressing high profile crises requires senior-level
decisions, early on, to dedicate high levels of resources to a crisis and to consider the trade-offs
of such allocations. By necessity, mid-level manapers tend to seek to protect their budgets. This P
was areal concern for both USAID/OFDA, which had forecast substantial needs for the year for °
ongoing disaster response efforts in other regions, and for DOD/OSD, which has very limited
resources within its Overseas Humanitarian Disaster and Civic Aid (OHDACA} account o
address unexpected conmingencies. [n fact, while both agencies were finally replenished under
the supplemental, USAID/OFDA's eventual programming of one-fifih of its budget for the

Mitch respanse forced it to delay funding for other imporant relief programs until late in the
fiscal year. Even worse off was DOD, which fully drained its OHDACA account and was foreed
to suspend important, ongoing demining and humanitarian support programs. (iven current
funding allocations, resource constraints will continue to pose similar problems for future

disaster responses, particularly those that oceur so early in the fiscal year.
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Further, while there is no.doubt that the U S. military provides logistical capacity that proves
extremely helpful in a disaster response, there are no established guidelines regarding what level
of crisis requires use of this important military capacity. Also, there is little to no
implementation capacity housed within civilian agencies, forcing continued reliance an the U5,
military for crises where, for domestic or foreign policy reasons, it is important for the US. o he
seen in action. Despite this, funding in the OHDACA account and the President's 502 (a)
drawdown authority of up to 375 million per vear for humanitarian or counter narcotic programs
provide very limited financial support for military engagement in humanitarian response.

3) U.5. efforts to publicize cur assistance efforts are generally inadequate.

Despite the robust nature of our relief efforts, the U.S. received insufficient press attention
during the initial weeks of the Hurricane Mitch response and did not effectively enpage in efforts
to get attention, despite a stated foreipn and domestic policy objective to emphasize U.5.
Crovernment assistance in the media. [n contrast, local and U.S, papers reported extensively on
the compatatively minor Mexican assistance effort. The lack of coverage in the media for U5,
asgistance became an issue of considerable frustration within the White House, and translated
into a stressful domestic situation. Lating communities and their supporters on the Hill pressed
the USG to do more at a time when we were already heavily engaged in a robust effor.

While it became clear from Embassy reporting that there was some reluctance within Central
Amenca o highlighting the U8, role, Washington agencies also never developed a proactive
press strategy for getting the word out. Further, there was no single high-level agency contact
designated to play a lead role with the press. A couple weeks into the crisis response, the White
House Press Office began to coordinate a daily conference call of agency press personnel.
However, this call focused more on information sharing than development or implementation of

a press plan.

4) Existing U.S. systems are inadequate for bandling contributions from private citizens.

Mitch posed a dilemma for the U.S. Government, as it became clear that many private citizens

and Members of Congress expected the government to pay the high transportation costs for
privately donated goads. Yet no US. agency currently has authority or responsibility for
managing private contributions. The outpouring of contributions and support from American
citizens quickly overwhelmed the ad-hoc systems that USAID had in place. Across the nation,
churches, community groups, supermarkets and individuals organized campaigns to collect v’
canned goods, used clothing and other supplies for delivery to Central America. Many
commodities collected were inappropriate and most organizations had not arranged a delivery
mechanism for their commodities to or within Central America. Requests to help transport these
cornmodities, ofien strongly endorsed by Members of Congress and/or other State leadership.
began to flow in to varous U.5. agencies. State Governors also sought to utilize National Guard
assets to transport supplies collected.

This level of local response was unprecedented and U.S. agencies were uncertain whether it was
appropriate 10 take on the role of managing these private contributions and how transportation
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costs would be financed. As a result, they were slow Lo put systems in place to address the need.
In late November, USAID initiated public service announcernents, launching a [-800-1I3AID-
RELIEF number, asking Americans to give cash not supplies and directing contributions to
active humanitaran organizations. When DOD's Denton Amendment program {which
transpotts privately donated and managed humanitanan and development commodities on a
space available basis) proved insufficient to address the transportation needs, DOD dedicated
funding and aireraft to move the commedities 1o Central America. Whi le Finally helpful in
moving thousands of pounds of privately donated relief supplies and deflecting public enticism.
this practice came late, diverted important DOD assets from other purposes and created an
expeclation that similar mechanisms would be available for future disaster respenses.

III. Comnclusion

In retrospect, the U.S. should be proud of its response to Hurricane Mitch, We were able to
alleviate the suffering of thousands of people during initial civilian and military relief effors,
and obtained approval for an over $700 million recenstruction program that continues in its
effort to build a better future for Central Americans. We stemmed what might have been a large
population flow, by giving hope to Central Americans, and did not permit the crisis to derail
progress wowards political reform.

Despite these major accomplishments, U.S. agencies were not prepared for the convergence of
domestic and foreign policy interests and issues that emerpe from a large-scale disaster response
in the Americas. Unfortunately, agencies still do not have all the mechanisms in place to handle
such issues in the future,

-
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Annex 3

Sudan Case Study

This case study was prepared by USAID"s Bureau for Humanitanan Response (BHR), in
consuliation with Department of $State and National Security Council staff. 1013 based on
extensive interviews with officers from USAID and DOS as well as with representatives from
the 1J.S. Private Voluntary Organization (FVO) communty.

I. Background

The nature of the crisis in Sudan and the international humanitarian response (o it offers fertile
ground for this review for a number of reasons:

-- The magnitude of the crisis is staggenng.

For years, Sudan has had the largest displaced population in the world, numbering some
4.5 million. There are also an estimated 382,000 Sudanese refugees in six neighboring
countries. The conflict, which pits a largely animist and Christian south against a Muslhim
nowth, has generated heavy casualties. The U).S. Committee for Refugees puts the number
of dead at some 1.9 million since the war recommenced in 1983; that is, one in every five
southern Sudanese has died because of the civil war. Prospects far peace remain dim,
with major obstacles relating to the right of self-determination for the south and the
separation of religion and state.

-- The international community has a unique relief response system in Operation Lifeline Sudan
{OLS), ongoing for eleven vears now.

OLS was groundbreaking in that it “persuad[ed] the warring parties te commit
themselves publicly to the principle that all civilians have a right to humanitarian
assistance wherever they happen to be located, and that access to them must be assured.”!
Despite this, all parties have committed egregious violations of basic humanitarian
principles over the years, raising thomy policy questions related to unfettered access to
vulnerable groups, diversion of relief aid for military purposes, and the vahie of OLS as a
system of relief. OLS relief activities are coordinated by UNICEF and logistics
operations handled by UN World Food Program. The U.S. played a major role in the
creation of QLS and continues to be heavily engaged in OLS-related issues. -

—- The operational challenges in Sudan are extreme.

The communication and transportation infrastructure, minimal to start with, has been
destroyed. Institutional capacity in the south is almost negligible. Basic health/sanitation
and educational services are either inadequate or non-existent for most southem
Sudanese. The majority of the rural poor in the south have no access to safe water. In

L Humanitarianism Uinder Siege; A Critical Revigw of Operarion Lifeline Sudan, Larry Minear, 1991, p. 28,

1
From The National Security Archive, The Grorge Washington University, The Gelmin Lihrary, 2130 H Stros, NW, Washington, OG,

0027



the north, operational challenges include difficult negotiations with the Sudanese
govermnment on assisting displaced southerners in the north. Weather conditions can be
harsh, with flooding, drought and pest infestation accurring regularly

-- The U.S. humanitarian response in Sudan is the longest, sustained humanitarian response
being reviewed ameng these Case Studies.

[ts provision of food and nen-food aid to both war affected populations inside Sudan and
refugees in neighboring countries is motivated by a humanitarian impylse to save lives
and reduce suffering, a U.5. foreign policy objective widely embraced by the American
public. Its efforts are also driven by concerns that large population flows resulting from
war-related migration could be destabilizing to the region

-- The cost of this response for the U8 taxpayer is enormous.

Since the war recommenced in 1983, the U.S. has spent over 31 billion in humanitarian
telief for Sudan. The 11.5 is by far the lead donor in the relief effort.

-- Recent contraversy over .S, humanitarian policy lowards Sudan dramatically illustrates the
costly consequences of not including an authoritative humanitarian voice in foreign policy
deliberations.

In iate November, 1999 a controversy broke out in the press over internal USG rifts over
the possible provision of food aid to Sudanese rebels, as that option became possible
following the passage in Congress of authorizing legislation. In the previous months, as
efforts had moved ahead within the Administration to achieve this major shift in USG
humanitarian policy, PRM and BHR humanitarian officials opposed to relief to armed
combatants were iitially not included in policy deliberations. Intemal policy memoranda
sutlining the proposed policy chang¢ failed to address its full implications for USG
humanitarian interests.

[I. KeyFindings of this Case Study

With mere than a decade of humanitarian relief experience in Sudan, [1.5. government staff and
PVYO representatives feel that the current U S, structure responds quite well to the operational
requirements of relief delivery in Sudan. Crisis response in Sudan has become routine over the :—"
years since the inception of OLS. A strong USAID-based Sudan Field Office and a State
Depanment refugee coordinator work in cooperation with the Nairobi-based Embassy staff to
monitor U.S -funded programs and feed critical information about relief requirements back to
Washington staff, where major policy and funding decisions are made, Assistance to war-
affected populations inside Sudan and assistance to refugee populations in neighboring countries
are handled by USAID/BHE. and State/PRM, respectively. Lines of authority are by and larpe
clear for day te day issues relating to both foed and non food 2id. (See Annex [I for a more
detailed discussion of “who does what™ in the U.8. Govemment with regard to Sudan relfief.)
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UJSAID and DOS staff describe internal 1.5, government coordination on Sudan as “ad hoe™ and
on an “as needed” basis, Despite this, they consider 1t sufficient to deal with day to day issues.
PVOs note few problems with engaging the U.S. on operational issues and eredit U8,
humanitarian relief strategy, with its emphasis on supporting livelihoods and enhancing local
capacity, as an innovative attempt to deal with the difficult and longstanding Sudan crisis.

