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Instructor Guide


APPENDIX A

POLITICAL AND POLICY BASIS OF

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT: OPENING DAY SURVEY

The instructor needs to learn more about you and your interests. This is one of the first sessions we meet, but please tell me more about what drew you to this course and to study of the politics of disasters. I also want to gather more information about your specific interests in this subject. Please take your time in completing this survey and, if you are undecided on something, you may leave it blank, but please try to answer as many questions as you can. You may complete another copy of this at any later point in the course if your interests change and you want to let me know about that as I plan assignments for you.

First, please give me your name and address:

Name:

Address:


zip code

Phone (local): 

E-mail address:

Next on a scale of 1 to 5, indicate your level of interest in each of the following topics. Here is the scale.

· 1= Highest level of interest or curiosity.

· 2= High to moderately high level of interest or curiosity.

· 3= Moderate level of interest or curiosity.

· 4= Low level of interest or curiosity.

· 5= Deadly boring, a turn-off.

Note, please avoid filling nearly all blanks with “1’s” or heaven forbid, all “5’s.” I need to make some assignments based on your preferences in this survey. Thanks.

American emergency management





Federal Emergency Management Agency




Department of Defense/National Guard




State Department’s Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance




Small Business Administration Disaster Loan Program




Presidential Disaster Declarations (politics & history)




Congressional role in disaster policy making




State emergency management




Local emergency management




International disaster relief organizations





Voluntary private organizations (ARC, Salvation Army, etc.)




Liability and the insurance industry in disaster




Science of disasters (e.g., earthquake and hurricane prediction, etc.)




Political consequences of disasters


 

Profession and careers in emergency management




Organizational theory and crisis decision making




Public budgeting and economics of disasters (U.S.)




Legal issues in emergency management




The Media (e.g., electronic and print journalism) and disasters




Big cities and disaster preparedness




Hurricanes


 

Tornadoes




Earthquakes




Volcanic hazards




Riverine flood disasters




Drought and agricultural disasters




Hazardous and toxic substance emergencies (i.e., Love Canal)




Hazardous and toxic substance transportation incidents


 

Nuclear power plant emergencies (e.g., Three Mile Island and Chernobyl)




Civil defense against nuclear attack as domestic American incidents involving anti-terrorism or counter-terrorism)


 

Commercial aviation disasters (post-crash ground response)




Public health emergencies




Civil disturbance emergencies (e.g., the L.A. Riots in 1992)


 

Major electric power outages


 

High-rise building collapses




Major structural fires




Major forest fire emergencies




Major urban fires (e.g., Oakland Hills, 1991; Laguna Beach, 1994)




Oil spill disasters (e.g., Exxon Valdez)




Ground transportation disasters (e.g., bridge or tunnel collapses, railway or subway accidents, and mass casualty auto accidents, etc.)




International emergencies and disasters (e.g., Somalia, Rwanda, Bosnia, and Haiti, etc.)




Please include other event types not listed that you think should have 

been included, and give your numeric level of interest.


















Please indicate your level of interest in these special topics:




Federal laws addressing disasters




Federal agencies assigned disaster duties




The Fire Services and disasters




Police and law enforcement in disasters


 

Emergency medical services and disasters


 

Emergency search and rescue agencies




Private U.S. emergency relief organizations (e.g., American Red 

Cross, Salvation Army, religious relief organizations, and international relief organizations)




Public works and Disasters (e.g., Chicago in 1992)


 

Corporate disaster preparedness




Inter-agency coordination in emergency management


 

Maritime disasters


 

International emergencies (e.g., Somalia and Sudanese famine, Bengladesh flood, Brazilian industrial pollution, Chinese earthquake, Armenian earthquake, and Kobe Japan earthquake, etc.)




International coordination in emergency response (e.g., United 

Nations Disaster Relief Organization, etc.)




Voluntary organizations in emergency management




Risk analysis and studies of safety in emergency management




In a few words, please tell me what attracted you to this course.

Have you or your family ever been affected by an emergency or disaster 

of some type that required publicly provided emergency services or 

governmental post-disaster aid?

Would you be interested in taking a class trip to an emergency management

organization’s offices and could you make the trip? Which day of the week is

this most feasible for you?

Finally, please tell me your major and a little about your career plans.

Thanks for the time you’ve devoted to completing this questionnaire.

APPENDIX B

ALL TYPE+ DISASTER DECLARATION APPROVALS AND TURNDOWNS BY PRESIDENTIAL ADMINISTRATION,

1953 – 1994

Presidential Administration
Time Span
Total APPROVALS
Average Per/Yr. APPROVALS
Total TURNDOWNS
Average Per Yr. TD



Eisenhower
1953-60
106
13.25
55
6.88



Kennedy
1961-63*
52
18.37
15
5.30



Johnson
1964-68*
93
17.98
57
11.03



Nixon
1969-74**
212
37.99
102
18.28



Ford
1974-76**
107
44.21
47
19.42








Carter
1977-80
187
46.75
145
36.25








Reagan
1981-88
224
28.00
139
17.38



Bush
1989-92
174
43.50
54
13.50



Clinton
1993-8/94
102
61.07
26
15.57



Totals

1257
30.17
640
15.36

+The vast majority of declarations are for “major disasters,” but about 10 percent of the total are for “emergencies” and another 8 percent are for “fire suppressions.” Note that, fire suppressions are not routinely decided by the President, but instead by a senior FEMA official. The basic unit of analysis in the table is the Governor’s request. 

*President Kennedy was assassinated November 19, 1963; approvals and turn-downs once Johnson assumed office are included in President Johnson’s totals. 

**President Nixon resigned August 8, 1974; approvals and turndowns once Ford assumed office are included in President Ford’s totals.

[FEMA, DARIS system download August 19, 1994. Re-compiled and analyzed by Professor Richard T. Sylves, University of Delaware, Newark, DE 19716.]

APPENDIX C

WHITE HOUSE ORGANIZATION:

PRINCIPAL OFFICES IN THE WHITE HOUSE





THE VICE PRESIDENT


Chief of Staff

Deputy Chief of Staff






Political Offices
Support Services
Policy Offices





Counselor


Staff Secretary
National Security Council

Communications 
Personnel
National Economic Council

· Media Affairs

· Speechwriting

· Research

· Press Secretary 

Legislative Affairs 

Public Liaison
Scheduling and Advance

Management/Administrative 

Operations

· Military

· Medical

· Secret Service

· Correspondence
Domestic Policy Council 

Environmental Policy

Cabinet Affairs

National Service Council

Counsel

Intergovernmental Affairs

Political Affairs



[Lineberry, Robert L., George C. Edwards III, and Martin P. Wattenberg, Government In America: People, Politics, and Policy, Brief Version, 2nd ed. New York: Harper-Collins, 1995:313.]

APPENDIX D

CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES AND FEMA

FEMA reports to a great many congressional committees. Some of those bodies are authorizing committees, some are appropriations committees and others are budget committees.

Taking the easiest first, there is a SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE and a HOUSE BUDGET COMMITTEE. These committees, created in 1974, are responsible for monitoring the progress of all spending and taxing bills through the Congress. Their chief purpose is to help Congress keep track of how various spending and taxing measures are cumulatively affecting the next fiscal year’s expected budget deficit (or rarely, surplus). Their work involves SCOREKEEPING in the sense that they help both the authorizing and appropriating bodies “keep score” with regard to the budgetary impacts of measures they are considering. Similarly, they keep track of how tax measures (i.e., tax cuts or increases) being considered by the House Ways and Means and the Senate Finance Committees will affect the final budget. FEMA, like most Federal agencies, becomes involved tangentially with the House or Senate Budget Committees when substantive legislation is at issue and it has budgetary implications.

Appropriations Committees

Some appropriation committee power has been usurped by the House and Senate Budget Committees. However, the Appropriations Committees maintain much more control over the details of Government spending than do the Budget Committees. The full House and Senate Appropriations Committees are relatively large. They are divided into sub-committees in order to achieve a better division of labor. FEMA’s main appropriations subcommittees are:

· SENATE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

· HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

This is logical in the sense that FEMA is an independent Agency. One major disadvantage for FEMA comes from the often controversial agencies (i.e. the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and the Environmental Protection Agency, etc.) which cause the full appropriation measure, of which FEMA’s annual budget is a part, to be slowed down and mired in political debate.

FEMA leaders also must often admit that most members who sought appointment to these sub-committees are there to promote purposes other than disaster funding. Some attach political importance to advancing veterans programs; some want to champion inner-city economic interests and governmental housing programs. Appropriations Subcommittees and their members are free to conduct hearings, investigations, bill mark-up sessions, and other activities within the jurisdiction of their committee’s authority.

Many other Federal agencies besides FEMA have disaster-related programs. Consequently, many other Subcommittees of the Appropriations Committee are responsible for reviewing, changing, and cutting, et cetera disaster spending legislation.

Moreover, there are the chief revenue or tax committees of Congress. The House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee are said to have jurisdiction over more Federal spending than the Appropriations Committees because they have jurisdiction over all Federal tax measures, all Federal trust funds, and most off-budget jurisdiction. FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program and the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Crop Insurance Program, both operated as insurance trust funds, are under the jurisdiction of these two committees.

Authorizing Committees

The Authorizing Committees of the Congress are responsible for the review of proposed legislation, substantive bill drafting, and determining the financing scheme for existing and proposed Governmental programs. They fundamentally impart legal authority in the legislation they craft and help enact. The more seniority (i.e., consecutive years or terms in office) lawmakers have, the greater choice they have in selecting their committee assignments and so most seek appointment to committees with jurisdiction over programs and policies in which they have a strong political interest. For example, legislators from agricultural districts or States often seek appointment to House or Senate Agriculture Committees. Those representing States or districts with a high concentration of military bases and/or defense contractors often covet seats on the Armed Services Committees of the Senate or House. Lawmakers with long-term service on such committees often become highly knowledgeable experts in the subject matter of the policies and programs they oversee.

The following list summarizes the House and Senate Authorization Committee jurisdiction over FEMA operations and programs. 

AUTHORIZING COMMITTEES WITH 

FEMA JURISDICTION: 104TH CONGRESS

General FEMA Oversight:

Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight

· Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal Justice


Stafford Act:

Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works

· Subcommittee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property and Nuclear Safety

House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

· Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment


FEMA Budget:

Senate Committee on the Budget

House Committee on the Budget


CERCLA/HAZMAT:

Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works

· Subcommittee on Superfund, Waste Control, and Risk Assessment 

House Committee on Commerce

· Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade, and Hazardous Materials


Defense Production Act:

Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 

· Subcommittee on International Finance 

House Committee on Banking and Financial Services

· Subcommittee on Capital Markets, Securities, and Government Sponsored Enterprises

Disaster Response and Recovery:

Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works

· Subcommittee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property and Nuclear Safety 

House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

· Subcommittee on Water Resources


Earthquake Hazard Reduction:

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation

· Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and Space 

House Committee on Science

· Subcommittee on Basic Research


Emergency Food and Shelter:

Senate Committee on Government Affairs 

House Committee on Banking and Financial Services

· Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportunity


Fire Prevention and Control and U.S. Fire Administration:

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation

· Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs, Foreign Commerce and Tourism

House Committee on Science

· Subcommittee on Basic Research


National Flood Insurance & Federal Insurance Adm.:

Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs

· Subcommittee on Housing Opportunity and Economic Development 

House Committee Banking and Financial Services

· Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportunity


HMTUSA:

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation

· Subcommittee on Surface Transportation and Merchant Marine

House Committee Transportation and Infrastructure

· Subcommittee on Surface Transportation


Radiological Emergency Preparedness:

Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works

· Subcommittee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nuclear Safety 

House Committee on Commerce

· Subcommittee on Energy and Power


Once appointed to an Authorizations Committee, a lawmaker has an incentive to promote, support, and perfect the policies and programs within that Committee’s jurisdiction. Authorizing Committees often seek expansion of programs under their purview. However, they also have the to power to propose cutbacks, and to dismantle, reorganize, or terminate policies or programs. 

Obviously, the House and Senate jurisdiction over FEMA and its programs are highly fragmented. As mentioned in the case of Appropriations Committee work, non-FEMA disaster related agencies and programs may be presided over by either the committees and/or subcommittees listed above or by others.

APPENDIX E

ANDERSON POLICY CHAPTER SYNOPSES

POLICY FORMATION

Anderson’s Chapter 3 takes up the matter of agenda setting. It may be helpful to review agenda setting with regard to Congress and the legislative process. Policy formation is a total process of creating and forming a policy. The President, members of Congress and their staff, Governmental agencies, Presidential organizations (“adhocracies” which are temporary groups set up by the President to address a problem, e.g., the 1986 Commission on Aviation Safety).

A policy problem is a condition that produces needs or dissatisfaction on the part of people for which relief or redress is sought. Conditions don’t become problems unless they are articulated by someone and then brought to the attention of the Government. Legislators often look for problems they can solve.

Defining problems is a political process that helps determine solutions. There is, however, the issue of causation (i.e., determination of a problem’s cause), identifying symptoms versus causes, and deciding how to measure problems. Sometimes private problems are forced into becoming public problems. Also, when an individual has a problem he or she brings to the Government alone, micropolitical work is done, often as Congressional casework. For example, someone may complain to his or her Congress person about delays in the issuance of a check he or she believes he or she is owed by FEMA.

AGENDA SETTING
An agenda is simply things that need to be done or a general set of political controversies that take place in a society. Policy priorities are merely a ranking of agenda items. A policy agenda contains demands that policymakers choose to act on at a given time.

There are two major types of agendas:

· Systemic agenda vs. Institutional Agenda [Cobb and Elder, 1983, p. 85.]

A SYSTEMIC AGENDA encompases all issues that are commonly perceived by members of the political community as meriting public attention and as involving matters within the legitimate jurisdiction of existing governmental authority. Items on this agenda are often NEW, NOVEL, or UNPRECEDENTED. Think about broad sets of issues that can become the subject of public policy. It is essentially a discussion agenda with items that are usually general or abstract rather than specific or detailed. For example, a rash of commercial aviation disasters may push aviation safety higher on the Government’s agenda. The Oklahoma City Murrah Office Building terrorist bombing in 1995 became a systemic agenda concern for the Congress.

An INSTITUTIONAL AGENDA is that set of items explicitly up for the active and serious consideration of authoritative decision makers. Items on this agenda may be CONTINUOUS, RECURRING, OLD, OR ONGOING. This type of agenda is usually more specific and concrete than the systemic agenda. It is made up of issues that actually are subjects for public policy. Problems which lawmakers or public officials feel obliged to give active and serious consideration. It considers concrete proposals and programs that range from being mandatory to discretionary. Providing an annual appropriation to fund FEMA’s mitigation programs represents an institutional agenda item.

An issue is a conflict between two or more groups over substantive or procedural matters regarding the distribution of resources and awards in society.

Rules of Thumb for Agenda Types

Private problems become public problems, then issues. Issues tend to move from the systemic agenda to the institutional agenda. Also, legislatures can have institutional agendas as well as systemic agendas.

MORE ABOUT AGENDA SETTING

Agenda setting is comparable to gatekeeping. People don’t want to go through a gate unless they are drawn to something interesting or to something they want on the other side. For this reason, public interest has to be mobilized to help get something on the Government’s agenda. Here are some examples of public interest mobilizers.

First there are professionals; these can be researchers, scientists, lawyers, doctors, business leaders, experts in some field, or public administrators. Through their authority of expertise and their use of public relations forces, they can often get the public excited enough to press for getting something on the Government’s agenda. For example, the academic and professional community’s use of 

geographic information systems (GIS) might compel them to push Congress to fund GIS applications in various Federal programs, including FEMA’s programs.

Second, there are policy entrepreneurs who carry an issue from an identification group forward. Consider how Ralph Nader acts as a policy entrepreneur for consumer interests, or how Jesse Jackson acts as a policy entrepreneur for African-American interests, or how retired General Norman Schwartzkopf is a policy entrepreneur of a sort for military interests.

Professionals and policy entrepreneurs want to build attentive publics. Policy entrepreneurs use ambiguity and the manipulation of symbols to build support. This is expected, in part, because policy issues are usually centered on beliefs, not facts.