Important pelicy issues with respect to ULS. humanitarian response in Sudan were raised,
however, both by DOS and USAID staff, and by PVOs interviewed for this Case Swudy. The
concerns they describe relate to the nature of the link between LS. humanitarian action and
broader U.S. diplomatic approaches to Sudan. They are presented below.

1) Both the P¥ O community and some USAID and DOS humanitarian officers perceive
that the level of U.S. political commitment to finding peace in Sudan is not in syne with the
level of U.5. humanitarian concern and the aver 51 billion of relief resources committed.

As the war has dragged on, humanitarians perceive that the U.S. is using relief as a substitute for
addressing the more fundamental questions of war and peace. The PVO comnunity recently met
with the Secretary of State to express their concern in this regard, Joint, groundbreaking PYO
statements at the United Nations last vear expressed a similar theme, calling for renewed
political efforts to address the root causes of war and reminding the UN Security Council and
Member States that humanitarian aid “is vital — but not enough.”

Some opine that the “routinization” of the Sudan crisis within the bureaucracy, and the effective
mid-level systems in place to deal with humanitarian response may facilitate this “substitution
effect” by keeping humanitarian issues out of the headlines and making the war easier to ignore.
Senior managers are thus able to focus attention elsewhere and Sudan stays on the “back burner”
within the bureaucracy. The “business as usual” approach to Sudan belies the extreme nature of
the crisis.

The U.S." larger foreign policy interests in Sudan and elsewhere in the world also complicate the
1S response to the war. Sudan figures largely in our Middle East as well as Africa foreign
policy. In addition, its sponsorship of international terrorism, destabilization of neighboring
states, and systematic violation of human rights. including the use of torture, religious
persecution, slavery and forced impesition of Sharia law on Sudanese throughout the country, all
preciude a singular focus on the war and the *humanitarian” aspects of our Sudan policy. In
addition, senior policymakers must address high priority national security interests in Europe, the
Middle East and elsewhere that arguably merit greater atention.

2) The U.S. government does not speak with one voice on Sudan policy.

The PVOQ representatives interviewed for this Case Study identified clearly different “camps”
both within the Administration and on Capitol Hill with regard to how to address the long
standing conflict in Sudan. (Those divisions are mirrored in the PV community itself.) They
hear different perspectives on whether the U.S, Government should continue to minimize coact
with the Government of Sudan, or constructively engage with the GOS in order to more
effectively press for a negotiated settlement. And different opinions as to whether more
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substantial assistance to rebel movements would engender a balance of power shift and allow a
rnilitary victory for the south, or simply proleng the war and create further suffering, Other
palicy debates relate 1o the effectiveness of [GAD as the leader of the peace process {in light of
its failure to sustain progress in recent vears, and the impact of the Ethiopia-Eritrea war on the
institution); and how the U.5. can seriously engage in the peace dialogue if its approach is
perceived as partisan, Some of those interviewed questioned the relationship between the U5
aggressive and prolonged humanitarian action and larger U.S. foreign policy goals. Depending
on their interpretation of U.S. objectives, ohservers suggested that the relationship was, at best,
unclear, and at worst, contradictory.

3) Staff engaged on humanitarian issues are not present at key points in our foreign policy
decision-making process on Sudan. This Case Study suggests that humanitarian officers
have/had:

u Inadﬁquate input to foreign policy debates over passible provision of foreign aid 1o Sudanese
rebels

® 1o input on the decision to close the US embassy in Khartoum, which damages the U.S.’
ability 1o effectively engage the Sudanese government on key issues of humanitarian concern

W limited input on U.5. policy relating to how best to engage the government of Sudan, rebel
mavements and the front line states on issues of war and peace

W o input on the implications of a U.3. decision to bomb Khartoum in 1998, which had
potentially dangerous results for USAID and US PVO representatives in Khartoum, and a
negative impact on the aid program

Clearly, humanitarian actors within the U.S. play only supporting, relatively minor roles in the
larger U.S. Government dialogue on Sudan. While humanitarian officials would not expect to
lead on many of these issues, P¥Os and some [J.S. government staff expressed a fear that the LIS
will fail to fully consider the humanitarian implications of new policy directions, absent input
from the humanitarian community, PVOs are especially concerned that any policy decision
leading to non-lethal, humanitarian-type assistance to rebel groups will jeopardize relief efforts
for the most vulnerable groups in the north and the south, further complicate their relationship
with the Government of Sudan (for those working in government-held areas), and place their
staff at risk.

4) Lides of authority and accountability within the U.S. for some key humanitarian issues
related to Sudan remain unclear. Some examples include;

F-.

a) The reform and revitalization of OLS

OLS’s inability to effectively address issues related to access to vulnerable groups has been
cause for concern. Lack of access was identified by USAID as a contributing factor to the 1988
famine. While 2 US Action Plan called for aggressive efforts at UN/OLS reform, it was unclear
to those interviewed for this Case Study how to make this happen. Should the State Department
or USAID be in the lead? Is it a UN reform question or a regional, Sudan-specific one? What
Agency and what level of staff in that Agency have the authority to engage other donors, the UN
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and the Sudanese government and rebel movements on this question? No steps have been taken
on this important issue, even as access issues again loom as a cause for concem in southern
Sudan.

{ At key points in time in the last decade, USAIDYBHR seniot managers took aggressive aclions
on sirmilar issues. The OFDA Directar was the predominant LS actor engaged in the creation of
OLS. Later, the BHR Assistant Administrator engaged the Sudanese government an critical
issues related to the Khartourn displaced. Foree of personality and access te key White House
and State Deparment staff were critical to their success.)

b) Implementation of multi-agency plans

There have been a few key inter-agency ceordination exercises in recent vears, resulting ina US
Integrated Strategic Plan for Sudan and an Action Plan in response to the 1988 famine. While
these exercises were extremely beneficial for strategy development and coordination, there is no
one person or office responsible for ensurinp that the plans are fully implemented--ot
accountable if the plans are not implemented. While USAID/BHR was the primary drafter of
both documents, it does not “track™ the fulfillment of tasks assigned to State and NSC under the
plan, although they are crucial to the overall strategy, nor does it have authority to “task” those
entities with follow up actions.

<) Resolving disapreements

Similarly, there is no one person or office that addresses disagreements among vanous offices
engaged in relief. State/PRM and BHR/FFP, for example, sometimes have differences of
opinion regarding food requirements for refugee populations, (including Sudanese refugees in
Kenya) While they pericdically sit down to review refugee food requirements and discuss
policy issues, they simply “agree to disagree™ on certain issues, leaving policy issues unresolved.
In 1997, State/PRM and BHR also disagreed over whether UNHCR should provide resettlement
packages to refugees retumning spontaneously to southem Sudan, (BHR was assisting the same
population on the Sudan side of the border.)

The USAID/State disagreements on these points reflect the complexity of the situation on the
ground and the differing perspectives of their UN (and sometimes NGO) counterparts. [t must

be noted that 2 U.S. consensus probably would not translate into a consolidated UN paint of

view, or necessarily resolve differences in the field. That said, it is easy to envision the need for
closer State/PRM-USAID/BHR collaboration and, by extension, potentially more policy *
differences, should large scale repatriation of Sudanese refugees occur. Since neither entity has
operational authority over the other, the question remains as to what mechanisms would be used

1o ensure coordination and resolve those differences.

d) Effective use of the media

With regard to media strategy, there is also some uncertainty as 1o which Agency has lead
responsibility for ensuring effective use of the press. While the State Department has the lead on
issuing press statements on such critical issues as access for relief groups and diversion of aid,
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they usually do so at the request of USAID staff who ar¢ monitoring relief efforts. Press
statements are issued unévenly (e.g., for some access problems byt not for others) and less than
optimally to highlight 1ssues of humanitarian concern.

(Note: USAID/BHR/OFDA once had a full time press officer and regular, direct contact with
Washington-based reporters. With the incorporation of OFDA into a larger USAID Burean, press
duties were absorbed into the larger portfolio of USAID's Legislative and Public Affairs Bureau.
Inn a recent recrganization, USAIDs press office was merged with the State Department Bureau
of Public Affairs.)

1. Conclusions

For the purposes of this review, the Sudan Case Study findings suggest that humanitanan
concems are not adequately integrated into ather LS. foreign policy deliberations on Sudan. A
related point is that the impact of our larger Sudan foreign policy strategy on humanitarian
programs is not fully articulated or considered at the senior levels of the Adminstration. Finally,
while dav to day operational lines of authority are not problematic, the system does not clearly
address policy differences among various, astonomous units with different but inter-related
responsibilities. Mo one person or office is accountable for the effective coordination or
implementation of the many operational and diplomatic aspects of our humanitarian strategy.

Addendum-
Current Roles and Responsibilities

In general, all of those interviewed for this Case Study found roles and responsibilities of the
various offices 1o be clear, with very little, if any, confusion about “who does what!™

Eleven years since the inception of OLS, the Bureau for Humanitarian Response, Office of
Foreign Disaster Assistance (BHR/OFDA) continues to play a leadership role with regard 10

U.S. humanitarian response in Sudan, working closely with its sister office, the Office of Food

for Peace (BHR/FFP). BHR/OFDA continues to take the lead on most implementation issues
related to the relief effort and provides its non-food relief grants to UN agencies and Private
Voluntary Organizations (PVOs).? FFP provides food aid and [nternal Transport Storage and
Handling (ITSH) te the UN World Food Program and PYOs and has the lead regarding policy
issues related to WFP. Working in concert with BHR/OFDA and BHR/FFP is the Nairobi- P
based USAID Sudan Field Office. The SFO has the lead U S. government humanitarian role in *
the field, overseeing and monitoring grants activities, providing analysis of the current
humanitarian situation and taking the lead in the field with regard to policy issues surrounding
OLS and relief operations in peneral.’

! Inrecent years, OFDA and FFP have begun 1o fund a significantly larger number of relief groups working outside
the OLS umbrella, an important policy shift which reflects concern regarding the current effectivendss of OLS.

} This office wes originally staffed solely by OF DA ULS. Personal Services Contractors. With the closure of
USAIDKhartoum, the SFQ was formally incarporated into USA[D's Nairobi-based Regional and Economic
Development Support Office (REDQSO).
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The State Department Africa Bureau sets the U.5. foreign policy direction for Sudan, in
consultation with the National Security Council. 1tengages on humanitarian issues, but only on
an as-needed basis. 1t usually reacts in response o crises such as a government imposed flight
ban or government or rebel diversion of food aid. [t uses any number of fora to address these
issues, including meetings with Sudanese povernment or rebel group representatives, the [GAD
Partners Forum, and the UN Security Council. as well as through official LS. press statements.
The State Department 1akes the lead on peace process issues, which are of keen interest to
humanitarian actors.

In 1996 the U.S. suspended its diplomatic presence in Khartoum for security reasons. Some LS
hurmanitarian officers believe this has had a significant negative effect on U.S. relief operations,
limiting our access to key Sudan interlocutors. Nonetheless, a strong relationship remains with
the Embassy Khartoum Office at the U.S. Embassy in Nairabi, Currently co-located with the
SFO, officers attend UN/OLS meetings regularly with SFO staff and engage on key issues such
as flight bans by warring parties. The SFO and Embassy often send in joint cables related to
relief.

The State Department Bureau for Population Refugees and Migration supports UN High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) activities to assist refupees hosted by Sudan from
neighboring countries. In addition, it provides funding to UNHCR to protect and assist Sudanese
refugees who have fled to neighboting countries. PRM also provides funding to the International
Commitiee of the Red Cross (ICRC) for activities wotldwide, including Sudan (ICRC operates
independently of the OLS structure.) State/PRM has a Nairobi-based regional refugee
coordinator monitoring refugee programs in the region,

The status of USAID/Kharteum has varied over the years. While USAID development
activities shut down and the Mission closed in 1989, a small number of USAID-funded staff
have remained in place to monitor and report on key relief activities. Following the U.S. strike
against Sudan's el-Shifa factory in August 1998, USAID/BHR's U.S. Personal Services
Contractor was evacuated, hindering USAID oversight functions. A small number of USAID
QE-funded foreign service nationals still perform monitoring duties.

The USAID Africa Bureau and the Nairobi-based SFO have responsibility for the planning and
implementation of a capacity building program in opposition-held areas of Sudan. Funded
through the Agency's Greater Horn of Africa [nitiative (with Development Assistance
resources), it is known as the Sudan Transition Assistance for Rehabilitation (STAR) program.

BHR’s Office of Transition Initiatives has no operational role in either the relief or
development programs, but continues to monitor the situation and has drafted a report that begins
to consider U.S. assistance options in a post-conflict environment. It funds a GHAI officer that
serves as a liaison between State and USAID staff, and has supported other State Department-led
efforts to revitalize the peace process.

The National Security Council works with the State Department in setting overall Sudan policy
It has historically plaved a small role in Sudan relief operations over the last decade, although
they have engaged when there are “spikes” in the crisis, assuring an inter-agency dialogue on the
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LS, government response. During the 1996-98 penod, NSC antention was mote sustained,
{largely artributed to strohg personal interests on the part of some NSC Africa staff during this
time.) LUSAID’s initiation of a new capacity building program with USAID development funds
during this timeframe s widely attributed 1o the desice of NSC staff 1o see (iis undertaken. (It is

one clear instance where USAID program decision was directed by another part of the US
government.)

[t is worth noting that the roles and responsibilities of many of the USAID and State Department
actors were laid out in a document cleared by all involved parties during a 19%6 Nairobi-based
strategy exercise that resulted ina U5, [ntegrated Strategic Flan for Sudan. This is somewhat
unusual and, in part, reflects the multi-year nature of the crisis

This document is available from USAIDVBHE.
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Annex 4
Afghanistan Case Study

Priar to the Seviet invasion in 1979, Afghanistan was already one of the world's mast
impoverished states, ranking among the lowest in indicators such as life expectancy and literacy.
After a decade of foreign occupation fallowed by another ten years of internecine warfare,
protracted and large-scale displacement, and episedic natural disasters. there is little chance that a
legitimate government will be established in the foreseeable future, If a national government
does emerpe, it will have to contend with the power of regional warlords while finding itself with
few allies in the international arena. The country continues to be highly dependent on
imternational aid te meet the most rudimentary needs of a large segment of the population;
concwrrently, vulnerable individuals® access to aid and aid organizations’ access to the affected
population is sometimes severely restricted by local authorities. Security for all Westemers,
especially Americans, is especially hazardous in the wake of the airstrikes against Usama Bin
Laden's training camps in August 1998.  As resources devoted to this ongoing, complex
humanitarian emergency continue to be limited, the intemational community must assess not
only the impact of its assistance, but also the effectiveness with which it is delivered.

Over time, the Afghan erisis has raised several compelling policy and coordination challenpes:
intensive debate over the appropriate level of human rights conditionality on relief; engagement
with the Taliban authorities; security of staff, and the constraints on effective monitoring of
projects in the field. This case study examines how the USG, namely the Department of State
and USAID, has managed its humanitarian policy and operations in Afghanistan over the past
decade, highlighting the lessons learned in the Afghan context for future State and USAID
humanitarian opetations. This study is based on an overview of State and USAID documents
since the early 90s as well as discussions with State, AID, UN, and NGO representatives with
extensive experience in the region.

This case study brings to light several “lessons learned” from the USG experience in Afghanistan
which may inform further discussions on the effectiveness of State and AID's humanitarian
assistance programs elsewhere. Foremost among these lessons is that ad hoc coordination works
when there is consensus among the different USG actors, however, it does not prevent unilateral
decision-making nor does it easily provide the means by which policy disputes can be resolved.
Moreover, while State/PRM is predominantly invalved in the country at the present time, AID i
must remain engaged should the environment become more conducive 1o greater, more active
involvement in the future. Finally, bifurcated funding dilutes the USG's potency to influence
decision-making among other donors and may encourage partners to play USG agencies againsl
each other.

Structure of the International Assistance Community
Ower the years, the complex crisis in Afghanisian has begotten an equally elaborate set of

relationships ameng organizations and individuals which must respond to the demands of
regional governments, international donors, UN agencies, international and local NGOs, lecal
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authorities. and the beneficiaries themselves. Under the authority of a UNSYG Special Envoy
for Afghanistan, the UN Office for Coordination for Humanitarian Assistance in Afghanistan
(LNOCHA) is responsible for coordinating the assistance of the myriad UN agencies via
coordination initiatives such as Principled Common Programeming, liaising with the assistance
community. and serving as the secretariat for the Consalidated Interagency Appeal for
Afghanistan. Despite this complexity, the main liaison with the USG in terms of humanitarian
assistance is the Refugee Coordinator in lslamabad.

State and USAID's Afghan Assistance Programs

The Department of State and USAID have been providing humanitarian assistance to Afghans
for more than two decades, although the presence and programs of these two agencies has varied
considerably during that time. Afier the Marxist coup of the Dacud regime in April 1978,
relations between the US and Afghanistan rapidly deteriorated. US bilateral assistance to the
country was reduced sighificantly after the murder of US Ambassader to Afphanistan Adolph
Dubs in February 1979, Remaining direct bilateral assistance agreements were terminated after
the Soviet invasion in December of that year, although the State Department maintained minimal
presence in the country until the closure of Embassy Kabul in January 1983,

Afier the Soviet invasion, USG ageneies previously active in Afghanistan maintained cross-
border operations and menitoring from Pakistan. Mast sigruficant of these operations was
USAID's large cross-border assistance programs begun in 1984 in support of the war-affected in
Afghanistan. The cross-border mission operated alongside but separate from AIDs Pakistan
mission. Both missiens were abruptly terminated in 1993/94, the cross-border mission due 1o the
renewal of warfare in Kabul in 1992, and the latter because of Pressler amendment restrictions
banning aid to Pakistan because of continued production of weapons-grade uranium, Other
factors alsa affected the closure of AID missions in the region. At that time, there was no
precedent to fund programs of this scale in a country where AID did not have a presence. With
the closure of the Pakistan mission, there would not even be a neighboring mission from which
to monitor Afghan operations. Therefore, AIDs implementing partners were notified that the
mission would close in six months and its funding would cease at that ime. As a result, many
NGOs cut back their programs inside Afghanistan or tumed to PRM for funding. Consequently,
PEM found itself Gelding proposals for activities in sectors in which it had little previous
experience. PRM'’s field presence was established shortly thereafter with the Refugee
Coordinator position based in Embassy Islamabad. :

With the completion of the Soviet withdrawal in 1989 and installation of an Afghan interim-
administration in Apnil 1992, multilateral and bilateral donors, including the USG, began to scale
back care and maintenance programs for Afghans in exile, focusing resources on transitional
assistance inside Afghanistan instead. However, conflict persisted throughout the country,
slowing the pace of refugee repatriation. Moreover, the advent of the Taliban caused new
displacements of people fleeing repressive policies against women and ethnic minormies.

At present, State Department humanitarian assistance for Afghans comes from several bureaus:
Political-Military Affairs (PM) for demining, International Narcotics and Law Enfarcement
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Affairs (INL) for counter-narcotics, [ntemational Qrganizations ([0) to support LINOCHA s
ceordination role, Democracy, Human Rights and Labor (DRL] and more recently, the
President’s Interagency Council on Women (PICW). The majority of State’s humanitarian
assistance, however, is through the Bureau of Populauon, Refugees, and Migration (PRM),
PRM’s support for refugees is generally through multilateral organizations, namely UNHCR, as
well as a handful of NGOs; assistance for conflict vicums inside Afghanistan is generally
through [CRC. Since 1995, PEM has provided some $35 millicn in assistance specifically to
Afghans through NGOs and almost 392 million for I'NHCR, ICRC, and other international
organizations in the region. Because of continuing conflict and new displacements since 1908,
PRM has increased its suppon for Afghan eefugee assistance programs in Pakistan, renewing
previous NGO agreements and funding new camp projects. The focus of these new programs has
bkeen on health and education for women and girls.