A third mobilizer of public interest might be a triggering device. Triggering devices can push problems into public issue status and sometimes this is enough to get the matter on the Government’s policy agenda. Examples of such devices include, natural disasters, human-caused disasters, riots, assassinations, terrorism, environmental threats, important demographic change, or a sensational mass media story, et cetera. Problems presented by trigger devices may be moved on to the systemic agenda.

ACCESS TO AGENDA SETTING

Who or what has the greatest access to agenda setting? Ranked first might be the mass media and people who know how to get the attention of the mass media. Some people are effective at news management and the manipulation of symbols.

POLICY ADOPTION

Anderson’s Chapter 4 reviews policy adoption and so should be helpful to those with little or no knowledge of policymaking. A policy decision is the culmination of a variety of decisions made during the operation of the policy process.

Theories of Decision Making

The Rational Comprehensive Model

The rational comprehensive model is based on the reasoning of economists, mathematicians, and psychologists. It assumes that the decisionmaker can identify the problem, that the decisionmaker’s goals, values, and objectives are clear and ranked in accord with their importance, that alternative ways of addressing the problem are considered, that the cost and benefits or advantages and disadvantages of each alternative are investigated, that alternatives and their consequences can be compared with other alternatives, and that the decisionmaker will choose the alternative that maximizes the attainment of his or her goals, values, and objectives.

However, problems are not always clearly defined; problems have to be formulated in a way which enables people to make decisions about them. Decisionmakers must have vast amounts of information in order to make use of the rational comprehensive decision-making technique. There needs to be an ability to predict the future consequences of decisions made. Also, problems confronting decisionmakers often embody conflicting values. In addition, it is tough to ignore the sunk costs of former decisions, these may foreclose many alternatives. Moreover, this model of decisionmaking assumes that there is one (unitary) decisionmaker, when in fact a great many people, interests and institutions are usually involved.

The Incremental Theory

Attempts to correct deficiencies of the rational comprehensive model and to better describe how policy decisionmakers actually behave have resulted in incremental theory.

Incremental theory holds that the selection of goals and objectives is intertwined with, not distinct from, the scientific analysis of the problem. Decision makers only consider alternatives for dealing with a problem that differs marginally (incrementally) from existing policies (suggesting that they do not completely remake policy every time they make a policy decision, but instead refashion existing policy). For each alternative, only important consequences are considered. Problems confronting the decisionmaker are continually redefined. Constant ends-means and, means-ends adjustments are made to better manage policy. Seldom are there ever single decisions or totally correct solutions available to resolve a problem. A good decision is one that policy makers can agree on, not one that may be most appropriate for an agreed objective. Incremental decisionmaking is remedial, not holisticly-devised or future-oriented. Rarely are decisions faced in all or nothing terms.

Mixed Scanning

Okay, this one is pretty simple. Sociologist Amitai Etzioni (you need only remember his last name) found fault with both the rational-comprehensive model of decisionmaking and the incremental model of decisionmaking. His mixed scanning approach considers both fundamental and incremental decisions. Mixed scanning incorporates a broad-based analysis sometimes and an in-depth analysis at other times. It considers the differing capacities of decisionmakers. Etzioni’s approach is not very specific about how mixed scanning could be used in practice.

Decision Criteria

Decisions can be studied as an individual or collective process. First, consider the role of values in decisionmaking. Values are a big deal in Presidential campaigns: witness Dan Quayle and “Murphy Brown” squabbling over values projected by a fictional TV character who elects to have a child out of wedlock. Much of the Clinton vs. Dole 1996 Presidential campaign involved disputes about values big government vs. small government, pro-life vs. pro-choice, and pro-gun control vs. anti-gun control, et cetera.

Values

Below are five categories of values which sometimes guide decisionmakers.

Organizational Values

Decision makers, especially bureaucrats, are influenced by organizational values. Sometimes agencies use rewards and sanctions in subtle ways to induce their members to act in accordance with organizational values. Wearing a common uniform—as do the police, firefighters, the military, the Park Service and the Forest Service, et cetera—is one way those organizations attempt to build common values among their workers. Organizational values involve the promotion of organizational interests in the decisionmaking of those in the collectivity.

Professional Values

The norms of one’s profession instill values that are often critical in decisionmaking. Lawyers (believe it or not), doctors, professors, and other occupational specialization’s requiring years of training, education, and work experience embody professional norms or values that shape decisionmaking behavior.

Personal Values

This can involve personal ambitions, reputation, and self-interest. Note that rational choice theorists put far too much weight on explaining the behavior of individuals in terms of self-interest. This is understandable because so much of self-interest is tied to economic gain, which can be modeled in elegant, mathematical, and abstract terms.

Policy Values

This means acting on the basis of perceived public interest or acting in accordance with beliefs about what is proper, ethical, necessary, or morally correct. The Small Business Administration is filled with people who are likely to believe that small businesses are worthwhile, need help to survive, and promote beneficial public interests.

Ideological Values

Rationalizing and legitimizing actions on the basis of a political ideology (or belief system). Nationalism was a paramount ideology in explaining the behavior of many leaders (and average people) during Desert Shield and Desert Storm operations against Iraq. Conservatism and liberalism, although over-used and often misunderstood as American political ideologies, manifest ideological values.

Political Party Affiliation

Party membership is interwoven with leadership influence, policy values, and ideological values. However, the Republican and Democratic parties are mass membership parties that seek to appeal to an extremely broad range of political interests and ideologies. Also, party members are not nearly as cohesive in voting as they once were (more people vote split tickets than vote along straight party lines). Party is still a pretty good predictor of how most legislators will vote on a bill. Parties are sometimes associated with specific policy positions.

Constituency Interests

When party interests conflict with constituency interests, legislators usually vote in favor of their constituency interests. A legislator’s constituency is made up of the voters and key interests that elected him or her to office. Legislators are delegates sometimes, and trustees other times. As delegates they decide matters in accordance with the views of the majority of their constituents or in accordance with a vital block of back-home interests. As delegates they attempt to anticipate the feelings and sentiments of their constituents. When legislators behave as trustees, they consider interests beyond their constituencies. They may think about National interests, the greater public good, international issues, broad-based economic concerns, charity, future generations, interests with little or no political representation, and protecting the National and global environment, et cetera.

Public Opinion

Public opinion usually has an impact on policy decisionmaking when decisions involve broad direction or thrust. Most members of the general public have a very limited knowledge of what policy makers are considering. Public opinion does impact foreign policy in a broad sense.

Deference

Deferring to the judgment of others occurs when administrators obey the wishes of their politically appointed superiors, or when legislators vote in accordance with the wishes of the top representatives or senators who head key committees or subcommittees. Judges defer when they interpret laws in accordance with the wishes of the legislative originators of the statute.

Decision Rules

Stare decisis is sometimes a decision rule. It means new decisions are often based on precedents in decisionmaking that came before. It also applies to committee decisionmaking dynamics.

THE PUBLIC INTEREST

This is tough to define. It is sometimes thought of as the outcome of competing interest group forces. The public interest may involve decisionmaking aimed at helping the Nation as a whole, rather than seeking to benefit selfish special interests. Some may argue that reducing the Federal deficit or balancing the Federal budget advances the public interest. Some may reason that maintaining the Nation’s capacity to mobilize and respond to disaster threats is in the public interest.

BUDGETING AND PUBLIC POLICY

[Most of the following is extracted from Anderson’s Chapter 5.]

Anderson points out that a policy without funding is a nullity. The proliferation of public policies has increased Federal spending meteorically. In 1960, the total Federal expenditures were $92.2 billion, but by 1996 they had risen to $1.5 trillion. In 1960, most Federal spending went to pay for the operation of Governmental agencies and programs, only a fraction of which involved income-support to individuals. Today the bulk of Federal spending (nearly half the Federal budget) goes to income-support programs like Social Security pension payments, Medicare, veterans benefits, farmers subsidies, and the poor, et cetera. More of defense spending goes to defense contractors than to Pentagon workers or to military personnel. Those who benefit from income support programs, especially the elderly, have become powerful lobbies of Congress.

Budgets are policy statements, not simply financial statements. Conflicts over money are conflicts over policy. The Federal budget not only funds Governmental programs, but sets fiscal policy for the Nation. Fiscal policy involves the discretionary use of the Government’s taxing and spending powers to stimulate or restrain the economy. Budget deficits increase demand for goods and services in the economy and may help in recessionary periods. Budget surpluses help slow inflation or an over-expanding economy. Unfortunately, over the past 10-15 years budget deficits have become the norm and fiscal policy has not been used as it should to manage the economy. Instead, monetary policy, managed by the Federal Reserve Board, has been used to try to stabilize the economy.

The Federal Government’s fiscal year begins October 1 and ends September 30 each year. The fiscal year in which this author writes is FY 1997, which will end September 30, 1997. The budget process has four general phases: preparation, authorization, execution, and audit. Note that, from January to September every year, Congress works feverishly to pass the 13 major appropriations laws that make up nearly all of the Federal spending for the next fiscal year. These bills have to be signed into law before October 1, or else the Federal agencies and programs begin the new fiscal year without their money.

The executive branch of Government begins the preparation process. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB), a staff arm of the White House that employs about 550 people, is now working out the final touches of the President’s FY 1998 budget request. Low level agencies of the executive branch are at this time working on their requests for FY 1999. The OMB provides Federal departments, agencies, and units, et cetera, with instructions, policy guidance, and budget ceilings with which these organizations must comply. At the start of the Reagan Administration in 1981, “top down” budgeting was successfully used to force Federal departments and agencies to meet President Reagan’s policy goals. Usually, budget preparation is done through a “bottom-up” process in which departments and agencies have much to say about Federal budgeting decisions. However, President Clinton’s 1994 budget resolution was passed imposing a top-down format for how Congress decided taxing, spending, and borrowing in their work on the FY 1994 budget.

In these days, agencies have less and less to say about the total amount of money they will receive, but much to say about how money they do receive will be spent.

Today about three-quarters of the Federal budget is “uncontrollable.” Which means that it is based on existing law and expenditures that are really continuing obligations and commitments that can only be changed if the statutes authorizing them are changed. The Federal Food Stamp Program is a good example of an “uncontrollable” program. Under this program, poor people, who can prove that their incomes are low enough to make them eligible, are given a debit account and card into which their food stamp allotment is placed each month. They then 

can use the Food Stamp debit card (as other customers would use their own bank debit cards) to purchase food items at supermarkets and grocery stores. One out  of every ten people across the Nation now receives a Food Stamp card. “Uncontrollability” in this sense means that Congress cannot control how much is spent in the Food Stamp Program each year because it does not know, before the fiscal year starts, how many people will apply for and receive a Food Stamp card during the fiscal year. Budgeting money for the Food Stamp Program is pure guess-work. If Congress wanted to bring down spending in this program it could only do so if it changed the rules of eligibility so that fewer people would qualify for the Food Stamp Program. Even then, it would be hard to know, before the budget (fiscal) year begins, how much money the tougher eligibility rules will save for the program spending. A key factor of uncontrollability is that the Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate have virtually no control over spending.

Many individual and family assistance programs of FEMA are entitlement programs in the sense that the Government cannot accurately predict how many people will suffer disaster losses in the next fiscal year. Nevertheless, each Presidentially-declared major disaster or emergency makes available financial assistance to applicants able to prove eligibility for assistance. As Session No. 8 discloses, money which Congress budgets for FEMA individual and family assistance programs is often inadequate to meet all the accumulated claims of applicants in the fiscal year. Consequently, special emergency appropriations need to be made available DURING the fiscal year in order to compensate all qualified 

applicants. These emergency appropriations, in reality, are funded by Federal borrowing, thus adding to the Federal deficit and National debt. 

Most uncontrollable programs are in fact “entitlement” programs, so-called because everyone who meets the eligibility criteria is entitled to benefits based on a formula in the (authorization) law. So appropriations for entitlements are made on an open-ended basis.

We will now discuss for authorizations and appropriations, which will take us into the Congressional authorization phase of the budget process. 

CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION

The Federal government (but not most State governments) has a two step process of funding public policies. First, substantive legislation has to be passed that establishes a program or policy and authorizes the expenditure of money in its support. Second, money actually has to be made available for the policy or program through the adoption of appropriations legislation. The general rule is that no appropriation can be made without the enactment of an authorization law that justifies it. Authorization Committees (about 13 major ones in the House and 13 in the Senate) review the President’s budget request which is submitted each January and, from this and their own independent actions they devise, alter, kill, or push forward to eventual enactment bills that authorize government policy and programs.

For example, the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, both authorization-type committees, will help fashion the Defense Authorization Act of FY 1998 that empowers the Defense Department to undertake certain activities which will fund further development and purchases of B-2 Stealth Bombers, the phase out of Star Wars technologies, more tank acquisitions, navy mine-sweeper ships, and military pay levels, etc. The numbers in the Defense Authorization Act are only spending ceilings. The Pentagon does not usually expect to receive all of the money authorized for spending. This is because the Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate, acting as guardians of the Federal Treasury and aware of Government revenue limitations, have to find economies in Federal spending. Consequently, the Defense Subcommittees of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees pare down the proposed (and authorized) defense budget as they prepare the Defense Appropriations Act of FY 1998. The Senate debate on the FY 1998 Defense Authorization law normally takes place in the spring, so it can be enacted before October 1 (the next fiscal year start day) when the Defense Department will need a new budget.

At the risk of confusing the reader, there are Budget committees of both the House and the Senate. In the absence of a tough Budget Resolution (like the one President Clinton managed to get approved in 1994), the Budget Committees collect spending and taxing information from relevant Congressional Committees and Subcommittees during the period that Congress fashions the budget. The Budget Committees engage in scorekeeping (record keeping) on how much is being committed in total to spending and how much is being collected in taxes under Congressional legislation in process. Their chief obligation is to keep track of the size of the projected deficit, given what the spending and taxing committees are doing. The Budget Committees help to formulate both a spring budget resolution and the final reconciliation bill that must be passed in September just before the final appropriation bills are passed.

As you review this section of Anderson, Chapter 5, be sure you understand that the Federal budget is comprised of 13 major appropriation laws and various tax and revenue laws. Review what he says about “backdoor spending,” line-item review, differences between the House and Senate Appropriations Committees, Presidential veto power in budgeting (including the line-item veto power accorded the President January 1, 1997), the role of continuing resolutions. Appropriations laws create budget authority for executive branch administrators. Know what an outlay is. Review the function of House and Senate Budget Committees and their role in devising concurrent budget resolutions. Know also what is meant by the term “reconciliation process.” Table 5.3 depicts the general flow of the Federal budget process. Look it over, but realize that Congress and the President have not been very good (lately) in meeting the deadline dates set out.

Budget Execution

Once the budget is approved and the fiscal year has begun, the departments and agencies can begin exercising their budget authority. However, before they begin spending they must agree to a spending plan with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB, a White House staff agency) and the OMB must distribute appropriations and other budgetary resources through “apportionment.” The OMB does not change spending totals, but regulates the rate of spending by an agency or department over a fiscal year, usually by quarter of the fiscal year.

Department and agency officials are further constrained in how they expend their budget authority by the instructions that Congress has provided in the details of appropriations law language. For example, it is not unusual for Congress to write operational language and directions into FEMA’s appropriations bill. They may also discover that the President has attempted to reduce their budget authority 

through the rescission (cancellation) or deferral (delay to later part of fiscal year or beyond) of expenditures.

Audit Stage

Anderson says the audit stage is the fourth phase of the budgeting process, but he does not really say much about it. Auditing ordinarily takes place during and after the fiscal year (usually after). The General Accounting Office, a staff arm of the Congress, does most of the auditing of Federal programs.

Federal Deficits

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (GRH) Deficit Control Acts affect Federal programs in a variety of ways. Be aware of the many programs exempted from the GRH sequester actions. For that matter, know what a sequester is and how it works. Be aware of how the GRH, combined with budget process problems, has forced Congress into making the bulk of its budgetary decisions at or beyond the start of the new fiscal year. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is not dead yet, but it is not very controversial in years when a tough top-down budget resolution is in effect. It will be interesting to see if President Clinton can continue to win approval for

his budget plan early in the Congressional session, as he did in 1994.

POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

[The following is extracted from Anderson Chapter 6. It may be useful to reproduce this as a handout for the class.]