PRM' s presence in the region is through the Refugee Coordinator position in Islamabad. The
RefCoord monitors and reports on developments within the assistance sphere in South Asia,
represents the USG at meetings of the assistance community, and oversees PRM-funded
assistance and admissions programs in the region. The RefCoord has also become the informal
focal point in the field for the USG's humanitanian assistance in the region. AID coordinates
closely with the RefCoord to inform their funding decisions and AID reps and the RefCoord
have undertaken several joint monitoring missions in the past several years. Deployment of
OFDA’s Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) in recent natural disasters has also been
closely coordinated with PEM's RefCoord.

Since 1991, AID has provided $16.2 million in emergency assistance o 10s and NGOs through
the Bureau of Humanitarian Responsge’s Office of Foreipn Disaster Assistance {OFDA). This
funding has generally been for faod assistance through WFP, NGO projects within Afghanistan,
disaster preparedness activities for [CRC and [FRC, and disaster assistance to UNOCHA. In
addition to OFDA, since 1991, AID/BHR’s Food for Peace (FFP) program has provided over
$111 million of food aid through WFP and U.S. PVOs for both Afghan refugees in Pakistan and
humanitarian programs inside Afghanistan. Since the clasure of their missions in Pakistan in
1993/94, USAID has monitored its assistance programs largely by BHR personnel on TDY and
with input from the RefCoord.

Issues Affecting Delivery of US{: Assistance in Afghanistan

Cring the course of this study, key players in the arena of Afghan assistance have been asked
about the real and perceived differences between State and AID’s coordination of policies and
funding in Afghanistan. In Washington, interagency coordination over the past several years has
been active but ad hoe. Lacking a tormal authority 1o decide policy in the region, the relevant
actors -- State/SA, FEM, INL, PM, S/PICW and AlD/ BHR (FFP and OFDA) — meet 1o try o
reach consensus on issues as needed. DOD involvement has occurred only in a comparatively
few cases, mostly earlier this decade, where excess DOD property has been transferred to
humanitarian agencies in Pakistan in additien to some support of the cross-border operations.
NSC participation in these meetings has also been limited in recent years. These interagency
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meetings have become mare regular in the last two years in response 1o the semi-annual
gathering of donors' Afghan Support Group.

While ad Aoc, by all accounts these informal meetings have nevertheless been quite effective,
perhaps in part because of the lack of a defined decision-making structure. As one USG official
commented, [ think a good argument can be made for diffusion of decision-making authority as
a classic check/balance that we value so highly in our notion of public policy. If ‘political”
considerations formally overrode ‘humanitanan” ones, (humanitarian actars] would be up in arms
and vice-versa.” On Afghan issues, there seems to be a hiph degree of consensus among State
and AID, as well as between geographic and functional bureaus, on which perspective — political
or humanitarian -- takes precedence on specific policy questions, neither perspective dominating
all decisions.

This consensual approach worked well in determining the USG™s policy about engagement in
Afghan-assistance. The Taliban's repressive treatment of women and girls has raised debate
between humanitarian aid and human rights groups. the former often arguing that aid must be
delivered despite the proximity of the Taliban; the laner courtering that al] aid should be
conditioned on women's equal access to that aid. State (PRM. SA), USAID, and the President's
[nteragency Council on Women (PICW) worked together to forge a consensus and submit a joint
memo to the Secretary recommending that principled assistance be maintained according to the
N's Common Program.

After approval of that memo, the discourse was able to progress beyond wherher to provide
assistance to the more difficult question of whar kind of assistance should be provided.

{Consensus, however, has not always been achievable and the absence of a unified, empowered
humanitarian leadership structure made it difficult to resolve disputes, ensure policy consistency,
and puard apainst unilateral decisions. An illustration of this has been the ongoing dispute
regarding WFF’s strict adherence to the UN's gender guidelines on program implementation in
Afghanistan. WFP has maintained that the gender guidelines proscribe Food for Work projects
unless women are equal participants in such projects rather than equal beneficiaries. There were
significant differences of view on this issue within State and AID. State/PRM and AIDYVOFD A
staff in Washington and in the field felt this policy was too rigid, resulting in a cutoff of rural
agricultural infrastructure programs that significantly benefited women and children. AIDYBHR
management and, to some extent, S/PICW, believed WFP Executive Director Bertini deserved  :
the benefit of the doubt in her analysis of this issue and the USG should not seek to change WFP
policy that, whether or not effective in practice, was based on gender equity principles the U.%.
supported. In the absence of any consensus, PRM Assistant Secretary Julia Taft went ahead and
pressed WFP Executive Director Catherine Bertini to revise WEPs policy in line with other TN
agencies. AID disagreed and supported Bertini's efforts to push a firm line among UN agencies,
some of which AID viewed as only paying lip service o gender equity principles. Efforts to
resolve this issue at a higher level did not really resolve the core question, although it did achieve
a "least common denominator” consensus on broad principles. For nearly twa years, WFF thus
continued to press a policy most USG expents felt was at variance with how other UN agencies
were implementing pender sensitive programming in Afghanistan. Recently, however, WFF has
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appointed a new country director for Afghanistan and rearticulated an approach to food aid in
Afghanistan, which is broadly supporied by other donors and UN agencies,

[nformal coordination also makes it difficult to ensure consistency and guard against unilateral
policy decisions. USAID's closure of their Pakistan missions is illustrative of this hazard.
During the course of this study, American NGOs expressed frustration regarding the closure of
the AID missions in the early 90s and subsequent drop in funding for cress-horder operations.
Although clesure of the mission was Congressionally mandated, there was no interagency
discussion about how this would impact other USG programs, non-USG partners. nor the
beneficiarics themselves. [mpact on beneficiaries was especially critical according ta Randy
Martin, director of IRC's extensive programs in Afghanistan in the 90°s. AID's programs were
instrumental in supporting the fledgling civil society in the country. Martin asserts that
withdrawal of that support left the country with little defense against fundamentalists later. On the
issue of State/AID coordination, Martin noted that while he rarely found instances where State
and AID worked at cross-purposes, neither did he see much evidence that they actively
coordinated their activities.

[t may also be instructive 1o compare the two agencies resources for Afghanistan during the past
two decades. While the overall level of PRM’s funding has fluctuated somewhat, the Bureau has
consistently supported assistance to Afghanistan mainly through multilateral organizations,
regardless of how Afghanistan has ranked on the scale of US national interest over the years.
Lacking even the minimal political or conomic stability on which development programs can be
based, AID's funding has been more variable, reflecting the more targeted, bilateral nature of
AlD’s emergency response. [n relying more heavily on US PVOs, AID assistance is more
vulnerable to security threats 1o Americans.

During the course of this study, some have asked about the implications of the difference between
PRM's and AID's funding mechanisms, i.e., whether PRM will become mote active in failed or
highly insecure states because of the predominance of their IO funding.

Finally, some USG personnel that represent US policy in donor fora have expressed frustration

that bifurcated USG FRunding dilutes the impact of USG influence among the international
community, i.e., getting “less bang for the buck™ in leveraging influence among athet donors and

in public relations. Among the NGO community. however, this has not been seen as a significant
problem. Several NGOs have noted that having two separate donors is beneficial as it increases ¢
their funding opportunities.

Lessons Learned
In summary, a number of “lessons learned™ have emerged from the USG experience in

Afghanistan which may inform further discussions on the effectiveness of State and AIDs
humanitarian assistance programs elsewhere:
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e  Ad hoe coordination within the USG works when there are no divisive policy decisions and
when poliey decisioris remain in a non-controversial zone where consensus can be achieved
through working-level exchanges. This approach faitled for a time in trving to forge a USG
policy vis-a-vis WFP's Food for Work program. [nformal interagency coordination is not
effective in ensuring that decisions that may impact other USG operations are not taken
unilaterally, as in the case of the closure of AID's Pakistan and cross-border missions.

+ State-AlID coordination in the field has been quite good, perhaps largely because of the
presence of a single agency — PRM — in the field, but also because of good persanal working
relationships in Washington and in the field.

&  Because of the multilateral nature of its funding, PRM can more easily provide assistance ina
failed state situation such as Afghanistan through support to international organizations.
Lacking adequate security for its PVQ implementing partners, AID's opportunities o provide
transitional relief-ta-development assistance have been limited, although it can provide food
aid through WFP and valuable cross-border assisiance {fnecessary. Despite the currem
preponderance of assistance from PREM in Afphanistan, it is important that PRM coordinate
with AID to lay the groundwork for transition (and perhaps eventually development)
assistance should the environment become mare conducive to greater USG invelvement in the
Future.

Mast of the assistance community generally views PRM and AID as two separate donors with
different priorities and procedures, and most importantly, with separate “pots of money.” While
this is not generally perceived 1o be a problem outside the USG, the possibility of two different
sets of priorities and policies between State and AID may dilute the USG’s potency to influence
policy-making among the international conununity and encourages NGOs to play one agency
against the other. At times, this may make it appear as if the USG has no strategy or single
policy in the country,
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Annex £

Enhancing Donar Coordination

Mast of the world's major humanitarian donors have their entire humanitarian assistance
operation sited in a single organization. The U.S. Government has not done this, The division of
responsibilities between State/PEM and USAID/BHR is a notable exception that complicates
coordination with other donors and implementation of U8, programs in the field. The US is
still a leading plaver in donor coordination activities because of the sheer size and inmlensity of its
humanitarian assistance programs. But, as the head of the UK's Humanitarian A1d Division
recently told our Embassy in London, “the fragmented USG struerures for delivering
hurmanitarian assistance deprive the United States of the policy influence it should have on
humanitarian assistance issues.”

There are five venues for multilateral humanitarian assistance donor coordination. One is the
formal governing boards of the major international organizations in the field (UNHCR, UNICEF,
UNRWA, WFP, and IOM). Second, are the informal donor coordination mechanisms for those
multilateral organizations without formal mechanisms for donor input (ICRC, OCHA, [FRC).
Third are the formal bodies that deal with broad multilateral coordination of development
assistance, but have relatively weak specialized mechanisms for dealing specifically with
hurnanitarian assistance (ECOSQC, OECD DAC). Fourth, are the numercus “Friends”™ groups
that have developed around specific country situations or humanitarian issues to try to improve
coordination of humanitarian and other post-conflict assistance programs. Fifth is field-level
coordination among doner representatives in countries with ongoing humanitatian assistance
programs.

The current USG hurnanitarian assistance structure deals most effectively with the first type of
donor coordination (formal governing boards), which are static or declining in importance. [t is.
however, weakest in assigning leadership responsibility with regard to fourth type of informal
“country-specific” donor coordination mechanisms, which are growing in importance,
particularly with regard to situations where there is no in-country 11.S. presence such as Sudan
and Afghanistan. Donor coordination in the area of transition assistance is even more difficult
since there are very few fora specifically devoted to this new area of international activity.

The U.5. system does a fairly good job of ensuring effective leadership with regard to any
particular international organization governing board. State/PRM has clear primacy in dealing
with UNHCR, UNRWA, and IOM: USAID/BHR/FEP takes the lead on WFP, and State10.
represents the USG with UNICEF. However, the division of responsibility between State/PRM.
USAID/BHR and State/10 for representing the US in these different goveming bodies weakens
USG efforts to coordinate policy between governing boards,

The U.S. also does not face major problems with field level coordination since, n maost cases,

the number of USG staff dedicated to humanitarian and transition activities in any single locatien
is limited and they have generally worked well together, even when different agencies are
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involved. Additional discrete measures proposed in this report would further strengthen field
coordination between USG agencies.

The USG i5 weakest in dealing with the informal donor coordination mechanisms. such as the
various “Friends” groups and coordination with OCHA. The result is ofien ad hoc decision
making and excessive growth of US delegation size to such informal coordination meetings so
all agencies/bureaus can ensure “their” interests are represented. Often, one of the first items on
the USG *to do™ list for these informal meetings is to ask for an increase in the number of seats
we have in the meeting room in order to accommodate our large and bureaucratically diverse
delegations. In extreme cases (such as some meetings on aid to Bosnia and Kosovo) the N5C
even has to chair a meeting just to decide which agencies will be part of the delegation and who
will lead.

There are two reasons for these problems. First, other donors and organizations arganizing such
informal meetings are often unsure which organization within the USG is the appropriate point
of conlact for a particular denor coordination initiative. Second, the USG itself lacks effective
internal mechanisms for resolving the leadership question on such informal humanitarian
assistance coordinating structures.

The USG structure is also inadequate for resolving policy differences that arise from informal
multilateral coordination structures. For example, there was a difference of apinian between
USAID/FEP and STATE/PRM with regard to food aid and gender equality that arose from the
Afghan Support Group (ASG), a multilateral informal donor coordination mechanism. While
both sides of the dispute had merit, the real problem is that the current structure has, at best, ad
hoc mechanisms for resolving these interagency disagreements. The result is a lack of clanity on
the U8, position on such issues, Moreover, it can encourage intra-USG bureaucratic nivalry that
occasionally spills over into international meetings, exposing our differences to other denors and
correspondingly weakening our influence.

The relative weakness of the USG structure for coherently managing participation in these
informal doner coordination mechanisms dees not bode well for the future, The current trend is
for these informal groups to grow in importance as the relatively small group of major
humanitarian aid donors (10-15 nations plus the EC) find governing boards too large and
formalistic to take guick and decisive action an important humanitarian issuss. Thus, the area of
donor coordination activity that is grawing the fastest is where the frapmented USG structure is
least able to assign clear leadership responsibility within its ranks.

The attached analysis of questionnaire responses from seven countries and the EC provides
further details on how other major donors organize their humanitarian assistance programs.
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Analysis of Major Bilateral Doncrs Humanitarian Assistance Structure

Background: As part of the Interageney Humanilarian Review, the State Department sent a
cable {cleared with USAID) ta US Embassies/Missions ta the ten largest donors (exciuding the
U.5.} of humanitarian assistance, requesting them to collect information on how their host
governments manage their humanitarian and transition assistance programs. The cable {(STATE
1431336) posed a series of specific questions relevant to the issues baing considered in our
hurmnanitarian review, particularly regarding the organizational structure for managing
humanitarian policies and programs. Eight of the ten Embassies responded ta the tasking cable,
providing comprehensive information on the humanilarian assistance programs of Canada,
Denmark, the European Comrmission {EC), Japan, the Metherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, and the
United Kingdom {UK). Responses wete ot received from two other major donors (Germany
and Norway) or OECD Paris, which was encouraged to provide information from OECD DAC
on donor humanitarian assistance programs.

Kev Findings

1} Most major donors have a single organizational eatity responsible for humanitarian
assistance. Of the eight major donors surveyed, five (Denmark, EC, The Netherlands,
Switzerland and the UK had a single organizational entity responsible for bath policy and
program implementation aspects of intemnational humanitarian assistance. (INGTE: The EC
humanitarian organization —- ECHO — does not, however, handle most humanitarian food aid
programs.) In most cases, this single organizational entity is the equivalent of a bureau within
USAID or State. Japan has one unified organization that handles humanitarian assistance policy
and resource allocation, but a separate unit (JICA) handles some aspects of program
implementation. Sweden has clear policy leadership for humanitarian issues in a division of its
Foreign Ministry, but program implementation is handled by its aid organization (S[DA).
Canada is the one major donot responding to our request that reports a significantly fragmented
organizational system for humanitarian and refugee assistance. Tt is also the only donot
responding to our survey that told our Embassy its humanitarian system did not work very well.

2) There is no predominant model on Foreign Ministry (State) va. Development

Cooperation {AID) leadership on humanitarian assistance. No two donors are quite alike in
approaching this issue. Denmark’s single entity for humanitarian assistance is in its Foreign .
Ministry. Japan also assigns a preeminent role to a division in its foreign Ministry, although an !
USAID-like unit within the Ministry {(JICA) handles some aspect of program implementation.

The Dutch model, perhaps the most comprehensive systen of unifying humanitarian and other
conflict prevention assistance in a single structure, places humanitarian assistance in a single unit
jointly managed by the Foreign and Development Cooperation Ministers. Sweden manages
humanilarian assistance policy out of the Foreign Ministry, which hosts the country’s highest
ranking humanitarian aid official, but the Aid division (SIDA) is responsible for program
implementation. Canada’s systern is fragmented, but claims that humanitarian assistance policy

is a Foreign Ministry responsibility, while most program implementation is carried out by their
Development Aid Agency (CIDA). Switzerland manages humanitarian assistance through an
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USAID-like entity (SDC), but SDC is part of the Department of Foreipn Affairs, notan
independent agency. The EC bureaucracy is somewhat different from a national government
structure, but the EC Humanitarian Office (ECHO) would probably be seen by most as mare like
an USAID-type organization than a foreign policy (State) entity. The UK has made the clearest
choice n favor of an independent USAID-Like leadership for its humanitarian assistance
programs, placed the unit in its Development Cooperation Ministry (DFID). The averall
conclusion is that the majority of major donors (all but UK and EC) vest humanitarian policy
leadership in their Foreign Ministries {State equivalent), but responsibility for program
implementation is more evenly divided, with 2 predominance of USAID-like entities responsible
for program implementation. '

3y While the choice of Foreign Ministry vs. Development Cooperation as the humanitarian
policy lead varies among donors, most major domors do site the program implementatioo
aspecis of both humanitarian and development assistance in the same organization. As
noted previously, policy leadership and program roanagement are divided m several major
donors, but the propram implementation responsibility is placed in the same organization that
does development assistance in six of the donors surveyed. This mode! facilitates “seamless™
planning and programming of humanitarian, transition, and development assistance. The EC has
a separate humanitarian assisiance office (ECHOG), but ECHO reports to the same European
Commissioner as the Development Assistance Direclorate-Generals, so there is coordination at
that level. Japan divides responsibility among organizations depending on whether assistance is
provided through multilateral or bilateral channels.

4) Foreign Ministry leadership dees not result in increased politicization of humanitarian
aid. The four major donors (Denmark, Japan, the Netherlands, and Sweden) in which the
Foreign Ministry has a preeminent role in setting humanitarian assistance pelicy do not believe
this organizational choice diminishes their commitment to humanitarian principles or results in
increased politicization of aid.

5) Most major donors have established interagency coordination mechanisms that they
believe are generally effective. Of the eight donors reporting, seven reported satisfaction with
their interagency coordination mechanisms. Coordination primarily involved interaction

hetween different parts of the Foreign Ministry and the Development Cooperation Ministry,

where that is a separate entity. Leadership for interagency coordination is generally vested in the
Foreign Ministry, although the UK clearly assigned the Development Ministry (DFIDY) the lead
rale. Canada was the only major donor that expressed dissatisfaction with its current system of )
interagency coordination on humanitarian assistance. Significantly, Canada's fragmented system ¢
of responsibilities for humanitarian and refugee assistance more closely resembled the U.5.
systemn than did the structures of the other major donors. No govemmental donor reported the

use of an interagency coordination mechanism for humanitanian assistance that was run outside

of the Foreign and/or Development Cooperation Ministry (i.e. no N8C-like or other Presidential-
led structures.) The EC does occasionally need to bring issues to the attention of the
Commissioners (Cabinet-equivalent) to resolve interagency policy issues,

6) The donors who have recently reorganized their bumanitarian aid programs have _
chosen a unified single entity structure. The Dutch created in 1996 the Department of Conflict
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Management and Humanitarian Aid which brings together the full range of assistance and policy
tools dealing with these issues. The UK wansferred the vld Overseas Development Agency
{DDAY out of the Foreign Ministry ta establish the independent Department for International
Development (DFIDY in 1997, This new siructure mantained a unifled division for humanitarian
and transition assistance that had previously existed in ODA. The EC created ECHO several
years as a unified humanitarian assistance structure and the new structure of the commission
instituted this year will put ECHO and the other development aid entities in the EC under the
same Commissioner, in part to improve relief to development coardination. These governments
have viewed a unified humanitarian structure as enhancing the independent voice of
humanitarian aid, not politicizing it as some NGO critics of a unified USG structure have argued.