Policy adoption and policy implementation are not always distinct and they sometimes overlap. Sometimes laws only provide major goals and a framework of guidelines and restrictions. Sometimes policies are self-executing: for example, diplomatic recognition of a nation, Presidential vetoes, selective agency decisions.

In 1900, Frank Goodnow’s study of public administration claimed that the political branches of the Government decide what should and should not be done. He theorized that politics could be kept separate from administration, that politics should involve questions of values, that administration should involve only matters of fact, and that there was one BEST WAY to do an administrative task efficiently and effectively. In reality, Goodnow’s theories were later proven false. Considerable discretion falls to administrative officials such that they are not insulated from politics. Legislators that lack time, expertise, and sometimes the interest in the details of program implementation. Also, many unanticipated problems arise in policy implementation and outside interests often pressure administrative agencies to make rulings or decisions favorable to them.

Legislatures can dominate policy implementation if the laws they pass are quite specific, if the Senate plays a major role in the confirmation of political appointees selected by the President to run major Federal agencies, and if Congress exercises tight oversight of agency administration and policy implementation. Legislators also compel or influence agencies to do various things during casework for their constituents. Casework refers to legislative intercessions into agency administration on behalf of a constituent.

Courts are part of policy implementation when judges hear cases concerning the constitutionality of laws, and regulations, et cetera. Areas such as naturalization, bankruptcy proceedings, and family court matters, et cetera, heavily involve implementation. Courts are also centrally involved in resolving disputes between the Federal Government and the States, and between States and their counties and municipalities.

Pressure groups are players in policy implementation. Some agencies are “captured” by their clientele or pressure groups. Advisory bodies are also an avenue of clientele and interest group influence on agency decisionmaking. Some laws provide for community representation in policy implementation activity.

Administrative Organization

Agencies compete to take over implementation of new programs. New agencies are sometimes created to highlight new problems. The internal organization of Government agencies has an impact on policy implementation. Also when Congress creates independent regulatory commissions, it is often trying to weaken Presidential control over the agency’s area of jurisdiction. Clientele groups are often key players in determining the outcome of administrative reorganizations of various executive branch agencies.

The future success of a new program is often profoundly influenced by the agency picked to implement it. Many programs involve multiple agency implementation and, therefore, extensive coordination. Some agencies are multi-headed, usually as commissions or boards, and this too affects policy implementation. Congress has some of its own “pet” executive branch agencies that it has attempted to insulate from Presidential control.

Administrative Politics

Basic rules of the game apply to agencies doing policy implementation. If they violate these rules they may be terminated, reorganized, or administratively punished in some fashion.

Most executive branch agencies are led by executives appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. Standing Committees and Subcommittees of the Congress have oversight powers they apply to agency supervision. Even Congressional staff may be involved.

Agency policy implementation is affected by judicial review and statutory interpretation. Agencies engage in turf battles to both protect and expand their respective areas of jurisdiction. Agencies working at the State and/or local level are also important in policy implementation and in administrative politics at all levels of government.

Interest group support is sought and maintained by agencies implementing policy. Political parties are not as important as they used to be in administrative politics, however, partisanship is important when political appointments are being made. A new President often lets nearly all of the previous Administration’s political appointees go, selecting his or her own and usually selecting them from among people in his or her own party, especially when making ambassadorial appointments.

Agencies have constituencies that support them, just as legislators do. However, agency constituencies are subject to change over time. An agency’s clientele is an important part of its constituency. Agencies providing services to their clientele usually draw more support from their clientele than agencies that regulate their clientele. Some clientele groups are better organized and more powerful than other clientele groups. An agency’s policy implementation capacity may be affected by its degree and type of expertise. Some areas of expertise are held in higher regard than others. Also agencies good at policy implementation are also usually good at dealing with interest groups and with the Congress and its committees.

Administrative Policymaking

Hierarchy is an important element of agency decisionmaking. How decision making authority is organized is important. 

· Is it centralized or decentralized?

· How responsive is the hierarchy to outside pressures and forces? 

· Are knowledge and power widely separated in agency operations? 

· How open and how secret are agencies? 

· How much public access is accorded? 

· How scientifically and technically qualified are agency workers to do their assignments? 

· How do agencies bargain and negotiate with the interests they regulate?

Policy Development

Rule making is a kind of legislative authority delegated to many agencies. The Administrative Procedure Act contains a set of procedural requirements nearly all Federal agencies must follow. The Federal Register is where new agency rules are posted, often these are new regulations that must be obeyed. 

Adjudication is another ways agencies may make policy. They give a particular interpretation to a law as they implement it. Sometimes these interpretations are challenged, often in administrative law courts that are part of the Federal judiciary. Agencies sometimes make policy on a case-by-case basis, leading to confusion and controversy.

Many agencies are involved in law enforcement, not just criminal justice agencies. Often regulation is a form of law enforcement. Civil Rights laws and other broad gauged laws embody enforcement responsibilities for Federal agencies, as well as for State and local agencies. 

Program operations are another domain in which extensive policy implementation takes place. Provision of services, products, and stewardship duties, et cetera all involve myriad policy implementation decisions.

Techniques of Control

Non-coercive forms of action involve voluntary collaboration or acceptance by the affected parties. Voluntary standards are an example. Mediation and conciliation, as well as demonstration projects are others.

Inspection is the most common form of regulatory action. It is intended to reveal non-compliance. Licensing involves Governmental authorization to engage in a particular business or profession—permits or franchises may be issued. It is an advance check on certain people to insure conformity with certain standards and adequate qualifications. FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program maintains standards and qualifications for community participation in the program.

Loans, subsidies, and benefits provided by the Government are often another way the government purchases consent for particular policies. The grants and low-cost loans that FEMA makes to communities that are stricken by recurring flood disasters aims to encourage relocation to safer ground or to improve flood mitigation.

Contracts awarded by the Government embody another element of control and often carry with them a broad range of legal responsibilities and obligations. FEMA contracts, in conjunction with other governments and awarded to construction firms during disaster recovery operations, carry a host of requirements and responsibilities that the contractor must follow and assume.

Governmental expenditures for the purchase of goods and services can be used to attain other policy goals. For example, a new Federal law requires the Federal Government to buy more fuel-efficient cars for their workers and it encourages agencies to buy vehicles propelled by unconventional fuels (i.e., that might conserve oil and protect the environment).

Agencies implement policy when they engage in market and proprietary operations, as in Federal Reserve actions in monetary policy, the USDA actions in maintaining milk-price supports for dairy farmers, or when public agencies engage in private enterprises.

The tax code of the United States embodies a huge number of provisions aimed at promoting the implementation of certain policies. Some examples are: 

· Tax rewards to businesses that hire unemployed students in the summer, 

· Deductions for people who make contributions to charity, 

· Exemptions to corporations competing outside the United States in markets where they are disadvantaged by another nation’s tax practices, 

· Tax inducements to invest in certain lines of research likely to promote a public good (e.g., AIDS research), and 

· Tax breaks for casualty losses someone absorbs as a result of a declared disaster, et cetera.

Directive power, extended by adjudicatory proceedings, enables agencies to issue orders or directives to private parties, or to resolve complaints. Informal procedures may involve consultation with private parties to effect a certain outcome.

Services are another form of policy implementation often yielded by agencies and programs. A few examples are:

· The VA medical care to veterans of military service, 

· The National Weather Service forecasts that are broadcast to the public, 

· The FEMA use of the Internet to apprise the public about its mobilization for an impending disaster and to advise the public about how it can take proper precautions, 

· The FAA Air Controller Operations that attempt to insure aviation safety, et cetera.

Sanctions (i.e., rewards and penalties) are used by agencies to encourage compliance with their decisions. Threats of prosecution, bad publicity, license revocations, the seizure of goods, the award of damages, and the issuance of injunctions are all types of sanctions. FEMA announces the possible imposition of sanctions when, as a participating member, a community violates the requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program.

Standards vs. incentives, command and control vs. encouragement are common dilemmas for policymakers seeking to bring about compliance. Some compliance vs. non-compliance issues are: 

· How do agencies get people and corporations to obey their rulings or to comply with their inducements? 

· What methods are most likely to yield compliance? 

Changing peoples’ values, limiting the acceptable choices people have, and interpreting and managing policies in ways that will make it easy to comply are all ways agencies attempt to achieve appropriate policy outcomes.

POLICY IMPACTS AND EVALUATIONS
Anderson, Chapter 7, takes up the matter of policy evaluation. Policy evaluation can take place at any point in the policy process, but is often conducted during or after policy implementation. Many assessments of policy are fragmentary or anecdotal (e.g., the Media always exaggerates disaster damage, and disaster victims always seek more assistance than they deserve, etc.). Different evaluators use different values criteria in analyzing the same policy.

Some policy evaluation centers on the operation of particular programs in order to determine, for example, how honestly the program was implemented or how efficiently (economical) the program implementation has been. This, however, says little about a program’s impact on society.

Anderson is more preoccupied with SYSTEMATIC EVALUATION, which rests on an objective evaluation of programs to measure their societal impact and the extent to which they are achieving their fundamental objectives. Of cardinal importance here is the effects a policy has had on the public need or problem to which it is directed. Costs and benefits are considered together. A key concern is a policy’s actual IMPACT. Findings of systematic evaluation are more fact-based than findings of program evaluation or anecdotal reviews.

Some evaluators are motivated by self-service.

Policy Impact

POLICY OUTPUTS are things actually done by agencies in pursuit of policy decisions and statements. Outputs can usually be counted, totaled, and statistically analyzed. However, outputs often ignore policy outcomes.

POLICY OUTCOMES deal with consequences for society that stem from Governmental action or inaction. It considers whether policies are accomplishing their purposes, whether the policies are changing society and whether the changes produced are intended. Policy outputs are not ignored in determining policy outcomes.

Policy outcome research requires that the evaluator know how the target population is defined, or precisely what non-human problem is being addressed. Policy may have intended or unintended consequences, or both. Differentiating short-term and long-term effects is also necessary. Sometimes policies produce third-party effects, or spillover effects (called externalities by economists). Externalities can be positive (good) or negative (bad). Policies often yield future effects, and some effort should be made to measure future effects qualitatively and quantitatively. For example, FEMA Public Assistance which replaces a destroyed bridge may provide construction employment and benefits to local building contractors such that the community not only receives a new bridge at minimal cost, but benefits from the spillover effects of construction spending.

Policy often involves public spending. Budgetary information is useful in policy evaluation. One gets a sense of degree of Governmental financial commitment to the policy over time. Governmental spending sometimes induces private spending to address certain problems, and so this can influence policy outcomes. Also, budget information often reveals subsidies to third parties, sunk cost commitments, and cost effects on privately regulated parties.

Policies often produce indirect benefits for communities. Evaluation may reveal that a policy is more symbolic than tangible. Symbolic policies produce no real changes in society’s condition. Policy evaluation may also disclose weak enforcement, cumbersome and slow administration, and other faults. Evaluation may also reveal beneficial outcomes; sometimes this is so even for symbolic policies.

Problems in Evaluation

Determining cause-and-effect relationships and tightly measuring policy impacts is sometimes very difficult. Often there is heated debate over what the policy is actually intended to do. This is especially so when policy goals are unclear and when priorities have not been assigned.

Systematic evaluation requires that societal changes must be unarguably caused by policy actions. The problem should not have been corrected or improved independent of the policy action taken to address it. Also, many policies are intended to deter various kinds of behavior (e.g., inducing people not to steal or not to commit violent crimes, encouraging corporations not to pollute, and deterring other nations from attacking the United States by provisioning the American military, etc.) This creates a “non-event” problem. How can evaluators prove that a Government policy was because someone DID NOT DO SOMETHING. It is easier to ascertain why someone did something than it is to explain the reasons why someone did not do something. For example, some experts claim that homeowners do not take logical, low-cost steps to mitigate disaster damage to their domiciles because they reason that post-disaster Government help will repair and replace damaged property. While there may be some truth to this claim, it is very difficult to prove a negative. For example, homeowners may simply be uninformed about home disaster mitigation and once informed, they may take the necessary actions.

Policies often embody unstated goals and often produce effects on populations or interests not targeted. Some policies have very long range impacts that are not immediately apparent in current policy making.

Securing accurate and relevant data about a policy problem is difficult. 

· How many cancer cases did the EPA prevent through the implementation of tougher vehicular air pollution control rules and enforcement activity? 

· How will a middle class tax cut change the American economy? 

· How can American educational reforms be evaluated if all American K-12 students did not take the same examination(s)? 

· How will the American protection of its domestic textile industry impact consumer prices for clothing and the behavior of other nations anxious to protect their own textile businesses, et cetera? 

An absence of data does not necessarily mean that an evaluation cannot be done. Also, good measurement involves evaluation design that uses a control group. Sometimes experimenters are not permitted to use control groups.

Cost-benefit studies require the identification of various costs and benefits of a project. Often costs are not absolutely clear and benefits are extremely difficult to define and measure. The absence of market pricing parallels in many Government programs makes it tough to put a price tag on policy benefits. 

Official Resistance

Policy evaluation involves making judgments on the merits of policy. So program officials may fear that, if the policy evaluation is going to turn up negatives or uncomplimentary findings, they must torpedo it. Agency officials often withhold data or do not permit access to records. Often upper-level managers support policy evaluation because it helps them judge the relative effectiveness of the many programs under their jurisdiction.

Public officials often want to see policy results too soon in the life of a new public policy and its implementing program. However, if evaluations are one-time snapshots of policy, they may fail to detect change over time in the policy. The evaluations themselves may lack impact if they are poorly designed, rely on inadequate data, or are inconclusive. Systematic evaluations rarely, if ever, result in the termination of a program.

Policy Evaluators

Many university researchers and private think-tank analysts conduct evaluations of public policy. Public interest and private interest organizations often do likewise. However, “major league” evaluation is done through Congressional Committee oversight and by the Congress’ General Accounting Office (GAO). Congressional oversight can involve casework, committee hearings, the appropriations process, staff studies and approval of Presidential appointees.

The GAO conducts innumerable evaluations of Government policies both in a broad context and in extreme detail. One GAO report might be titled, “The Future of America’s Space Program: A Critique of NASA Plans,” while another might be titled “Loose Wing Screws Reveal Contractor Incompetence in Manufacture of the Air Force’s C5-A Cargo Jet.” GAO studies may be of help in researching assigned papers for this course. Single copies of GAO reports can be obtained for FREE by writing U.S. GAO, P.O. Box 6015, Gaithersburg, MD 20884-6015 or by faxing a request to (301) 258-4066. Monthly announcements of GAO publications may be received through the same address and fax. 

Presidential commissions or committees are another means of policy evaluation. The Tower Commission evaluated the Iran-Contra controversy of the Reagan Administration. Sometimes the results of commission evaluations trigger agency reorganizations or new laws. Vice-President Gore’s Reinventing Government Committee helped to supervise and promote reform of the Federal Emergency Management Agency during President Clinton’s first term. Its work involved extensive policy evaluation and critical agency self-examination.

Evaluations are often embodied in various budgeting techniques, like Management by Objectives, Program-Plan-Budgeting (PPB), et cetera. Review the difference between formative and summative evaluations. Congress often requires that agencies conduct evaluations of their programs and policies. Regulatory review groups conduct evaluations of proposed agency regulations and initiatives. Policy evaluation is often a political process. 

Why Public Policies Sometimes Fail to Meet Their Goals

The list of reasons may be endless, but general explanations often involve inadequate resources made available to address the problem, agency officials may have decided to address only one small feature of the broader goal they were assigned, the problem attacked by the policy was so multifaceted that the agency could not have succeeded in producing a favorable total impact, people and forces may have adapted to a policy in a way that negates its impact (e.g., a fuzz buster vs. the 55 mph speed limit in the book is a good example). Also policies may have incompatible goals. One agency’s task is to do one thing while another agency’s task is to do the opposite. Surgeon General in HHS launches campaign to get people to stop smoking while simultaneously the USDA runs a program to protect and increase tobacco production of American farmers.

Another reason why a policy could fail is because it involves costs and consequences that people are unwilling to accept. People want water pollution stopped but don’t want to have their taxes raised to come up with the billions needed to cleanup the Nation’s waters. Also, many public problems cannot be solved, or cannot be solved completely. New problems sometimes eclipse old policies; energy shortages vs. environmental protection, and international crises vs. attention to domestic programs.

Many policies are implemented by other levels of government. States and localities fundamentally handle American criminal law enforcement, States handle many areas of business regulation. Poor Federal-State-local agency coordination can hobble good policy implementation.

Finally, policy goals are often stated in absolute terms which are impossible to achieve. Agencies may reduce problems partially, but never be able to solve them completely. Eliminating the destructiveness of disaster agents or ending all crime, poverty, racism, war, pollution, energy and resource waste, and ignorance, etc. is not Governmentally feasible at this time, however, reducing the degree of these problems may indeed be possible.

Policy Response to Evaluation

Political officials may consider political feasibility in their review of the results of a policy evaluation. Evaluations are a form of policy feedback. They may allow midcourse corrections, adjustments, and amendments of existing law. Policies may be terminated after certain evaluations if the evaluation discovered that the problem the old policy addressed had been solved; if a program’s costs are grossly exceeding its benefits; if policy coalitions that supported the original policy fall apart and fail to defend the policy when a negative evaluation of it appears; or, if identifiable interests groups that first benefited from a policy come to abandon or to attack it given the findings of an evaluation. Some policies are terminated when they are found to be unnecessary, wasteful, or inappropriate.
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APPENDIX F

KEY WORD LIST OF DISASTER, HAZARD, AND EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT TERMS

The following keyword list should be helpful in library subject searches into the politics of emergency management. It represents the terminology used by the U.S. National Science Foundation.


acid rain

air pollution

armed conflict

asbestos

ashfall 
NOTE:
relates specifically to volcanic eruption

avalanche

biological

biotechnology

blizzard use winter storm

climate

coastal erosion

cold

cyclone 
NOTE:
use hurricane as search term or use free text search for cyclone

debris flow

deforestation

desertification

disease

drought

dust storm

earthquake

El Nino

electromagnetic radiation 
NOTE:
means the phenomenon as a 
health hazard (e.g., radar, and 


TV emissions, etc.)



erosion 
NOTE:
use coastal erosion or soil 
erosion




expansive soil 
 
NOTE:
revised term—use expansive 
soil# as search term



explosion 
NOTE: 
means man-made or 
technological event

fire

NOTE: 
use wildfire for naturally occurring 
events; use structural fire for all other 
events. Search wild fire OR 
wildfire



flood

· alluvial fan

· coastal

· dam failure

· flash

· glacial
NOTE:
second term precedes flood to


identify specific type of flood 
dam failure flash glacial



ice-jam


karst 
NOTE: 
an irregular limestone in which 
erosion has produced fissures, 
sinkholes, underground streams and 
caverns

· lake

· mudflow

· riverine

· snowmelt

· storm surge

· stormwater

fog

food
NOTE: 
the term hazards has been deleted 
from previous editions

frost

geologic hazards 
NOTE:
use for 3 or more hazards; list 
each specific hazard if document 
contains substantial material (chapter 
or paper) on topic; do not confuse 
with mass earth movements as 
generic term

groundwater depletion

groundwater pollution

hail

hazardous facilities 
NOTE:
means critical facility, as in 
power plants and gas or chemical 
storage depots, etc.

hazardous materials

hazardous materials 


transportation

hazardous wastes
NOTE:
includes toxic waste(s)

heat


hurricane
NOTE:
includes cyclone, typhoon, 
tropical 
storm



ice storm 
NOTE:
explicit term



indoor air pollution 
NOTE: 
everything not radon

induced seismicity

landslide 
NOTE:
includes rockfall

lava

lightning

liquefaction

meteorological hazards 
NOTE:
use for 3 or more hazards; list all 
hazards if substantial material 
(chapter, paper) or 
unique hazard is 
included



mass earth movements 
NOTE: 
do not confuse with geologic 
hazards

mudflow

mudslide

multihazards 
NOTE:
use for collections in which 
many natural hazards are dealt 
with; list all hazards if substantial 
material (chapter or paper) or unique 
hazard is included

natural gas

noise

nuclear power 
NOTE: 
includes anything to do with 
such facilities



nuclear weapons
NOTE: 
includes nuclear war

oil spill

pollution 
NOTE: 
try to specify air groundwater, 
water, or ocean



ozone depletion 
NOTE: 
new term in this revision



radiation 
NOTE: 
try to be specify electromagnetic or 
nuclear



radioactive waste
NOTE:
includes both high- and low- 
level—note singular

radon


sea level rise


seiche


sinkhole


snow
NOTE:
use winter storm

social violence


soil erosion


structural failure
NOTE:
bridges, buildings, etc.

subsidence


technological hazards
NOTE:
use for collections with numerous 
hazards; specify each hazard if 
substantial material (chapter or paper) 
is warranted



terrorism
NOTE:
do not confuse with armed 
conflict



thunderstorm
NOTE:
use for severe storms

tornado


toxic chemicals
NOTE:
use for both specific and 
generic 
instances



transportation accident
NOTE: 
includes all types of accidents (i.e.,


aircraft, ship, railroad, etc.)



tropical storm
NOTE: use hurricane

tsunami


typhoon
NOTE:
use hurricane; use free text


search to locate locales where


term is used



utility failure
NOTE:
includes brownouts and


blackouts



volcano


water pollution
NOTE:
surface or ocean pollution; 


includes sanitation

wind


winter storm
NOTE:
generic term for snow, blizzard, most 
phenomena associated with winter


HAZARD RESPONSE AND MANAGEMENT TERMS


agricultural assistance

awareness

behavior, crowd
NOTE:
means organizational or group


individual behavior—used 
infrequently

building codes


building design


channelization


civil defense


climate impact assessment


coastal zone management


communication
NOTE:
as in lifeline (i.e., radio, television, 
two-way radio, telecommunications)



computer application
NOTE:
new term as of 9/88

computer mapping


computer modeling


cost-benefit analysis


crisis intervention
NOTE:
used infrequently; DM does not use



dam safety
NOTE:
means policy, not dam failure



damage assessment
NOTE:
means estimation, tabulation, etc.,


after an event



data analysis
NOTE:
means discussion about criteria for 
analyzing data

data management


data sources
NOTE:
means discussion about how or where 
data is located



decisionmaking
NOTE:
means discussion about the 
process

disaster assistance
NOTE:
means discussion about the 
process, results, policies

disaster declaration


disaster exercise
NOTE:
means an actual document or a 
discussion of a planned or completed 
exercise



disaster plan
NOTE:
means an actual plan, not a 
process



disclosure
NOTE:
means legally required procedure

earth-covered building


economic analysis


economic development
NOTE:
reserved for policy using disaster 
assistance for LDC 
development—not 
used with industrialized nations



education
NOTE:
means document about hazard 
education or process for hazard 
awareness



educational materials
NOTE:
means actual item used for 
hazard 
education



emergency communications
NOTE:
means during crisis period

emergency management


emergency operations center


emergency planning
NOTE:
before an event



emergency response
NOTE:
during and after an event

emergency shelter


emergent groups
NOTE:
as defined by Quarantelli and DRC



enforcement
NOTE:
of laws and regulations



environmental impact
NOTE:
means damage to environment by 
hazard or disaster—new term as of 
9/88



environmental studies
NOTE:
means non-disaster, non-hazard 
impacts, and statements, etc.



ethics
NOTE:
means philosophical problems 
associated with disasters/hazards



evacuation
NOTE:
includes crisis relocation



evacuation modeling
NOTE:
infrequently used



false alarm
NOTE:
means false prediction alert; 
search as false alarm#



federal government
NOTE:
used sparingly, miscellaneous last 
resort for United States category

federal funding


federal planning
NOTE:
prior to disaster



federal response
NOTE:
after a disaster

floodplain management


floodproofing


forecasting
NOTE:
of meteorological events—not 
geological events; search as 
forecasting AND (type of 
hazard)



frequency
NOTE:
new term as of 9/88; use mostly with 
meteorological events, particularly 
flood



foreign government
NOTE:
means specific national 
government, not United States



foreign funding
NOTE:
means specific non United 
States 
government (want to stay away from 
3-term keyword)

foreign planning


foreign response


geographic information 
systems


hospitals


housing
NOTE:
means temporary housing, not 
emergency shelter



incentive
NOTE:
means tax measures, other compliance 
incentives

information transfer
NOTE:
e.g., to officials, decisionmakers; 
includes transfer of information from 
other officials, and also transfer of 
research theory or results to 
decisionmakers



insurance
NOTE:
can be used alone for general 
discussion of hazard insurance; for 
specific hazard insurance, search 
(hazard) AND insurance



integrated emergency 
management
NOTE:
refers to FEMA concept introduced 


c. 1982



intergovernmental
NOTE:
the word “agency” is implied here; 
usually an agency acting for two or 
more levels or bodies of 
government



international
NOTE:
means miscellaneous, last resort for 
international mitigation measures

international funding


international planning


international response


interorganizational
NOTE:
new term; refers to interaction of 
governmental and nongovernmental 
entities, usually as used by 
Quarantelli, DRC



land acquisition
NOTE:
for hazard management



land use management
NOTE:
policies, processes for hazard, 
sometimes environment planning



legislation-regulation
NOTE:
implies development, use, 
interpretation of laws and regulations; SEARCH: 
e.g. local (or flood, etc.) AND 


legislation-regulation

liability


litigation


local government
NOTE:
means anything not covered by 
following “local” terms:

· local funding


· local planning


· local response




loss estimation
NOTE:
estimate made prior to an event

mapping


media
NOTE:
means print and electronic, etc.

mental health services


microcomputers
NOTE: means tool for mitigation



microzonation
NOTE: narrower term than land use 
management



multilevel government
NOTE:
use intergovernmental



nonstructural measures
NOTE:
usually implies floodplain 
mitigation—also used for 
“nonstructural elements” as 
related to earthquakes



politics
NOTE:
important term—refers to political 
processes that make or implement 
policy



prediction
NOTE:
used for geological hazards, not 
meteorological hazards, e.g., 
earthquake



preparedness
NOTE:
means long-term planning



prevention
NOTE: means actual stopping of disaster 
before it occurs—used infrequently



private sector
NOTE:
used sparingly—mostly if funding or 
specific mitigation activities are 
involved



property value
NOTE:
used particularly if change of 
value occurs due to disaster or 
siting in hazardous area

psychological impact
NOTE:
any study that measures or 
discusses 
disaster stress or impact on the 
individual



public participation
NOTE:
related term is citizen 
participation



public policy
NOTE:
result of the political process



public relations
NOTE:
generally means the policy 
and 
process that agencies, and
organizations communicate to 
public, and the media during and after 
a disaster



public safety
NOTE:
means fire and police actions 
during and after an event



reconstruction
NOTE:
generally means long-term 
actions and 
policy



recovery
NOTE:
generally means medium-term 
actions and policy generally use 
with reconstruction if period is 
unclear or nebulous



recreation
NOTE:
usually used with floodplain- 
related planning



regional government
NOTE:
use for miscellaneous or if the 
following don’t apply:

· regional funding


· regional planning


· regional response




religion
NOTE:
new term 9/88—used 
infrequently, mostly if religious 
beliefs/practices aid or impair 
mitigation



relocation
NOTE:
means relocation of properties as 
distinguished from resettlement, the 
relocation of entire groups



research
NOTE:
reserved term—and use disaster 
studies instead



research application
NOTE:
use only if item is about how 
research was applied; (e.g., 
specific examples of activities that 
have taken place)



resettlement
NOTE:
usually of large groups



risk assessment
NOTE:
use for risk analysis

risk communication


risk management


risk perception


sanitation


search and rescue


seismic safety
NOTE:
amorphous term—use sparingly, if at 
all; almost any mitigation procedure 
leads to seismic safety self-help



siting
NOTE:
of facilities and single-place 
things, up to subdivisions; for 
larger scales, use land use 
management and/or local planning



social impact
NOTE:
used often—implies disaster 
impact on groups



state government
NOTE: miscellaneous term used when one of 
the following does not apply:

· state funding


· state planning


· state response




stormwater management


structural design
NOTE:
as differentiated from building 
design



structural materials
NOTE: used infrequently



structural measures
NOTE:
used most often in connection 
with floodplain management;
however, can be used with landslide, 
etc.

survival


training
NOTE:
of specific hazard or disaster 
personnel—includes training 
tools

triage


warning equipment
NOTE:
includes hardware, telemetry, etc.



warning methods
NOTE:
includes content, timing, 
dissemination, choice of media, and 
credibility, etc.



warning responses
NOTE: means how individuals and 
groups 
perceive, and respond



warning systems
NOTE:
new term 9/88; means general 
discussion of total warning 
concept

water conservation


water resources management
NOTE:
used frequently



weather forecasting
NOTE:
redundant term, but use it anyway

weather modification


wetland management


zoning
NOTE:
used infrequently when specific policy 
or process is discussed

____________________________________________________________________

HAZARD TERMS RELATED TO SPECIAL TOPICS AND PLACES

____________________________________________________________________

alluvial fans

arid region 
NOTE:
new term as of 9/88

barrier islands

floodplain management

hazardous facilities
NOTE:
means critical facilities hospitals



rural areas
NOTE:
means substantial discussion 
exists on hazards/disasters in 
these regions



schools
NOTE:
means problems specifically 
associated with schools, not 
education as a process



urban areas
NOTE:
means substantial discussion 
exists on hazards/disasters in 
such regions

wetlands


wetland management


____________________________________________________________________

HAZARD TERMS RELATED TO SPECIAL GROUPS

____________________________________________________________________

animals 

NOTE:
new term 9/88—as predictive 
tool, impact on

children


disabled persons
NOTE:
means both 
physically or mentally 
disabled



disaster workers
NOTE:
means relief personnel, rescuers, 
counselors

elderly


ethnic groups
NOTE:
includes concept of minority 
groups



gender
NOTE:
used as of 8/87—means gender 
differentiated studies, i.e., response 
and perception of hazards

hospitals


LDCs
NOTE:
important concept—means less 
developed countries; disaster 
studies dealing with such nations as 
contrasted with the industrialized 
nations



lenders
NOTE:
means bankers, S&Ls, 
governments, etc.



low-income
NOTE:
use for “poor,” etc.



realtors
NOTE:
specific term—those who deal in real 
estate



refugees
NOTE:
used infrequently—indicates 
group concept



schools
NOTE:
used infrequently—concept not 
defined

victims


volunteers
NOTE:
means any group involved at any time 
in all phases of hazard or disaster 
management



voluntary agencies
NOTE:
includes church groups

____________________________________________________________________

HAZARD TERMS RELATED TO 

SPECIAL ACTIVITIES AND STRUCTURES

____________________________________________________________________

agricultural economics


agricultural impact
NOTE:
new term 9/88



business
NOTE:
means commercial and industrial 
activities

economic impact


hazardous facilities
NOTE:
means critical facilities

hospitals


lifelines
NOTE:
means utilities, etc., and
engineering for them



maritime facilities
NOTE:
means ports, and riverine and 
maritime facilities



masonry
NOTE:
used entirely in connection with 
earthquakes



mobile homes
NOTE:
as differentiated from buildings



mortgage
NOTE:
used infrequently—usually in 
context with lenders



museums
NOTE:
use records

private sector


property value
NOTE:
includes appraisal



records
NOTE:
use for records such as land 
titles, libraries, museums, where 
valuable information and archives are 
kept

social impact


schools


transportation
NOTE:
special subset of lifelines

TERMS RELATED TO MEDICAL AND HEALTH ISSUES

disabled persons


disaster medicine
NOTE:
mean after event—medium 
and long 
term

disease


emergency medical services
NOTE:
means short-term services during and 
after the event



epidemiology
NOTE:
means the total context of post-
disaster disease



famine
NOTE:
means a condition regardless of cause



first aid
NOTE:
by nonprofessional personnel



food hazards
NOTE:
includes body handling

forensic medicine


health impact
NOTE:
use public health(the ubiquitous)

hospitals


mass casualties
NOTE:
used sparingly—generic discussion of



medicine
NOTE:
the profession—used sparingly, if at 
all



mental health services
NOTE:
means services provided, not 
psychological impact

morbidity


mortality


nutrition


psychological impact


psychology
NOTE:
includes psychiatry



public health
NOTE:
means health impact

toxicology


triage


victims
NOTE:
used sparingly, if at all

TERMS RELATED TO RESEARCH FIELDS OR SUBJECTS OF RESEARCH

agricultural economics


agriculture


anthropology
NOTE:
used occasionally—helps identify 
studies having an anthropological 
perspective



archeology
NOTE:
identifies studies like P. Sheets, R. 
Blong



architecture
NOTE:
has moderate use



banking
NOTE:
infrequent use



biology
NOTE:
new term—used occasionally

chemistry


climate impact assessment


climatology


computer science
NOTE:
use not defined, but contains the term 
computer



construction
NOTE:
new term 9/88—means problems 
associated with the actual builders 
rather than the designers

cross-cultural study


demography


disaster studies
NOTE:
important term—synonym for 
“research”



earth sciences
NOTE:
used sparingly, if at all economic 
impact

education


energy studies
NOTE:
means all types of energy generation



engineering
NOTE:
new term 9/88—omitted from 
early keywords; if possible, add type 
of engineering—civil, structural, etc.