7) Other donors generally repart being able to work well with USG counterparts, but some
think our structure inhibits coordination. Six of the eight respendents commented on the
state of their coordination with the UUS on humanitarian and transition assistance. Four were
fairly positive (Danes, Dutch, EC, Japanese), indicating they had varying degrees of contact with
both State/PRM and USAID elements dealing with refugee and humanitarian assistance. The
Canadians said their contacts with the US were fairly good, but were better with some other
donors (the UK was mentioned) with clearer structure for humanitarian assistance. The UK
{DFID's Mukesh Kapila) was most critical of the USG structure, saying DF1D has found our
structure * frapmented, quite complicated, and at times confusing”.

8) Transition assistance programs are new, not all donors have them, but where they exist
they are usually run by the same entities that deal with humanitarian aid. Only three of the
eight donors reported the existence of specialized transition assistance programs similar to
USAID's Office of Transition Initiatives (OT1). The Dutch and UK both run such programs out
of the same division responsible for humanitarian aid. [n Japan, JICA is responsible for
transition assistance, while the Foreign Ministry’s Multilateral Cooperation Department leads on
humanitarian assistance.

NOTE: Detailed responses from major donors on which this paper is based can be obtained by
reading the following 1999 telegrams: THE HAGUE 2793; STOCKHOLM 3033; OTTAWA
2870; LONDON 7198; COPENHAGEN 4742, BRUSSELS 5112; BERN 1805, TOKYO 6755;
and TOKYO 6757,
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Annex 7

Enhancing Operational Coordination

Effective U.S. humanitarian response in the field requires:

1) Accurate Assessment of Need: Such assessments can come from a vanety of sources: the
countries affected by the disaster, the UN and its system of formal appeals, State and USAID
officers posted to the country, PV0Os and International NGOs and, with increasing frequency,
CNN.  In some cases such as hurricanes and volcanoes, the assets of other Agencies such as The
Mational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the US Geological Survey
(USG5} may be useful in determining probable need. Particularly in complex emergencies,
reparting from the intelligence community may provide useful insights. In almost all cases of
major disaster, rapid deployment of experienced field staff is important to assessing need and
deciding an appropriate response.

-- There is.room for improved coordination between BHR and PRM, if only by formal
designation of action officers early in a disaster and development of an agreed methodology for
assessing various types of crisis. PRM does participate on DART teams.

-- The Administration is working on a Glebal Disaster Information Network (GDIN)
which should provide state-of-the-art satellite and other scientific data for assessing crises. This
will complemernt FEWS, GIEWS and other assessment Lools.

-- The UN system, in which (3CHA provides coordinated formal appeals, probably needs
an evaluation to see whether accurate, timely assessments are being provided.

2) Capable Implementing Partuers: Both PRM and BHR have developed close working
relationships with a range of partners including UN Orpanizations like UNHCR and WFP, other
international organizations like ICRC, and U8, PVOs such as CARE, Mercy Corps, World
Vision and CRS. Even among major partners, performance is variable from one crisis to the
next, suggesting need for continued training and professional development. Discriminating
among U5, PVOs is particularly difficult and politically wicky.

-- PRM and BHR could work with OCHA, UNHCR and WFP on integrated training and
staff development programs. Development of a sufficient number of highly capable senior field £
managers is a high priority.

-- The P¥Os themselves have developed a range of training programs such as SPHERE
and this collaborative approach to institutional development should be encouraged. [t would also
be useful if the PY (s developed measures of institutional capacity which could be used 1o help
determine where 1.5 program support will be directed.

- A more systematic approach to after action assessments and to program evaluations
should be developed at all levels, starting with a BHR/PRM coordinated review, OCHA
sponsored reviews for the UN system and perhaps [nteraction reviews for the PV Os,
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-- Atone time, UNHCR sought to promete some degree of specialization among its FVO
partniers -- food, water, sanitation, shelter, etc. While this would be sensitive, the LS. might
lend its weight (o such an international response system (ineluding UNICEF. UNHCR and WFP)
as a cost effective means for developing expert capacity.

1) Strong Leadership in the Field: To ensure effective, timely response, it is important to have
a good feel for conditions on the ground, to be able to decide on appropriate interventions, and to
guickly move resources accordingly., BHR has relied on its DART teams to provide cperational
leadership in the field and this mechanism has worked quite well in major crises. Recently, FRM
has participated 10 enhance coordimation. However, the ULS. still relies heavily on multilateral
organizations and PVOs for field leadership in many situations. Some measures are underway 1o
strengthen U8, field capacity, They could be accelerated and strengthened.

-- OF DA has begun to introduce regional offices, starting in East Africa, 1o improve
assessments, develop contacts with regional governments and local PV Os and NGUs, and
irnprove leadership in disasters/crises where a DART team is not deployed. These regional
offices can provide a focal point for collaboration with PRM's Refugee Coordinatars.
Deployment of these regional offices could be accelerated.

-- While USAID field missions have designated Disaster Relief Officers, there is room
for training to expand capacity. Similarly, State could designate officers responsible for
monitoring and reporting on crises. [f individuals, State/USAID or both, were assigned
“watching briefs”, the U.5. Government could develop a better early warning system for
develaping criges.

-- Bath State and USAID have the ability ta hire outside contractors to assist in crises.
and USAID has arrangements with other U.S. Government Agencies to man its Operations
Center during a major emergency. However, neither State nor USAID has sipnificant "surge
capacity” in house. This might be developed through a “ready reserve” system for overload
periods.

4) Ample Logistical Capacity: The major international partners of the United States, namely
UNHCR, WEP, ICRC and UNICEF, all have extensive logistical capacity and the ability to
procure and move people and supplies into a crisis zone quickly. To a lesser degree, the PVOs
alsa have such capacity. OFDA has the ability to conitract for commeodities and supplies
commercially on short tuen around.  In addition, these organizations are all adept at borrowing
fromn one crisis to meet the short-term needs of an immediate emergency. Nevertheless, there are
emergencies which overwhelm the logistical capacity of the civilian systern and require the

" assets of the U.S. military. Unfortunately, there is no standard way to assess crises and to
determine quickly when logistical support will be required from the U.S. military, from what
source and on what financing terms. [nevitably, reaching a final decision takes precious ime
and delays the U.S. humanitarian response.

- A protocol needs to be developed in the Executive Branch which describes clearly the
circumstances under which DOD assets would be utilized ina humanitarian response, wheo
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would be responsible for deciding, and what the expected response would be in tetms of assets
and timing. -

5) Communications and Timely [nformation: Part of the issue here is generating real time
field information which 15 useful to decision makers. DART teams notmally have reporting
officers responsible for collecting and disseminating information in the field and preparing
reports for Washington. For disasters without DARTS, reporting by international organizations,
PV, USA Mission and Embassies is relied upon. There is widespread belief that the UL 5,
always knows more than it is telling and that timely declassification and dissemination of
information would be useful to field operations. The second part of this issue is compatible
hardwatre, so that voice and data can be reliably exchanged.

-~ MNEC might lead a review of the potential for sharing classified information on a timely
basis.

-- PEM and BHR might convoke a meeting on hardware to set standards for humnanitaran
agencies and how they will communicate. Standardizing and marking humanitarian
cammunications equipment might have the advantage of reducing suspicion of field operators.

6} Security: This has become one of the major concems of humanitarian workers and a topic of
many conferences. Most of the large partner organizations of the U.S. have their own security
systems — with the UN's consalidated. Training programs have been developed throughout the
community, including as part of DART training and by [nterAction for the PVOs. Nevertheless.
there continue to be apportunities for improvement which the U.5. might pursue.

-- BHR and PEM might conduct a conference to set standards for sharing information on
security conditions in emergency situations. Improved threal assessment might result from
declassifying and sharing information with the partners of the U5,

-- Embassies should be encouraged 10 share as much information as possible throuph a
series of regular briefings for all U.5. implementing partners in a country.

-- The U.S. might encourage development of a formal system of monitors and wardens,
to include all members of the humanitarian community and supported by appropriate training
and communications equipment for hiph-tisk operations.

-- Standard benefits packages need to be developed for humanitarian workers killed or
injured in the line of duty, to include adequate medical insurance.

-- The U.8. should explore the possibility of providing special police assistance to bring

to justice the perpetrators of crimes against humnanitarian workers, including appropriate security
assistance.
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7) Careful Adherence to Existing Humanitarian Principles: In conducting field aperations, it
is essential that those wha are implermenting 1).5. humanitarian assistance programs remain
neutral and non-partisan in providing assistance. This is essential to maintaining the netwark of
international and PVO partners that implements U.S. assistance, since they are strong adherents
of these principles. As a practical matier, this position has also provided some measure of
securily, since humanitarian workers are seen as serving the needy and victims af conflict
impartially. Thisis U.S. Gevernment policy, and adherence to these principles has not been
difficult to adhere to, though questions as with current legislation on Sudan are raised regularly.

-- 11 is useful for the U.S. to maintain some distance between humanitarian assistance and
operations and U 5. foreign policy/national security objectives.

8} Effective Relationships with Local Officials: All disaster response and transition activities
depend for their effectiveness on local participation in program planning and local support for
operations. Recognizing the importance of impartiality. establishing effective working
relationships with local officials at both the national and community levels is essential for
success, Civen its widespread field presence, State is well placed to identify local officials who
will play a critical role in humanitarian respense and to establish initial relationships. OFDAs
regional offices could supply appropriate briefings and training.