environmental studies
NOTE:
includes ecology

epidemiology


geography


geomorphology
NOTE:
used more often than geography



geophysics
NOTE:
used with proceedings, and 
reconnaissance reports that contain 
hard science material—for volcano, eq



hydraulics
NOTE:
new term 9/88



hydrology
NOTE:
used mostly in connection 
with flood, 
and dam safety materials—technical 
term



information science
NOTE:
new term 9/88



journalism
NOTE:
new term 9/88



law
NOTE:
new term 9/88—used in context 
with “legal impact”

mathematics


medicine


meteorology


multidisciplinary
NOTE:
used sparingly—means studies 
applying two or more fields of 
study to hazards mitigation



natural resource management
NOTE:
used sparingly, if at all

paleoseismology


oceanography


political science
NOTE:
useful term for emerging topic in 
hazards



psychology
NOTE:
includes psychiatry



public administration
NOTE:
includes concept of public planning

public health


radiology
NOTE:
new term 9/88

seismology


sociology


toxicology


veterinary
NOTE:
new term 11/88

volcanology
NOTE:
new term 9/88

water resources management


TERMS RELATED TO RESEARCH METHODS

case study
NOTE:
used often—example of 
organization preparedness, response, 
recovery, or reconstruction—also, if 
author considers his work to be case 
study



comparative analysis
NOTE:
means comparing two or more 
similar phenomena, (i.e., two 
cases of earthquake response, 
British vs. American floodplain 
management)

computer mapping


computer modeling
NOTE:
use if computer modeling is 
discussed as means of conducting 
studies, not if this technique is used in 
a given study



content analysis
NOTE:
useful term—limited mostly to 
journalism, electronic media, etc.



data analysis
NOTE:
used infrequently—nebulous 
term



historical survey
NOTE:
includes chronology—useful 
term—means that substantial part of 
the study or report contains 
historical information or data 
about past occurrence of disaster type, 
frequency, data, folklore, or anecdotal 
accounts of past disasters, etc.



interviews
NOTE:
DM does not use—meaningless term



longitudinal study
NOTE:
useful term—compares study 
objective at point(s) in time



modeling
NOTE:
use if general discussion focuses on 
modeling as a research technique

multidisciplinary
NOTE:
use sparingly, if at all



remote sensing
NOTE:
use if general discussion about this 
technique as a research and mitigation 
tool



scenario
NOTE:
useful term—use if scenario(s) are 
included in the study



survey
NOTE:
DM does not use—meaningless term



simulation
NOTE:
use in same sense as scenario



taxonomy
NOTE:
useful term—use if some type of 
hierarchical or taxonomical approach 
is made to integrate some aspect of 
hazard or disaster phenomena

ACRONYMS USED AS HAZARD TERMS

These acronyms are to be used as keywords only if the study or report etc. has criticisms or discussions about the agencies duties and performance; as such, their use is limited. However, it helps to quickly identify this type of material. It is very useful.

FEMA 
Federal Emergency Management Agency

IDNHR
International Decade for Natural Hazards 



Reduction



NOTE: Now called International Decade for




Natural Disaster Reduction

NEHRP
National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program

NFIP 



National Flood Insurance Program

NDMS 


National Disaster Medical System

NWS 



National Weather Service

COE 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

There are a number of acronyms that are very handy to have placed somewhere in the DOCINFO or AUTHOR field, including:

ECLAC
United Nations Economic Council for Latin


America and the Caribbean

CSSC



California Seismic Safety Commission

TVA



Tennessee Valley Authority


UNDRO


Office of the United Nations Disaster Relief



Organization

USGS 



United States Geological Survey

EPA 



Environmental Protection Agency

AID/OFDA
Department of State, Agency for International Development/Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance

APPENDIX G

FOREIGN DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM INFORMATION AND CASE STUDY

This Appendix contains the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance program information, entitled “Providing Humanitarian Assistance And Aiding Past Crisis Transitions: USAID’s Strategies For Sustainable Development” and a country case study, Yugoslavia (i.e., Serbia & Montenegro). This appendix information has been reformatted for easier reading while retaining the original wording. It serves as Session No. 29’s case study reading assignment. All materials presented below may be freely reproduced without copyright violation, for they are public announcements of the OFDA which have been circulated originally through the Internet.

The site may be visited through this address:

ofda-l@info.usaid.gov

The pathway is: USAID, Humanitarian Response, Strategy Papers, “Providing Humanitarian Assistance and Aiding Past Crisis Transitions.”

PROVIDING HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE AND AIDING 

PAST CRISIS TRANSITIONS:

USAID’s STRATEGIES FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

The Challenge

The United States has a long and generous tradition of providing assistance to the victims of manmade and natural disasters. Our nation has traditionally viewed humanitarian assistance as both an act of national conscience and an investment in the future. USAID thus was established as both a development agency and America’s primary means of providing emergency relief overseas. 

For Americans, humanitarian assistance is not an act of charity, but an integral part of our vision of how a community of nations, some fortunate and some troubled, should operate. USAID has earned a reputation for delivering relief to people in need quickly and effectively. The Agency has embodied the conviction that with time and a helping hand, even the most afflicted nation can become stable again and turn to the future with hope.

The end of the Cold War has created new challenges that test the capacity of USAID and the international community to provide relief. Even as superpower tensions have eased, religious and ethnic rivalries have sharpened. The sudden demise of the Soviet bloc left many fragile, internally conflicted states. A number of profoundly weak nations, particularly in Africa, have reached the point of terminal collapse. Other countries are struggling to implement fragile settlements to protracted internal wars.

Increasingly, tensions are exploding into armed conflict. Civilians have become primary targets, and thousands have been killed. Entire societies have been devastated. Millions of people have been internally displaced or turned into refugees, with scant means of earning a living, and little hope of repatriation.

Traditional disaster relief has been affected by these events. Societal breakdowns increasingly impede the integrated responses that work best against drought and famine. In a nation divided by civil war, every act of charity may be politicized by one faction or another.

The disintegration of civil society, in and of itself, invites disaster: Rising disorder devastates the economy and skews the distribution of food, water, and essential 

goods and services. It destroys local institutions that people normally rely upon to organize a response. It makes small calamities more severe and, thus, foments catastrophe.
The end of the Cold War has also created more so-called transitional situations—circumstances in which countries try to emerge from a national conflict, a significant political transition, or a natural disaster—where the timely provision of assistance can help revitalize society, reinforce institutions, and preserve national order. These countries have special needs that are not addressed by traditional disaster relief or long-term programs of sustainable development: the reintegration of dislocated populations, including demobilized soldiers; the restoration of elementary security and infrastructure; and the creation of political institutions. Transitional nations often are poised simultaneously for either growth or chaos. Given the opportunity and the risks—especially from the failure to act quickly and effectively—the donor community must try to respond.

USAID has learned four lessons in recent years that will guide our programs of humanitarian assistance.

1. 
Humanitarian relief and disaster planning are integral to sustainable development. Manmade and natural disasters can wipe out years of development in a matter of minutes. The costs of clean-up, reconstruction, and adjustment associated with large-scale natural disasters can impose burdens on a national economy that persist for years. War, famine, and environmental damage can undermine development for decades to come.

2. Annual losses from natural disasters now equal the total of official developmental assistance, so investments in prevention and mitigation promise a significant financial and strategic return. By enhancing local capacities to deal with disasters, the United States can help developing nations strengthen their technical resources, their ability to plan for the future, and ultimately, their resilience.

3. 
Increasing attention must be given to preparation for manmade and natural disasters and to the prevention or mitigation of their effects. Local politics and government policies are the hidden components of all disasters, even natural ones, for they can ease the impact of calamity or make it worse. Prevention, especially of manmade disasters, requires attention to policy, planning, and strengthening local capacities. Disaster preparation also demands careful examination of relief efforts and recovery plans and the assumptions on which they are based—before disaster strikes.

4. 
The United States cannot bear the burden alone. It must collaborate with other donors and encourage them to contribute their share of the spiraling costs of relief. Multilateral leadership, especially from the United Nations, is essential to resolving the underlying conflicts peacefully and to prevent discord from turning into a crisis and societal breakdown.

USAID’s humanitarian activities mandate cooperation at home and abroad. The United States must use its resources carefully and forge partnerships with every potential provider and contributor of humanitarian assistance in the United States, in the international donor community, and in developing nations. USAID believes that indigenous non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the local private sector are critical partners in formulating and implementing participatory, community-level programs for disaster prevention, mitigation, and reconstruction. In the aftermath of disaster, their involvement is essential to the restoration of infrastructure, social services, food security, and local political institutions. Moreover, longer-term rehabilitation and recovery programs to achieve sustainable growth at the national level must build upon grassroots activities that involve and empower local communities and individuals.

Humanitarian assistance is not an end in itself, but an integral part of an overall strategy for sustainable development. By helping nations acquire the means to plan for and respond to disasters, and by helping them return to the path of economic and social development, USAID can measurably contribute to a more peaceful and prosperous world.

Strategic Goals and Areas of Concentration

USAID will provide humanitarian assistance that saves lives, reduces suffering, helps victims return to self-sufficiency, and reinforces democracy. We will aid people in need without regard to the politics of their government.

We will focus on these types of challenges:

· Disaster prevention, preparedness, and mitigation.

· Timely delivery of disaster relief and short-term rehabilitation supplies and services.

· Preservation of basic institutions of civil governance during disaster and crisis and support for new democratic institutions during periods of national transition.

· Building and reinforcement of local capacity to anticipate and deal with disasters and their aftermath.

Operational Approaches

USAID will emphasize certain methodologies and operating styles as it provides humanitarian aid:

Coordination: The President has designated the USAID Administrator as his Special Coordinator for Disaster Assistance. As Special Coordinator, the Administrator organizes and oversees the response by the agencies and departments of the U.S. Government to foreign disasters. He also coordinates American relief efforts with those of other nations and donors.

The humanitarian, political, and military responses undertaken by the United States must be cohesive and mutually reinforcing. USAID attaches the highest priority to ensuring that its activities contribute to the U.S. Government’s policy objectives in the nation and region seeking assistance. USAID works closely with the Department of State and the Department of Defense to plan and implement relief operations, particularly the allocation of resources and the coordination of diplomatic and relief efforts.

The effectiveness of humanitarian assistance is determined by the workings of an international relief system. USAID helps to strengthen the capacity of the United Nations to provide humanitarian relief and coordinates closely with the U.N. peace-keeping operations when they are involved in nations receiving humanitarian aid.

USAID will work with:

· Other departments and agencies of the U.S. Government; 

· The United Nations and its agencies; 

· Multilateral development banks; 

· Other bilateral donors; 

· International relief organizations; 

· Private voluntary organizations (PVOs), particularly those based in the United States and in recipient countries; 

· Cooperative development organizations; 

· United States and foreign corporations; 

· Universities, colleges, and academic associations; 

· Business and trade associations, professional groups and groups whose members possess specific technical skills; and 

· Individual volunteers and activists to coordinate disaster planning, allocate resources and technical services, determine prepositioning of supplies, establish systems of transportation and delivery, and make in-situ assessments.

Coordination should include such things as:

· Enhanced cooperation with technical agencies of the U.S. Government that are skilled in the environmental and energy aspects of disaster management; 

· Closer ties to technical, medical, industrial, academic, and professional associations to facilitate donations of cash, supplies, and skilled labor;

· Relationships with local and international businesses to utilize their facilities and community ties to plan for and coordinate responses to disasters; 

· Ties with academic institutions, in the United States and abroad, to train individuals and communities in disaster prevention, mitigation, and management; 

· Programs to develop local and national disaster plans; and 

· Establishment of advanced communication networks and the sharing of technical resources and information.

USAID has extensive experience providing humanitarian assistance and the expertise necessary to manage large, complex relief programs. USAID’s field missions possess an understanding of the local environment that is essential to the success of these programs. Our capabilities may be further strengthened by close coordination with international and indigenous NGOs, America’s natural partners in development.

Rapid Response: USAID has developed and maintains the capacity to begin delivering relief supplies and services within hours after the occurrence of a natural disaster. Working with PVOs and the U.N.’s World Food Program, USAID has also developed and continues to maintain the ability to operate large-scale emergency feeding programs.

USAID is now developing the wherewithal to respond rapidly in countries undergoing crises and transition to new political and economic systems. These include failed and “teetering” states, those subject to internationally negotiated settlements of protracted wars, and newly independent and newly democratizing states.

Certain crises and transitions have urgent requirements that traditional programs of disaster relief, peace-keeping, and long-term development do not address. In many cases, intrinsically manageable crises have spiraled out of control, at great cost and suffering, because of the inability of the international system to fill this “gap” quickly. Our rapid response capability will enable us to assist governments in planning and assessing how to maintain basic governmental services and civil authority, restore essential infrastructure, and introduce political development programs in time to encourage democracy.

Integrated Approaches: Too often, the need for humanitarian assistance the byproduct of poverty-related degradation of natural resources, such as desertification or flooding due to deforestation, or the disintegration of food production systems and communal security nets. It is much cheaper to conserve existing economic assets and systems than it is to rebuild them.

Effective developmental programs provide an important buffer against natural disasters. USAID will assess all of its programs to ensure that they do not directly or indirectly contribute to manmade disasters or exacerbate natural disasters. USAID will encourage host governments and local participants to examine whether current economic practices contribute to cycles of crisis. USAID will support programs, especially those dealing with the environment and economic development, to strengthen the ability of society to weather disasters, respond effectively, and recuperate quickly. By emphasizing participatory development, the building of local capacity, and the acquisition of disaster management skills, USAID will enhance the ability of host countries to pursue sustainable development and to sustain that development even in the most difficult circumstances.

Programs and Methods

The types of humanitarian assistance USAID will provide depends on the circumstances of each specific situation and each country. To ensure that the United States can respond effectively, USAID’s resources will be allocated to the following programs:

Disaster preparedness, mitigation and prevention: Preparedness activities will be concentrated in disaster-prone countries. These may include such programs as:

· Cyclone warning systems; 

· Volcano monitoring and evacuation plans; 

· Earthquake risk management; 

· Famine mitigation, including early warning, vulnerability mapping, and coping strategies; and 

· Professional training in disaster management. 

These programs will focus on:

· Preventing and mitigating disasters through improved construction and siting practices; 

· Enhanced policies, regulation, and enforcement; 

· Modern industrial and environmental planning and safety procedures; and 

· Planned emergency responses and improved crisis coordination.

USAID will also preposition relief stocks in strategic locations around the world.

Assessment of requirements: USAID will maintain its practice of assessing emergency conditions in order to identify relief needs and establish American relief priorities. Such assessments may be performed by field missions or by USAID/Washington in close coordination with indigenous and international NGOs and international disaster experts. In some cases, specific assessments of food needs may be necessary.

Delivery of disaster relief, supplies, and services: Major disasters will normally require close coordination with other donors, especially the United Nations and its agencies, and other agencies of the U.S. Government. Indigenous, U.S., and international PVOs frequently participate in the delivery of assistance. Early disaster relief may include:

· Feeding programs; 

· Disease control and emergency medical services, including immunizations, child survival interventions, and maternal and reproductive health care; 

· Emergency shelter; and 

· Restoration of communications, basic transportation, and financial services.

Disaster Assistance Response Teams: In selected cases involving especially serious emergencies or in situations where there is no on-site field presence, Disaster Assistance Response Teams (DARTs) will be used to assess needs. DARTs may also be used to coordinate USAID’s response with other donors and the host government, to direct USAID relief efforts, and to strengthen communication and coordination among other agencies of the U.S. Government, such as the Department of Defense, as well as NGOs and other donors.

Crisis and transition assistance: will concentrate on planning and coordinating programs that help nations return to the path of sustainable development. Specific actions depend on the needs of the country and the contributions of other donors.

USAID will evaluate potential crises and transitions and may dispatch evaluation teams to provide on-site assessments of transition needs, resources, and capabilities. Other transition activities may include:

· Planning and assessing the need for aid for demobilization, training, and the social and economic reintegration of dislocated populations, especially women, children, internally displaced people, refugees, and former combatants;

· Supporting the processes of political reconciliation; 

· Technical and logistical support for the drafting of new national charter documents; 

· Training to improve civil-military relations; 

· Assistance with judicial reform, the administration of justice, and the protection of human rights; 

· Help in organizing, conducting, and monitoring elections; 

· Reinforcement of national and communal institutions; 

· Providing short-term support to strengthen local NGOs; 

· Assisting other relief and development agencies in locating and utilizing services and resources; 

· Seeking matching funds and donations to leverage limited resources; and

· Working closely with the U.S. Department of State and multilateral organizations to help ensure the safety of aid and relief workers.

Since the reestablishment of a degree of food security is an important step in the return to normality, USAID will assist nations that have just emerged from the most acute crisis phase to revive their agricultural production by providing seed, fertilizer, tools, and technical expertise. This will permit first- and second-year planting and help farmers and people returning to the farm and to end their dependence on relief. Food aid itself can be an effective transition tool where, by use of monetization through the private sector, it is specifically targeted at restoring food markets that have been disrupted by crisis.

Finally, the development of enhanced technical capacities by PVOs and multilateral partners is critical to the delivery of humanitarian assistance. The increased capability of these organizations can only assist USAID’s mission.

Measuring Results

The impact of humanitarian assistance cannot be measured only in terms of supplies shipped; the ultimate test comes from judging whether lives have been saved and communities revived. This is a complex and long-term process, and to find answers, four areas for assessing performance must be addressed:

1.
First, the structure for responding to disasters and to the needs of countries in crisis and transition must be in place. Before crises occur, USAID, in close coordination with other agencies of the U.S. Government, multilateral agencies, PVOs, and local authorities, will ask:

· Have supplies been stockpiled and service providers identified? Are supplies secure from loss and theft? When USAID moves to deliver goods and services, do they go to the right place in the right amount with the intended effect?

· Have the prevention, mitigation, and preparedness activities of USAID anticipated needs and are they effective? Have local communities and businesses been enlisted for planning, prevention, and response? Do proposed shipments of supplies match and maximize local skills and capacities? In view of past disasters locally and regionally, are preparations commensurate with likely needs?

· Are the partnerships and relations with the United Nations (including the World Food Program) and the PVOs understood by all? Are mechanisms in place to coordinate supplies, donations, and offers of skilled labor and ensure that they are delivered where and when they are needed? 

2.
Second, actual delivery of supplies and services must be timely and effective. During crises, USAID and its partners will ask: 

· Do disaster relief supplies and services reach their intended destination in time to make a difference? Are all forms of emergency relief supplies readily available and accessible to the intended beneficiaries, including women, children, the elderly, indigenous peoples, refugees, and members of minorities?

· Do specific programs intended to save lives or reduce malnutrition, such as emergency feeding programs, have the intended impact?

· Are profiteering and misuse effectively controlled? Are food and other relief supplies distributed so as not to discourage local production or distort local prices and markets?

· Do programs of disease control and emergency medical services, including immunizations, child survival interventions, and maternal and reproductive health care, have access to necessary supplies and are they coordinated with food and nutrition interventions?

3.
Third, in transitional and crisis situations, assistance must target the institutions and needs critical to the resumption of sustained development, civil life, and democratic governance. USAID and its partners will ask: 

· Has the response to countries in crisis and transition been appropriate to their needs, political situation, and indigenous capacities?

· Have national and local political institutions been strengthened? Have key elements of the infrastructure, such as housing, communications, basic transportation, and financial services, been reinforced? Are the specific needs of internally displaced people and refugees being addressed?

· Has food security increased throughout the country? Do farmers have greater access to seed, fertilizer, and appropriate technology? Has local food production increased significantly and/or are more people able to acquire the income needed to purchase food?

· Has there been measurable progress toward national reconciliation and invigoration of the mechanisms of conflict resolution, as indicated by fair and open elections, constitutional conventions, new legal codes, reintegration of combatants, etc. Is there evidence of decreased disorder in cities and in the countryside? Is there increased respect for human rights?

4.
Fourth, follow-on mechanisms, after relief and rehabilitation, must be in place to help prevent cycles of crisis and to permit countries to cope with their own natural disasters and political crises. After the crisis stage has passed, USAID and its partners will ask:

· Is USAID, in coordination with local authorities and communities, PVOs, and multilateral institutions, developing and implementing long-term development programs that measurably enhance the ability of countries to anticipate and manage natural disasters? Are the economic, political, environmental, social, and institutional causes of manmade disasters being addressed?

· Have countries in crisis and transition made measurable progress toward a political and economic transformation?

Humanitarian assistance activities ultimately must be measured by simple, yet profound standards: 

· Do these activities prevent human misery that is avoidable? 

· Do they provide relief for human misery that is not? 

· Does this assistance help countries that have suffered natural or manmade disasters and crises return to the path of sustainable development?

Strategy Papers Available

Overview

Protecting the Environment

Building Democracy

Stabilizing World Population and Growth Protecting Human Health

Encouraging Broad-Based Economic Growth

Providing Humanitarian Assistance and Aiding Post-Crisis Transistions
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Background

The U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) is the lead U.N. agency providing humanitarian assistance throughout the former Yugoslavia. The U.N.’s World Food Program (WFP) is the primary food donor throughout the region. The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) carries out protection activities related to detainees, missing persons, and family tracing activities. Many international and local Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) operating in the region also make a significant contribution to the coordinated relief effort. The U.N. Protection Force (UNPROFOR), recently renamed the U.N. Peace Force, is responsible for escorting relief convoys in B-H [Bosnia-Herzegovina]. In October 1992, the U.N. authorized North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) aircraft to enforce the “no-fly zone” over B-H, prohibiting combatants’ military flights in Bosnia’s airspace.

Numbers Affected

According to the U.N. Updated Consolidated Interagency Appeal for the former Yugoslavia, issued in late May 1995, the beneficiary population has decreased from 2.27 million to 2.1 million. The planning figure for B-H and Croatia remained at 1.4 million, while the target number for the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) decreased from 370,000 to 200,000.

Total U.S. Government Assistance FY 1991 1995 (to date)

$918,784,014

Current Situation

On July 11, the Bosnian Serb forces launched an offensive against the Muslim-dominated eastern enclave and U.N. designated safe haven of Srebrenica, resulting in an estimated 30,000 displaced persons. According to UNPROFOR, on July 12, the Dutch troops moved from defending the “safe area” to protecting the displaced persons who have fled their homes and are congregating around the Dutch UNPROFOR battalion headquarters in Potocari (3 miles north of Srebrenica). The Bosnian Serbs are dividing the displaced into three groups: 1) men; 2) wounded; and 3) women and children. The international humanitarian community is poised to respond to the emergency needs of the displaced and vulnerable population as the situation develops.

Predominately Muslim towns such as Bihac in the north, Zepa and Gorazde in the east, as well as the capital Sarajevo, are also surrounded by Bosnian Serb forces and their populations are dependent on international humanitarian assistance. The UNHCR humanitarian airlift to Sarajevo has been suspended since April 8 due to security concerns near the airport. Humanitarian relief deliveries to Sarajevo, Bihac, and the eastern enclaves have been reduced to a trickle. UNHCR reported that food shortages in Sarajevo, Bihac, and the eastern enclaves are the worst since the war began due to the recent hostilities and continued Bosnian Serb refusals to allow the convoys safe access through its territory.

Securing access to Sarajevo, Bihac, and the eastern enclaves remains the most serious challenge to the international humanitarian community particularly in light of the recent Bosnian Serb hostilities against civilians and UNPROFOR. In and around Srebrenica, displaced persons are in great need of food, clothing, medical supplies, mattresses, and blankets. The Dutch UNPROFOR soldiers released their limited amount of food rations to the civilians, which will only last approximately 48 hours. Medecins Sans Frontieres/Belgium reported on July 12 that they have about 2-3 days worth of medical supplies for treating the war-wounded. Lack of access to the area is preventing NGOs and donor organizations from providing relief assistance.

Political/Military Situation

Bosnia-Herzegovina: The fall of Srebrenica is the first time that the Bosnian Serbs have controlled one of the six primarily Muslim enclaves established as “safe areas” by the U.N. Security Council in 1993. An increase in hostilities also began on June 17 when the Muslim-led Bosnian army launched a large-scale offensive against the Bosnian Serb forces in central B-H. Since mid-June, fighting between these two warring sides has concentrated near Sarajevo. As the Muslim-led Bosnian army tried to break the Serb’s siege of the capital, the Bosnian Serb forces 

retaliated by firing rockets aimed at civilian targets in the city center. U.N. headquarters and convoy escort troops have also been targeted recently by Bosnian Serb artillery.

In May, a Bosnian Serb rocket attack on Tuzla killed more than 70 people and wounded 150 more. At the same time, the Bosnian Serbs began heavy artillery shelling of Sarajevo, in clear violation of a 15 month-old U.N. ban against using heavy weapons within a 12.5 mile radius of the city center. Bosnian Serb forces also seized four heavy guns from U.N. weapons collection points around Sarajevo. In response, on May 25 and 26, NATO warplanes bombed an ammunition depot near Pale, the Bosnian Serb capital. The Bosnian Serbs responded to the NATO attacks by holding nearly 400 U.N. peace keepers hostage and using some of them as human shields at strategic Serbian military targets to prevent additional NATO bombings. The last of the U.N. troops held hostage were freed in early July.

Croatia: Hostilities erupted on May 1 when several thousand Croatian Army forces attacked Serb-held areas of Sector West in Western Slavonia in response to the Krajina Serb closure of the east-west highway between Zagreb and Belgrade. The hostilities resulted in dozens of wounded and an estimated 7,000 Croatian Serb displaced persons and refugees, many of whom went to Bosnian-Serb areas of Bosnia near Banja Luka. The Croatian Army has since consolidated its control of the entire sector.

In response to the attack, Croatian Serb forces launched rockets on Zagreb on May 2 and May 3, killing at least 10 and wounding an estimated 200 civilians in the Croatian capital. U.S. Ambassador Galbraith evacuated all non-essential U.S. personnel and their dependents. On May 5, BHR/OFDA’s Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) temporarily moved from Zagreb to Split where it continued to carry out its humanitarian response programs. The DART returned to Zagreb on May 31.

Relief Efforts

Currently, UNHCR monthly distribution targets consist of approximately 23,000 MT of food and 300 MT of non-food relief items (primarily blankets, plastic sheeting, water containers, hygiene kits, and medical supplies) delivered by humanitarian convoys. Due to the increasingly precarious security situation, UNHCR has dramatically reduced its staff in its offices in several areas in B-H, including Sarajevo, Bihac, and Banja Luka.

In the Revised Consolidated U.N. Interagency Appeal for former Yugoslavia, released in Geneva on June 1, WFP called for $104.4 million (203,000 MT) to cover food assistance needs until the end of the calendar year. With recent pledges, uncovered needs stand at $88.4 million (157,000 MT). These levels include recent commitments by BHR/FFP of 45,000 MT valued at $20 million.

Despite increased access to Federation territory, trouble areas remain in many areas of B-H, Sarajevo, the Bihac pocket, and the eastern enclaves in particular. Due to security concerns following the May 25-26 NATO air strikes, and subsequent hostage-taking of U.N. personnel, UNHCR immediately canceled all aid convoys to and through Bosnian and Krajina Serb territory. These and other access impediments, in addition to increased military activity throughout B-H, have highlighted the continued need for emergency aid. Despite some improvement in certain areas of B-H, most relief officials estimated that a large percentage of the population in the region continues to require emergency humanitarian assistance.

Situation by Region

Sarajevo: Access to the besieged capital remains blocked as Bosnian Serb authorities continue to deny passage of food aid into Sarajevo. UNHCR has been transporting food aid to Jablanica, 40 miles southwest of the capital, where UNPROFOR picks up the food and delivers it to Sarajevo under armed escort. Using this new method, a small convoy of food aid (62 MT) reached Sarajevo on July 1. This convoy was shelled by the Bosnian Serbs and two trucks were destroyed. This method has been used several times since to deliver food to Sarajevo.

The Sarajevo airlift was interrupted indefinitely on April 8 when a U.S. cargo aircraft was hit several times by small arms fire. Since then, the Bosnian Serbs have refused to guarantee the safety of the aircraft, thereby denying Sarajevo the primary means of delivering aid to the besieged city. According to UNHCR, the recent military activity on the ground makes the resumption of the airlift in the near future very unlikely. The proven ability of the Bosnian Serbs to paralyze the airlift and convoy operations whenever they choose has had a strong psychological impact on residents of Sarajevo. To further strangle the city, the Bosnian Serbs cut off the supplies of natural gas, electricity, and water at the end of May. In the city center, “unprotected” shops and markets have been closed since early June when the city government ordered them shut due to security reasons.

Only 13 percent of food needs were met in Sarajevo in June. No general distribution to the capital’s 430,000 residents has taken place since early June. All of the minimal food aid that reaches the city is delivered to the city bakery which can only feed the extremely vulnerable persons. 

The 10 megawatt electric transmission cable, funded by the Soros Foundation and BHR/OFDA, has served as the primary source of electricity for the city. The cable runs over Mt. Igman through the tunnel under the airport and into Sarajevo, providing power on a priority basis to operate the water plants, hospitals, and government facilities. In addition, the city government is also providing electricity to domestic users nightly on a rotating basis.

Bihac: Less than 13 percent of food assistance needs were met in Bihac in June leaving the vulnerable people in the enclave at risk of starvation. Krajina Serb authorities and rebel Muslim leader Fikret Abdic continue to deny regular passage to UNHCR humanitarian convoy’s into the area. Despite UNHCR’s continued difficulty in gaining access to the Bihac pocket, ICRC has successfully transported nearly 550 MT of food, seeds, medical and sanitation items to the estimated 180,000 people in the pocket during May and June.

Although UNHCR issued a standing request for Operation Provide Promise airdrops to the Bihac pocket in October 1994, the risk of the participating aircraft being shot down by surface-to-air missiles has rendered the operation too dangerous. The last humanitarian airdrop was conducted on August 16, 1994, over the town of Bihac.

Eastern Enclaves: According to recent UNHCR assessments, the humanitarian situation in the eastern enclaves is the worst it has ever been since the war began. Since the siege of Srebrenica, only the Dutch UNPROFOR Battalion and MSF/Belgium are providing assistance to those displaced by fighting. However, should the displaced population move further westward, UNHCR is reported to have sufficient food, clothing, medicines, blankets, and mattress stocks to meet immediate needs. In Zepa, the last convoy was on June 21 and delivered 50 MT of food, which is equivalent to 31 percent of the monthly food target.

Central Bosnia: No convoys have reached the Bosnian-Serb controlled town of Banja Luka since May 21 as a result of the Croatian government’s refusal to allow convoys destined for Bosnian Serb territory to transit through Croatia. UNHCR recently reported continued harassment of the Croat and Muslim minority population in the region. Croats and Muslims have been forcefully evicted from their homes and Serbs from western Slavonia have reportedly taken up residence in the homes.

The estimated 611,000 beneficiaries in the Bosnian Muslim town of Zenica are still dependent on food assistance. OFDA-funded immediate assistance programs are supporting the needs of the most vulnerable people in the area – displaced persons in collective centers, the elderly without adequate family support, and single parent families.