-- State should designate an officer for cach country who will be responsible for
humanitardan response. Where USAID has a field mission, that individual might come from
USAID. The designated officer should be responsible for understanding the humanitarian
response systems and capacity of each country and for establishing contact with appropriate local
officials at both the national and community levels.

-~ OFDA regional offices would be responsible for establishing and maintaining a
regional roster of local officials responsible for humanitarian response. The QFDA offices
would assess local capacity and provide appropriate training.
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Anmex 8

Linking Emergency and Transition Programming to US Development Assistance and
Policies

Rationale: The intemational community has been faced with a series of complex crises since
the end of the cold war which have challenged the notion of a linear connection between relief
and development programming.' [ndeed, current responses to many of these situations have
proven ineffective as donors have tried to develop clear statepic frameworks on how to think
about development needs in the midst of humanitarian emergencies. Resource constraints are
coupled with lack of clarity on how best (o integrate development needs into the reconstruction
process. We know that programs that seek sustainable development, coupled with strategic
interventions to prevent conflict, are the bast way to approach those countries emerging from
conflict, In practice, however, the simation is complicated by a cultural divide that separates
these working in humanitanan relief efforts from those engaged in development assistance. We
also recognize that today we face a dual challenge: first, it is how can the US( best achieve
humanitarian results that consider from the outset of a crisis the transition o sustainable
development programs; second, is how to ensure the inter-linkage of development and
humanitarian response in order to achieve a mare coherent effort in countries emerging from
conflict.

The past decade has shown that it is not only the world's poorest countries that have experienced
violent conflict. Relatively advanced societies have also slipped into conflict and crisis, with
devastating human, political and economic consequences. Conflict and crisis may occur at any
point in 4 country's political development process. A major difference between countries with
less developed institutions and those with better developed institutions and capacities is the
greater ability to recover successfully in the latter. Itis clear that in the countries of Eastern
Europe and Central America, integrated assistance to support recovery from crisis o
development has been fairly successful due to processes which early on recognized that
transition planning from the start of the peace negotiations table. In fractured societies as in the
Balkans and in Africa, the process is proving difficult and will take longer- perhaps much longer.
In short, not onty is it difficult to separate development efforts from crisis response and recovery;
it is alzd counterproductive to so, '

Humanitarian assistance is designed to save lives, reduce suffering and protect health, But )
humanitarian assistance is only the first step. When the emergency is over, it is essential that i
relief work not be unduly extended, that it be forward looking, and not create dependencies that
compromise simultanecus development action. After an open conflict, work to sustain
livelihoods must be pursued as vigorously as lifesaving endeavors.

! The United Nations Development Program tdentifics the folowing as common features of comples crises:
breakdawn of legitimake institutions, viclence targeted af civilians, larger scale displacement of people, increased
poverty and vuinerability, regional dimensions, chronie crisis for exiended pericds offen with a failure of 4 siate,
prolonged perieds of low intensity conflict in centain areas of the couniry, unsustainable debt burden faced by
countriss concerned,
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Development assistance is geared lawards building or rebuilding the capacity of the affected
society, Enswing a speedy and smooth transition from the large-scale. shott-term, externally
driven humanitarian and military interventions that are typical in the midst of crisis, to the more
grass-roots, longer-term, locally driven development interventions must take root in the
transition out of conflict. This is not an easy task. but we have identified three principles that
have proven critical in guiding countries through and subsequently cut of an emergency footing:

» Emergency response, centered on saving live and reducing suffering, should
simultaneously lay a foundation for retuming to sustainable development by
supporting local capabilities and participation, and reestablishing people’s livelihood
and self-sufficiency.

« Timely, effective assistance to countries emerging from ¢risis may make the
difference between a successful and a failed transition.

s Recovery and development progeams must include crisis prevertion and mitigation
activities to hedge against backsliding into conflict.

Constraints: Although our knowledge about managing complex emergencies has expanded, and
we have begun to collect best practices from different events that have taught us how to respond,
there are still many financial, bureaucratic and cultural constraints that impair us to respond in a
robust way to the emergency development needs facing us today. In particular, how to support
the interlinkage of humnanitarian response and development assistance is further complicated by
some of the following, more salient constraints:

» Limited development assistance resources and significant shortfalls m the short 1o
medium term hinder transition programming. Current resources fall far short of
requirements, essential to correcting the gaps in development assistance.

e RBilateral and multilateral development assistance (ODA) has declined by halfover
the last decade, in spite of growing demands of countries in ransition.

+ Congressional earmarking of development assistance funds places even further
demands on already diminishing development assistance budgets as increasing needs
to support democracy and economic growth are not being met.

s  As the USG becomes more reliant on other donors and multilateral institutions o
wark in reconstruction programs, it also may compromise its potential for leadership
in the reconstruction process.

« Multilateral institutions, such as the World Bank and the Inter-Amencan §
Development Bank, while interested in past-conflict work, have yet to devise timely
mechanisms for delivery of assistance. '

¢ Under-investment in the transition phase compromises LS leadership i high prionty
post-conflict situations.

« USAID has reduced its international presence through the closing of

many overseas missions, many in countries deemed ta be poor performers.

« US transition policy is split between rewarding countries deemed ta be moving
forward i1 their development versus those countries in ransition from war to peace.
where prospects for good performance is limited.
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The Right Tools: An integrated approach to economic. political and social rehabilitation in
post-conflict situations has proven much more effective than ad hoc or serial attention to these
factors. [n 1994 USAID, recognizing the growing impottance of this approach, established the
Office of Transition Assistance (OTI) a5 a response to working in difficult regions, in countries
ametging from conflict. Located in the Bureau for Humanitarian Response. OTI has grown into
an important asset of USG response capacities in many post-conflict countries. Funded from the
International Disaster Account (IDA), 0TI can respond quickly to post-conflict situations
because of the “not-withstanding™ authority that attaches to [DA funds. Starting in Haiti, and
working in Basnia, Rwanda, Guatemala, Angola, Sierra Leone, Liberia, and more recently in
Nigeria and Colombia, the office has pioneered the integration of best practices culled from other
experiences into its own response mechanism. Through integrated programming, OTI
demonstrated that development assistance can support political and economic decision-making at
the community level, including equitable power-sharing and assistance ta maimtain livelihoods
and markets, even in the early relief efforts, As a result of this leadership role, other
governments have also begun the development of a quick response mechanism to jump-start
development needs.”

Integrated Strategic Planning (ISP} has alse helped to ensure that US resources for relief and
development are channeled to the highest priority objectives, and that there is effective
coordination among players, both inside and cutside the USG. ISP was introduced as part of
USAID’s Greater Hom of Africa initiative. [t has proven a useful planning tool, but it, like other
programs, has experienced problems in compliance with agreed upon initiatives. It still lacks a
consistent means of encouraging implementation and has not been widely applied to other
regional programs. Nevertheless, it has advanced an important concept for ensuring the gaps
between relief and development assistance programs are filled, and responded to in the process
of development planning. Examples of the ISP approach include:

e Southern Sudan, where USAID provides not only food aid, but also supported the
rehabilitation of livestock and agriculture, and also health and sanitation services.

« Northern Uganda, where USAID programs facilitated the resettlement of 80,000
internally displaced persons, worked to support the repatriation of 90,000 Sudanese
refugees from Uganda, and provided food and agricultural assistance to 25,000
refupees.

Outside Partnerships: US humanitarian assistance programs are implemented primarily by non-
profit US NGOs and international organizations. US NGOs have collaborated closely with local
NGOs for years, transferring technologies and skills to enthance institutional capacity. This,
capacity is drawn upon both during crises and during the reconstruction process, and includes
emergency management, vulnerability assessment, and development of early warning systems

for disaster preparedness.

USG assistance to international orpanizations, agencies of the United Nations such as UNICEF,
the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees and the World Food Program, provide

? Currently, Canada, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, the United Nations Development Program and the World
Barik have also created units dedicated to post-conflict reconstruction needs.
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another dimension to the linkages that exist between humanitarian response and the notion of
development which support US programming. Our relationship to these international
arpanizations further underscores the changing nature of humanitarian response and development
assistance. USG programs in the early phases after conflict are very much integrated to the work
of international multilateral actors. A very clear example of such integration occurred in
Guatemala, when the USG, the European Community and the United Nations Development
Program also shared the responsibility to demobilize former combatants, and provide medium
range assistance to former fighters and their families emerging from conflict.

NGOs continue to play a bridging function, as many who work on humanitarian assistance also
work on development assistance, sometimes inside and frequently outside crisis settings. Far
example, in the period immediately following a conflict NGOs have been very helpful in
restoring basic community services very quickly. The integral role that NGOs play in their
flexibility to combine emergency response and development assistance programs has not been
lost on other donors. Multilateral organizations such as the World Bank and the United Nations
are giving increased emphasis to development work as part of their ¢risis prevention formula,
This is obvious in the UN"s comprehensive strategic framework for Afghanistan and Sierra
Leone, but also for the World Bank's Comprehensive Development Framework. *

Converging Concepts - Reliel and Development in the Pest-Cold War World: UsG
development programming has rewarded countries where pood performance has led to important
structural and societal changes that have helped support economic reform, access to justice, and
greater transparency of transactions. The lessons we have learned about how to suppott
improvements in governance, at both the community and national level, are now being applied to
those complex emergencies where reconstruction and building stronger political systems is
central to peace and stability. Basic economic and sacial reconstruction activities — such as
livelihood creation, micto-enterprise, and support for greater ransparency in suing
reconstruction funds — are increasingly important elements in our political development arsenal.
Successes in bringing good development principles 10 post-conflict environments are evident in
Mozambique, El Salvador and Guatemala.