U.S. Government (USG) Assistance

On October 1, 1994, Ambassador Galbraith re-declared a disaster in Croatia and on October 5, 1994, Ambassador Jackovich re-declared a disaster in B-H, both for civil strife, citing the lack of basic civil structures to respond locally and the continued need for international aid to meet the basic needs of affected groups. So far in FY 1995, the USG has provided approximately $82 million for humanitarian programs in the former Yugoslavia through USAID, Department of State, and Department of Defense programs.

USAID/BHR/OFDA Assistance

During FY 1995 to date, USAID/BHR/OFDA has provided $24 million to implement 28 humanitarian relief programs. BHR/OFDA continues to address the needs of vulnerable groups throughout the region through the funding of NGO projects in emergency feeding programs, health care, winterization programs, water and sanitation, and seeds and tools distribution. BHR/OFDA is currently extending some programs to ensure that they meet their targeted goals while also phasing out others which have successfully completed their role towards providing immediate relief to beneficiaries in Croatia, B-H, and Kosovo.

BHR/OFDA obligated funding includes the following:

· International Rescue Committee umbrella grant for relief programs in B-H.

· Action Internationale Contre La Faim (AICF)/USA spring seeds distribution in B-H, provision of hot meals for vulnerable persons in Mostar and Zenica, emergency supplemental food distribution in Bihac, and assistance to collective centers in Sarajevo.

· American Red Cross food distribution activities in B-H.

· Brother’s Brother feeding programs for displaced persons in Osijek.

· Catholic Relief Services production and distribution of underwear in B-H, hospital sanitation in Kosovo, and solid waste collection, spring seeds distribution, and senior citizen assistance activities in Sarajevo.

· Equilibre transport of relief assistance in B-H.

· Feed the Children/UK food distribution in B-H.

· International Medical Corps immunization services in central B-H.

· Medecins Sans Frontieres (MSF)/Belgium health and winterization activities in the eastern enclaves.

· Mercy Corps International medical, agricultural, and winterization programs in Kosovo.

· The Open Society Institute emergency electricity services in Sarajevo.

· Premiere Urgence for food distribution to the elderly in Mostar.

· St. David’s Relief livestock support activities in central B-H.

· World Health Organization nutritional study in Sarajevo, Tuzla, and Zenica.

· Solidarity’s continued rehabilitation activities and food and hygiene parcel distribution program.

In addition to its obligated funding, BHR/OFDA is currently in the process of providing $8.8 million to NGOs to support additional emergency relief activities.

BHR/OFDA dispatched the Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) to  agree in December 1992. The DART also operates sub-offices in Split, Croatia and Sarajevo, B-H. Among its responsibilities, the DART manages BHR/OFDA’s humanitarian assistance programs and monitors the distribution activities of UNHCR, NGOs, and international donors. In January 1994, BHR/OFDA’s DART in Zagreb established a Rapid Response Fund (RRF) to enable it to respond as quickly as possible to the changing humanitarian needs in the former Yugoslavia. In FY 94, the DART’s RRF provided nearly $370,000 for 13 small-scale humanitarian relief programs including the distribution of medical and hygienic items, the provision of water testing chemicals, spare parts for garbage trucks, tool kits, water trailers, and sanitation supplies. Thus far in FY 95, the DART’s RRF has made available $900,000 to fund emergency relief projects carried out by international and local NGOs.

The DART also provides assistance in calling forward emergency relief supplies from BHR/OFDA’s permanent stockpile in Leghorn, Italy. To date in FY 1995, $637,800 worth of emergency stockpile items have been delivered to the region.

DART Support

$ 1,821,868

Grants to NGOs

$ 24,187,045

DART RRF

$ 900,000

Transport and Stockpiling

$ 637,800

Total BHR/OFDA FY 1995 (to date)

$ 27,546,713

USAID/BHR/FFP Assistance

In FY 1995 to date, BHR/FFP has provided 126,400 MT of lentils, cornmeal, beans, rice, peas, vegetable oil, wheat, and wheat flour valued at approximately $58 million to programs in the former Yugoslavia. This assistance has been provided to WFP, Catholic Relief Services, and the American Red Cross.

Since June 1995 BHR/FFP has scheduled the incremental delivery of a total of approximately 70,000 MT of wheat flour through October 1995. These allocations meet 60 percent of the flour requirements for B-H for the last six months of the year.

Total BHR/FFP FY 1995 (to date)
$57,964,200

ENI Assistance

USAID’s Bureau for Europe and the Newly Independent States (USAID/ENI) has granted $4 million in cooperative agreements with NGOs for municipal rehabilitation activities in the Bosnia and Herzegovina Federation, $500,000 for a Sarajevo municipal services rehabilitation program, and another $1 million for project administration thus far in FY 1995.

Total USAID/ENI FY 95
$ 5,500,000

State/PRM Assistance

In FY 1995 to date, the U.S. State Department’s Bureau of Population, Refugees and Migration (PRM) has contributed $47 million to humanitarian assistance organization operating in the former Yugoslavia. Of this amount, UNHCR has received $28 million and ICRC $12 million. The remaining $7 million was allocated to other international organizations and NGOs.

Total State/PRM FY 1995
$47,000,000

DOD/HRA Assistance

Thus far in FY 1995, the Department of Defense’s (DOD) Office of Humanitarian and Refugee Affairs (HRA) has provided $700,000 for air and land transportation of emergency relief supplies (mainly wool blankets) to the former Yugoslavia.

Total DOD/HRA FY 1995
$700,000
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Background

Fighting has intensified throughout Bosnia Herzegovina (B-H) in recent months. The Bosnian Serb Army (BSA) stepped up its shelling of Sarajevo, halting all humanitarian airlifts and curtailing most of the humanitarian convoys trying to supply the city. The U.N. Protection Forces (UNPROFOR) and the U.N. headquarters in Sarajevo also came under rocket attack by the BSA. In mid-June, the Bosnian Government Army (BiH) launched an offensive against the BSA in an effort to break the stranglehold on Sarajevo. In July, the BSA forcibly overran the Muslim-populated eastern enclaves of Srebrenica and Zepa, resulting in approximately 40,000 displaced persons, most of whom fled to Tuzla and Zenica. Elsewhere in B-H, the BSA, the Croatian Serb Army from the Krajina region of Croatia, and militia loyal to renegade Muslim leader Fikret Abdic began a coordinated attack on the BiH-defended Bihac pocket in northwest B-H. This action prompted the joint attack by the Croatian Armed Forces (HV) and Bosnian-Croat militia (HVO) against Serb-controlled territory in western B-H to alleviate pressure on the Bihac pocket.

On August 4, the HV launched an offensive against Krajina Serb-controlled territory of Croatia situated along Bosnia’s border that significantly changed the strategic balance in the war. The Croatian takeover of the Krajina has resulted in a dramatic increase in humanitarian needs throughout the region when an estimated 150,000-200,000 Krajina Serbs fled their homes and moved toward northern B-H and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY). In addition, UNHCR estimates that 30,000 non-Serbs have been forced from their homes in Serb-held areas such as Banja Luka and in eastern Slavonia, the U.N. Protected Area in eastern Croatia.

The U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) is the lead U.N. agency providing humanitarian assistance in the former Yugoslavia. Units of UNPROFOR are responsible for escorting UNHCR relief convoys in B-H. The U.N.’s World Food Program (WFP) coordinates food aid contributions for beneficiaries throughout the region. The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) carries out relief activities, as well as programs related to detainees, missing persons, and family tracing activities. Many international and local Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) operating in the region also make a significant contribution to the coordinated relief effort.

Numbers Affected

According to the U.N. Updated Consolidated Interagency Appeal for the former Yugoslavia issued in late May 1995, the beneficiary population throughout the region decreased from 2.27 million to 2.1 million. However, UNHCR noted in early July that in practice, food distribution reaches approximately 3.5 million people in the region. In addition, recent population movements from the eastern enclaves in B-H and the former Krajina region of Croatia have increased the beneficiary population requiring assistance.

Total U.S. Government (USG) Assistance FY 1991-1995 (to date) $953,806,546

Current Situation

The political, military, and humanitarian situation is changing rapidly throughout the region. On August 4, the war entered a new phase when the Croatian military attacked the Serb-controlled region of Krajina, retaking the entire area within 5 days. As a result of the offensive, UNHCR estimates that 150,000-200,000 Krajina Serbs fled their homes, which marks the largest and swiftest mass exodus since the conflict in the former Yugoslavia began. Among the people who fled their homes, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) estimates that 120,000 have already arrived in Serbia and Montenegro. Approximately 50,000 are believed to be spread across northern Bosnia in various states of transit, particularly in the Banja Luka and Bijelina areas. UNHCR and ICRC are coordinating the provision of immediate humanitarian relief items (food, medicine, and sanitation supplies) to the unsettled refugees. UNHCR and ICRC have begun conducting land and air deliveries of relief assistance to the refugees and displaced persons (DPs) in northeastern B-H, mainly via Belgrade. Security and clearances permitting, ICRC is also attempting to airlift urgently needed supplies from Belgrade to Banja Luka. Access to the refugees in Banja Luka and northern B- H remains difficult due to road congestion, damaged infrastructure, and the precarious security situation. Since August 9, BHR/OFDA and the Department of Defense’s Office of Humanitarian and Refugee Affairs (DOD/HRA) has provided 345,000 humanitarian daily rations (HDRs) to ICRC for distribution to the refugees from Krajina.

On August 9 and 11 respectively, BHR/OFDA’s Disaster Assistance Response Team based in Zagreb (DART/Zagreb) dispatched personnel to Knin (the former Krajina Serb self-proclaimed capital) and Bihac to conduct initial assessments of the humanitarian conditions in the aftermath of the HV offensive. Knin suffered minimal structural damage and was nearly empty since most of its population fled the HV advance. In Bihac, the Muslim population had suffered from a lack of sufficient food supply in the past months.

In July, the eastern enclaves of Srebrenica and Zepa were captured and “ethnically cleansed” by the BSA, forcing approximately 40,000 women, children, and elderly to seek refuge in the Bosnian Government controlled towns of Tuzla and Zenica. Fortunately, pre-positioned food and relief supplies were available for this influx of newly displaced persons (DPs). UNHCR and several NGOs continue to provide food, shelter, and medical care to these DPs and have already begun work on providing more long-term shelter and assistance before the onset of winter.

In response to this new influx of refugees into northern B-H and Serbia, the USG has provided HDRs, water storage equipment, wool blankets, health kits, and increased funding to NGOs to address the needs of this newly displaced population.

Political/Military Situation

On August 4-7, the Croatian offensive took nearly all of the Krajina region, which had been considered a United Nations Protected Area since the U.N. brokered a cessation of hostilities agreement between the HV and the Krajina Serb forces in early 1992. The defeat of the Krajina Serbs has led to increased fighting in Bosnia; both the BiH and the BSA are trying to increase their territorial control as the strategic balance of the war has significantly changed. As many as 20,000 soldiers are reported among the estimated 150,000-200,000 Krajina refugees.

This recent activity marks the most significant military intervention by the Croatian military since May 1 when several thousand Croatian Army forces recaptured Serb-held areas of UNPA West in the Western Slavonia region of Croatia. In retaliation to the attack, Croatian Serb forces launched rockets on Zagreb on May 2 and May 3, killing at least 6 and wounding an estimated 200 civilians in the Croatian capital.

Relief Efforts

To meet the needs of the new refugees arriving from the Krajina, UNHCR, ICRC, international donors, and NGOs are organizing land convoys and cargo flights to transport supplies from U.N. and other donor warehouses in the region to the refugees and DPs. On August 11-15, UNHCR airlifted 376 MT of food and medical equipment from Ancona, Italy to Belgrade, for subsequent ground transport to refugees.

The humanitarian crisis in B-H is characterized not by a lack of food or supplies, but by a lack of access. Convoys delivering food and supplies to destinations that must transit Serb-controlled territory are subject to attack or denied safe passage by the warring sides. UNHCR continues to supply towns in central B-H where convoys do not have to transit Bosnian Serb controlled territory. However, a recent decrease in donor support for UNHCR trucking costs has led to a reduction in UNHCR land convoy deliveries. Sufficient quantities of food and relief supplies are stocked in UNHCR warehouses for distribution to the vulnerable populations in the worst affected areas.

UNHCR has recently revised its monthly distribution targets to consist of approximately 16,000 MT of food and 178 MT of non-food relief commodities (primarily blankets, plastic sheeting, water containers, hygiene items, and medical supplies) delivered by humanitarian convoys. Despite increased access to central Bosnia, only a minimal number of convoys have reached other areas, such as Gorazde and Sarajevo. Due to the increasingly precarious security situation, UNHCR has dramatically reduced its staff in its offices in several areas of B-H.

Situation by Region

Eastern Enclaves: With the fall and ethnic cleansing of Srebrenica and Zepa, the beneficiary population has been moved to displaced settlement areas in Tuzla and Zenica. BiH soldiers and young males detained by the invading BSA forces are reportedly held in detention camps in nearby Serb- controlled towns or are missing. On August 9, the U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., Madeleine Albright, announced that the U.S. has photos of mass graves near Srebrenica and accused the BSA of executing 2,000-2,700 Bosnian Muslim men.

During the last week of July, two UNHCR convoys carrying approximately 240 tons of food arrived in Gorazde. These were the first convoys to arrive in more than a month. The 65,000 Muslim residents of Gorazde are suffering from acute shortages of food, medicine, and other supplies. Only a limited number of residents in the town have access to running water or electricity.

Central Bosnia: Conditions in central B-H are better than other parts of the country due to regular access of humanitarian deliveries, and some commercial traffic, to vulnerable populations. The city of Tuzla’s population has swelled to over 250,000, not counting the recently arrived DPs that fled from Srebrenica. Approximately 20,000 of these DPs are housed in collective centers and about 3,000 have moved in with friends and relatives in private homes. As many as 5,500 women, children, and elderly DPs remain in makeshift shelters at the Tuzla airport where UNHCR and NGOs are providing them food, shelter, and sanitation facilities.

Expelled and wounded residents of Zepa were taken by bus to Sarajevo or to the central Bosnian town of Kladanj for onward movement to reception centers in Zenica. UNHCR is identifying housing and shelters in Zenica for evacuees from Zepa and Srebrenica. Additional food and relief supplies are also being delivered to Zenica for the new DPs. The estimated 611,000 beneficiaries living in Zenica are still dependent on international food assistance.

Sarajevo: The Sarajevo airlift of humanitarian relief supplies has not resumed since April 8 when a U.S. cargo aircraft was hit several times by small arms fire. To further strangle the city, the supply of natural gas, electricity, and water has been cut by the Bosnian Serbs since the end of May. The 10 megawatt electric transmission cable, funded by the Soros Foundation and BHR/OFDA, provides power on a priority basis to operate the water pumping stations, hospitals, and government facilities.

Currently, the Bosnian Serb authorities are denying adequate convoy access to Bosnian Muslim areas of Sarajevo. Rather than completely deny access to Sarajevo, the Bosnian Serb authorities have granted convoy clearance only via a dangerous route subject to Serb sniping.

Bihac: The recent Croatian offensive resulted in the liberation of the Bihac pocket, whose 180,000 residents had been denied adequate food and relief supplies during the past year. Less than 16 percent of food assistance needs were met in Bihac, during the past year, leaving the vulnerable population in the enclave at risk. Several relief convoys have been able to reach the area in the past few days.

In Miholjski, 10 km south of Vojnic in Croatia, 20,000 Muslim refugees (supporters of rebel Muslim leader Fikret Abdic) are stranded without a viable place to settle permanently. On August 13-14, UNHCR and ICRC delivered relief items to these stranded refugees, including food, blankets, jerry cans, water tanks, and sanitation materials.

U.S. Government (USG) Assistance

So far in FY 1995, the USG has provided over $173 million for humanitarian programs in the former Yugoslavia through USAID, Department of State, and Department of Defense programs.

USAID/BHR/OFDA Assistance

During FY 1995 to date, USAID/BHR/OFDA has provided over $37 million to implement 47 humanitarian relief programs implemented by 19 NGOs in the former Yugoslavia. BHR/OFDA continues to address the needs of vulnerable groups throughout the region through the funding of NGO projects in emergency feeding programs, health care, winterization programs, water and sanitation, and seeds and tools distribution.

BHR/OFDA obligated funding includes the following:

· International Rescue Committee umbrella grant for relief programs in B-H.