Protecting Development Gains and the Role of Conflict Prevention: Both man-made and
natural disasters seriously set back or even eliminate hard-won development gains. Preventing
reversals is the central purpose of prevention initiatives such as those taken in support of

improved governance and community participation in decision-making process. Supporting
programming in good governance, building the capacity of the judiciary, or strengthening K
participation of civil society are increasingly seen as key to preventing the resumption of conflict *
in countries where unstable economies or other forms of inequities can fuel distrust and lay 2
foundation for violence.

Addressing the root causes - -often social and economic - - of conflict is the least costly and most
effective way of addressing a potential crisis. Preventive measures can be taken both before the

¥ The growing consensus in the development community 15 reflected in such publications as the Warld Bank's
Guidelines on Post Conflict Reconstruction (1998), the DAC s Guidelines on Conflict. Peace and Development
Cacperation, and UMDP's recent paper about its growing emphasis on transition work, prepared for incoming
UNDEP adiminisrator, Mark Malloch Brown.
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crisis erupts, but also to forestall the recurrence of an emergency. As President Clinton recently
commented: “the costliest peace is less expensive than the least expensive war.” But doing
prevention, coupled with the growing demands of humanitarian emergencies, will require US
development assistance o underge a transformation. The types of changes will require a closer
examination of how our current foreipn assistance can respond more strategically w ongoing
crises, while also taking into consideration the ongoing demands that development needs place
on current resources. 1t will take further exploration about the types of skills and experiences
future development officers will need o work in this ever comnplex field. But most imporant, it
will take a strong veice for broadly defined development interests in senior policy councils of the
IS Government, who speaks for 2 holistic approach to reconstruction and transition, not just
humanitarian concerns. We need advocacy for the importance of democracy and economic
growth, for education, health and other social services - even at (he possible expense of some
political stability and short-term US economic interests. As many persons observed ata recent
meeting about this subject at the Overseas Development Council, no single voice speaks for
development today, nor does the development portfolio reside in one single agency. Indeed, it
has been the lack of a voice for development as a central feature of qur response to humanitanan
crisis that has constrained our capacity as a government to think in a comprehensive fashicn
about how to include it in our response to emergencies and conflict.
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Department of State
Bureau of Population, Refugees and Migration (FPRM)

Attthorization: Foreign Relations Authorization Act
Appropriation: Fereign Operations, Export Financing, and
Eelated Programs

Migration and Refugea Assistance Act of 1362, as amended
Public Law 87-510
Includes provisions:

. to coobinue membership for the United States in the
Internatinral Organization for Migratiorn (Section 2 [all.

for cantributicns te the activities of the Unitsd Haticns
High Commissioner for Refugees fcr assistance to refugees
undsr hisfher mandare or perszcns on Sehalf of whom he/she
is axercising his/her good offices, and for contributicns
te the Internationzasl Organizatiorn for Migration, the
International Committee of the Red Cross, and to other
relavant internaticnal organizations [(Section 2 [b][11).

far zssistance te or on behalf of refugees who are
cutside the U.5. designarted py the President {by class,
group, or designation of their respective countries of
origin or areas of residence) {Sectien 2 [b][2]].

. te establish the United States Emergency Refugee and
Migration Assistance Fund for the purpose of meeting
unexpected urgent refugee and migration needs. Total
amount in the Fund may not exceed $100,000,000, at any one
time, although annual appropriations have been made
notwithstanding this limitation. Funds remain available
until expended {(Section 2 [c][Z]:. ‘
« Reguires a Fresidential Determination (PDy. £
¢ Requires informing the appropriate Conmittees.
Requires publication of the FD In the Federal
Register.
e Administration of the Fund is delegated to the
Secretary of State under Executive Crder 11077,
s This Fund is in addition to other amounts available
under rthe MEAR account.
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for the Fresident to furnish assistance and maks
:cn:ributicnslﬁnder this A=t notwithsfand:ing any orovisions
Af law which restricts assistance t2 forewgn countrias
(Secticn 2 (£)1.

. far the President to allocabe or transfer to any ayency
of the United States Government any part of any funds
available for carrying out the purposes of the MRA Act
{Section 3 [b]I.

for compensaticon, allowances., and travel of personnel,
including members of the Foreign S=rvice whose services are
utilized primarily for the purposes of the MRRA, and
without regard =o the provisions of any other law, for
printing and binding, and for sxpenditures outsicde the
United States for the procurement of suppliesz and services
and for other administrative and operating purpeses, and
for other administrative costs :ncluding employment of
personnel and contracteors overseas (Section 5 [a] [L-711i.

Administration of tha Migration and Refugee Assistance Act
of 1962 - Executive Order 11077, January 22, 1963, 28 F.R.
629; as mended by Executive Order 11322, June 18, 1376, 41
F.R. 74573; and by Executive Order 12608, September 9,
1987, 52 F.R. 3468l17.

Immigration and Naticonality Act
Act of June 27, 1952; 66 STAT. 163; 8 U.5.C. 1101 et. seg.

faction 101 (a) 42 (&) and (B} - Definition of the term
*refugee” .

section 207 - Annual admissions of refugees and admissicn
of emergency sSituation refugees.

Section 412 - Authorization for programs for domestic
resettlement of and assistance to refugees. F

2
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US Agency for International Development

Bureau for Humanitarian Response (BHR)

ZAuthorization: Feoreign Assistance Act of 1361 (PL 87-1535)
Appropriation: Foreign Operations, Export Finahcing, and
Related Frograms

Chapter % - Internaticnal Disaster Assistance [(IDA]
Section 431 - Policy and General Buthority

. not withstanding any cther provision of thizs or any cther
Act, .. for assistance to any foreign country, internaticenal
srganization, cor private woluntary crganization .. for
irternational disaster relief and rehakilitation including
assistance relating to disaster preparedness, and to the
predicticn of, and contingency planning for natural
disasters abroad.

the FPresident shall insure that the assistance reaches
those most it heed of relief and rehahilitation as a result
of natural and marnmade dizasters.

Secticn 497 - Authorization

. up to 550,000,000 in any fiscal year may be cbligated
against appropriations under this part {(Fart I and Chaptar
4 of Part II) .. for use in providing assistance 1n
accordance with the authorities and general policies of
section 491, Amounts subsequently appropriated under this
chapter withk respect tc a disaster may be used to relmburse
any appropriation account in which obligaticns were
incurred under this subsection with respect to that
disaster .

Section 4%% — Disaster Assistance - Coordination

authorizes the President to appoint a Special Coordinator
foy International Disaster Assistance whose responsibility
shall be to promete maximum effectiveness and coordination
in responses to foreign disasters by United States agenclies
and between the United States and other donors.

3
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hppropriationsi hnnual app:cpriau;nns Rrave made dlsaster
assistance appropriations available for reconstructlaon
assistance in addit.on to relief and rehabillitation.

Food Aid Programs administersed by USATID:
Agricultural and Trade Developmeni Act of 1854 (PL 480)
Title 1I - Emergency and Priwate Assistance Programs

grants by which the U3AID provides agricultursl
commodircies and transportation to mest emergency and non-
amergency needs.

» Reciztance fo neet emergency focd needs may be made
availabls notwithstanding any other prowvision of
Law.

e Agricnltural cemmedities provided under thils Title
may be provided directly or sold (monetized) and the
procesds used to transport, store or distribure
agriculTural commodities provided under this Title,
st to implemen: development activities in the
recipient country or counbries in the regilon.

Title III - Food far Development

a program under which agricultural commpditles are
donated to least developed countries (as defined by the
statuta} and the revenue from the sale of Chcse commodities
used for economic development purposes.

e The Administratign has not requested funds under
Title III for the past two years.

for poth International Disaster Ass:stance and Migration
and Refugee hAssistance:

Section S06(a) (2} of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961

tha drawdown of articles and serv:ices Erom any USG agency
for the purposas and under the au-horities of the Migration
and Refugee Assistance Act cf 1962 or International
Cisaster Assistance. An aggregate wvalue of nat to exceed
575,000,000 in any fiscal year of dafense articles, defensa
sarvices, and military educaticn and training, may be usead

q
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under this authority (out of a tobal authority of $150
millioni . -
# Reguires a President:al Derterminatcion,
= Cannct pay for commerclal conbraclks,
* Limited to articles and services that can be
provided by U5 armed services.
= Must compets with counter-narcotics and law
arfarcement programs for use of resources.

[
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Department of Defense
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid

Armed Forces Legislation
Title 10 United States Code

Chapter 20 - Humanitarian and Qther Assistance

Section 401 - Humanitarian and civic assistance provided in
conjunction with military operations.

enablesz US personnsl to carry oub humanitarian and ¢ivic
assistance activities in ¢onjunction with cther military
sperations.,

s Muskt promote the securitby intarests of both ths
Unired States and the country in which the
activities are to be carrcied out;

&« Must benefit the operaticrnal readiness skills of the
participating military persornel:

« Must be approved by the Secretary of State.

Section 402 - Transportation of humanitarian reliefl
supplies to foreign countries.

The Denton Frogram - bransportation on a space availakle
basis on U.5. military aircraft of homanitarian relief
supplies to foreign countries furnished by a non-
governmental scurce.

Section 404 - Foreign disaster asgistance.

The PFresident may direct the Secretary of Defense to

provide disaster assistance outside the United States to

respond to manmade or natural disasters when necessary Lo ]
prevent loss of lives. g

* RAssistance may include transportation, supplles,
services and equipment; reguires Congressional
notification within 48 hcurs after the commencement
of disaster assistance acCivities.

&
From The National Securtty Archive, Tht George Washington Univarsity, The Gelman Ubrary, 2130 H Street, NW, Washingion, DC, 20037



Section 2547 - Excass ncn-lethal supplies: humanitarian
reliaf. '

Excess mon-lethal DOD property for humanitarian relief
puUrpnoses.
e Department of State is respongible for distriburcion,

fection 2551 - Humsnitarian assistance,
Furds autherized for hurmanitarian assistance shall be used

for the purpese of providing transportation of humanitarian
relief and for other humanitarian purpeses Worldwide,

B
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