· Action Internationale Contre La Faim (AICF)/USA spring seeds distribution in B-H, provision of hot meals for vulnerable persons in Mostar and Zenica, emergency supplemental food distribution in Bihac, and assistance to collective centers in Sarajevo.

· American Red Cross food distribution activities in B-H.

· Brother’s Brother feeding programs for displaced persons in Osijek.

· Catholic Relief Services production and distribution of underwear in B-H, hospital sanitation in Kosovo, and solid waste collection, spring seeds distribution, and senior citizen assistance activities in Sarajevo.

· Equilibre transport of relief assistance in B-H.

· Feed the Children/UK food distribution in B-H.

· International Medical Corps immunization services in central B-H.

· Medecins Sans Frontieres (MSF)/Belgium health and winterization activities in the eastern enclaves.

· Mercy Corps International medical, agricultural, and winterization programs in Kosovo.

· The Open Society Institute emergency electricity services in Sarajevo.

· Premiere Urgence for food distribution to the elderly in Mostar.

· St. David’s Relief livestock support activities in central B-H.

· World Health Organization nutritional study in Sarajevo, Tuzla, and

Zenica.

· Solidarity’s continued rehabilitation activities and food and hygiene parcel distribution program.

In addition to its obligated funding, BHR/OFDA is currently in the process of providing $3.9 million to NGOs to support additional emergency relief activities.

Thus far in FY 95, the DART’s RRF has made available $900,000 to fund small-scale, emergency relief activities carried out by international and local NGOs.

The DART also provides assistance in calling forward emergency relief supplies from BHR/OFDA’s permanent stockpile in Leghorn, Italy. To date in FY 1995, $790,350 worth of emergency stockpile items have been delivered to the region.

DART Support 
$ 2,598,730
$ 2,598,730

Grants to NGOs

$32,288,054

DART RRF

$900,000

Transport and Stockpiling of relief supplies

$1,442,350

Total BHR/OFDA FY 1995 (to date)

$37,229,134

USAID/BHR/FFP Assistance

In FY 1995 to date, the Office of Food For Peace (BHR/FFP) has provided 126,400 MT of Title II food assistance valued at $58 million to support emergency food requirements of refugees and internally displaced persons in the former Yugoslavia.

Through WFP and UNHCR’s joint relief efforts, at the beginning of FY 1995, BHR/FFP provided 48,140 MT of Title II assistance ($22.4 million) to meet the food needs of more than 1.4 million people in B-H during the winter of 1994- 1995. In April 1995, BHR/FFP approved an additional 45,500 MT ($21.2 million) of emergency food for distribution during the summer and fall of 1995. In June 1995, BHR/FFP approved a third contribution of 20,000 MT of wheat flour ($8.9 million) to provide critical stocks for the winter months. Food is delivered by WFP to UNHCR’s warehouses throughout the region. UNHCR subsequently transports the commodities to each district where the food is distributed to those in need.

BHR/FFP has provided 6,000 MT of Title II emergency wheat flour ($1.95 million) to CRS for delivery to the bakeries and pasta factories that support the 400,000 people of the Sarajevo area. BHR/FFP provided the American Red Cross, as part of the international Red Cross effort in B-H, with 6,760 MT of Title II emergency food ($3.6 million) to support the soup kitchens in Sarajevo, Tuzla, and Zenica targeted at the elderly and the homebound who are unable to assist themselves.

Total BHR/FFP FY 1995 (to date)
$57,964,200

ENI Assistance

To date in FY 1995, USAID’s Bureau for Europe and the Newly Independent States (USAID/ENI) has obligated approximately $18 million for humanitarian and development assistance programs in B-H, including the Presidential commitment of $10 million for the rehabilitation of Sarajevo. In addition, ENI has obligated $7,692,000 to humanitarian and rehabilitation programs in Croatia so far in FY 1995.

Total USAID/ENI FY 1995
$25,692,000

State/PRM Assistance

In FY 1995 to date, the U.S. State Department’s Bureau of Population, Refugees and Migration (PRM) has contributed over $49 million to humanitarian assistance organizations operating in the former Yugoslavia. Of this amount, UNHCR has received $28 million and ICRC $12 million. The remaining $9 million was allocated to other international organizations and NGOs.

Total State/PRM FY 1995
$49,451,111

DOD/HRA Assistance

Thus far in FY 1995, the Department of Defense’s (DOD) Office of Humanitarian and Refugee Affairs (HRA) has provided $3,395,000 for the transportation and provision of emergency relief supplies (mainly wool blankets and Humanitarian Daily Rations) to the former Yugoslavia. 

Total DOD/HRA FY 1995

$ 3,395,000



Total BHR/OFDA

$37,229,134



Total BHR/FFP

$57,964,200



Total USAID/ENI

$25,692,000



Total State/PRM

$49,453,111



Total DOD/HRA

$3,395,000



Total USG FY 1995 (to date)

$173,733,445



FY 1991

$1,000,000



FY 1992

$47,362,239



FY 1993

$343,841,260



FY 1994

$387,869,602



FY 1995

$173,733,445



Total FY 1991-1995 (to date)

$953,806,546
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FORMER YUGOSLAVIA - CIVIL STRIFE

Situation Report #1, Fiscal Year (FY) 1996 October 13, 1995

Background

The humanitarian situation in the former Yugoslavia dramatically changed from May to September 1995 due to significant changes in the strategic and military balance of the war. Several hundred thousand civilians were displaced from their homes following the Croatian takeover of the Krajina in early May, the fall and ethnic cleansing of Srebrenica and Zepa in mid-July, and the continuing joint Bosnian Government and Bosnian Croat offensive against the Bosnian Serb Army, primarily in northwestern Bosnia-Herzegovina (B-H). International and local humanitarian relief agencies working in the region have responded to the increase in displaced persons (DPs) and refugees with both immediate and longer-term food, medical, and shelter assistance.

Total U.S. Government (USG) Assistance FY 1995 . .  . . . . ..$184,981,016

Current Situation

On October 5, the Muslim-led Bosnian government and the Bosnian Serb leadership announced that they had reached an agreement calling for a 60-day cessation of hostilities and the full restoration of utilities to Sarajevo. In addition, the warring parties have agreed to begin U.S.-sponsored peace talks in late October followed by a full-scale peace conference in Paris. The cease-fire took effect on October 12, after a two day delay in restoring gas and electricity service to Sarajevo.

Political/Military Situation

In early September, several coordinated military attacks by the Bosnian Croat and Muslim-dominated B-H government troops against Serb-held areas in western B-H decreased Serb-controlled territory from about 70 percent to 55 percent of B-H. The attacks forced thousands of Bosnian Serb civilians to flee their homes, most of whom have sought temporary shelter in and around the Serb-held city of Banja Luka.

In early September, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) undertook a bombing campaign to enforce U.N. Security Council Resolutions to protect the three remaining U.N.-declared safe areas of Sarajevo, Gorazde, and Tuzla. From September 1-16, NATO conducted bombing attacks targeting Bosnian Serb military installations near Sarajevo, Tuzla, and Banja Luka. The NATO air attacks broke the siege of Sarajevo and allowed for an agreement permitting both air and land relief deliveries into the capital.

Relief Efforts

With the onset of winter, the international and local relief communities are focusing on providing adequate supplies of food, shelter and winterization materials to the region’s most vulnerable population. Several NGOs are also providing long-term shelter and winterization supplies for the recently displaced persons throughout the area.

In many areas of Croatia, B-H, and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) relief supplies are currently being delivered with very little obstacles. There are, however, isolated areas such as Gorazde and Banja Luka where the security situation has prevented the delivery of sufficient relief supplies to the vulnerable populations.

The rise in numbers of refugees and DPs throughout the summer placed increased demands on the international humanitarian relief community. To meet the needs of the displaced, UNHCR, ICRC, NGOs and international donors organized land convoys, airlifts and airdrops to transport relief supplies from U.N. and other donor warehouses to the at-risk population. Relief agencies have also established long-term housing for tens of thousands of vulnerable persons, in anticipation of the onset of winter.

Situation by Region

Eastern Enclaves: The 65,000 Muslim residents of Gorazde continue to suffer from acute shortages of food, medicine, and other emergency supplies. On September 27, an ICRC convoy delivered food assistance to the enclave intended to provide one month’s food supply for 5,000 of Gorazde’s most vulnerable people. On September 23, when convoy access to Gorazde was granted for the first time since late August, 216 MT of food was delivered. This supply falls short of the UNHCR estimate that 772 MT of food is needed monthly to sustain Gorazde’s population. In addition, only a limited number of residents in the town have access to running water or electricity.

After the fall and ethnic cleansing of Srebrenica and Zepa in July, the beneficiary population, estimated at 40,000, was moved to displaced settlements in Tuzla and Zenica. Fortunately, pre-positioned food and relief supplies were available for this influx of DPs. UNHCR and several NGOs continue to provide food, shelter, winterization, and medical assistance to those in need.

Central Bosnia: Since the Federation agreement of March 1994 allowing increased humanitarian and commercial traffic to flow in and out of Bosnian Croat and Bosnian government territory, conditions in central B-H continue to be better than other parts of the country. Humanitarian deliveries of food aid and relief supplies continue to arrive unhindered into most of central B-H where vulnerable populations are located.

In the Mount Ozren area, recent fighting between the Bosnian Serb and Bosnian government forces caused 10,000 civilians to flee their homes. Most of these DPs have settled temporarily in the village of Doboj, where humanitarian conditions have been reported as unsatisfactory.

In Banja Luka, the estimated 125,000 newly displaced persons in and around the city have increased requirements for food aid and shelter materials. The evacuees have settled into 105 collective centers where food supplies are delivered directly to them as soon as it arrives in Banja Luka. UNHCR delivered approximately 1,000 MT of food supplies to Banja Luka during September, most of which was prioritized for distribution to newly displaced persons. Relief supplies such as shelter and winterization materials, however, are insufficient to meet the increase in demand.

Sarajevo: The Sarajevo airlift of humanitarian relief supplies resumed on September 16 for the first time since April 8 when an American aircraft was hit by 10 rounds of small arms fire. Since September 16, UNHCR has flown more than 235 sorties to Sarajevo, delivering more than 2,400 MT of food and relief supplies to the capital. UNHCR relief convoys have delivered more than 4,400 MT of humanitarian supplies to the capital since mid- September.

To further improve humanitarian conditions in Sarajevo, limited supplies of electricity and natural gas were restored to Sarajevo’s approximately 300,000 residents in mid-October. The provision of these utilities is a result of U.S.-led negotiations between the Muslim-led Bosnian government and Bosnian Serb authorities which occurred in early October.

The decrease in hostilities in and around Sarajevo in late September has allowed humanitarian agencies to increase emergency relief activities. On September 27, ICRC reported that it will resume its public kitchen program in cooperation with the local Red Cross. ICRC has also resumed its school program which provides 44,500 school children with a sandwich and milk on a daily basis.

Bihac: The August Croatian offensive resulted in the liberation of the Bihac pocket, whose 150,000 residents were denied adequate food and relief supplies during the past year. WFP reported that 1,650 MT of food was delivered to the area during the month of September, which did not meet the 2,000 MT monthly food requirement for the area.

Croatia: Beginning October 1, the International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) has initiated a joint relief assistance program with the ICRC in the Krajina region of Croatia. The program is provide support the estimated 6,000 - 8,000 vulnerable people who did not flee the recent fighting in the area. ICRC estimates that most of these people who stayed behind are women and elderly.

In Kupljensko (formerly known as Miholjsko), 10 km south of Vojnic in Croatia, conditions continue to deteriorate for the 21,000 Muslim refugees (supporters of rebel Muslim leader Fikret Abdic) who remain stranded without a viable place to settle permanently. The lack of sufficient water, sanitation and shelter supplies remains the most difficult problem at the camp where the refugees have settled temporarily. With the onset of winter, the relief community is particularly concerned about the estimated 4,500 especially vulnerable people (children under 7 years old, elderly persons, pregnant and lactating women, and wounded) at the Kupljensko camp. Since mid-August, UNHCR and ICRC have delivered relief items to these refugees, including food, blankets, jerry cans, water tanks, and sanitation materials.

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia: An estimated 170,000 Krajina Serb and Bosnian Serb refugees have settled in Serbia and Montenegro since the Croatian Army takeover of the Krajina in early August. UNHCR and several NGOs are currently conducting a survey of the collective centers throughout Serbia and Montenegro in order to assess the number and humanitarian needs of the beneficiaries. WFP has established food stocks in its regional warehouse in Belgrade which are intended for delivery within the FRY and Bosnian Serb-held areas of B-H, particularly Banja Luka.

U.S. Government (USG) Assistance

In FY 1995, the USG provided over $184 million for humanitarian programs in the former Yugoslavia through USAID, Department of State, and Department of Defense programs.

USAID/BHR/OFDA Assistance

During FY 1995, USAID/BHR/OFDA provided over $40 million to implement 50 humanitarian relief programs implemented by 20 NGOs in the former Yugoslavia. BHR/OFDA addresses the needs of vulnerable groups in the region through the funding of NGO projects in emergency feeding programs, health care, winterization programs, water, sanitation, and seeds and tools distribution. 

 BHR/OFDA obligated funding includes the following:

· International Rescue Committee cooperative agreement for relief programs in B-H.

· Action Internationale Contre La Faim (AICF)/USA spring seeds distribution in B-H, provision of hot meals for vulnerable persons in Mostar and Zenica.

· AICF/France supplemental infant formula and medical supervision in Bihac and Velika Kladusa.

· AICF/France installation of sewage system for a collective center in Sarajevo.

· American Red Cross food distribution activities in B-H.

· Brother’s Brother feeding programs for displaced persons in Osijek.

· Catholic Relief Services production and distribution of underwear in B-H, hospital sanitation in Kosovo, and solid waste collection, spring seeds distribution, and senior citizen assistance activities in Sarajevo.

· Equilibre transport of relief assistance in B-H.

· Feed the Children/UK supplemental food distribution for infants and young mothers in Bihac, Tuzla, and central B-H.

· International Medical Corps immunization services in Tuzla and central B-H.

· Medecins Sans Frontieres (MSF)/Belgium health and winterization activities in the eastern enclaves.

· Mercy Corps International medical, agricultural, and winterization programs in Kosovo.

· The Open Society Institute emergency electricity services in Sarajevo.

· Premiere Urgence for food distribution to the elderly in Mostar.

· St. David’s Relief livestock support activities in central B-H.

· World Health Organization nutritional study in Sarajevo, Tuzla, and Zenica.

· Solidarity’s continued rehabilitation activities and food and hygiene parcel distribution program.

· CARE’s provision of children’s clothing and hygienic items in Srebrenica and a water supply system.

· The United Methodist Committee on Relief’s (UMCOR) provision of roofing materials for a hospital in Olovo; construction materials for two collective centers in Maglaj; and an electrical transformer to assist displaced persons from Srebrenica.

· Doctors of the World provision of health and nutrition parcels in Kosovo.

BHR/OFDA dispatched the Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) to Zagreb in December 1992. The DART also operates sub-offices in Split, Croatia and Sarajevo. The DART manages BHR/OFDA’s humanitarian assistance programs and monitors the distribution activities of UNHCR, NGOs, and international donors. In FY 95, the DART’s Rapid Response Fund made available $900,000 to fund small-scale, relief activities carried out by international and local NGOs.

The DART also provides assistance in calling forward emergency relief supplies from BHR/OFDA’s permanent stockpile in Leghorn, Italy. In FY 1995, $790,350 worth of emergency stockpile items have been delivered to the region. 

Total BHR/OFDA FY 1995. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $40,200,652

USAID/BHR/FFP Assistance

BHR/FFP anticipates providing a similar level of food assistance funding to the region in FY 96.

Total BHR/FFP FY 1995
$57,964,200

ENI Assistance

ENI obligated $12,533,566 to humanitarian and rehabilitation programs in Croatia in FY 1995.

Total USAID/ENI FY 1995
$30,770,053

State/PRM Assistance

In FY 1995, the U.S. State Department’s Bureau of Population, Refugees and Migration (PRM) contributed over $52 million to humanitarian assistance organizations operating in the former Yugoslavia. Of this amount, UNHCR has received $28 million and ICRC $15.2 million. The remaining $9 million was allocated to other international organizations and NGOs.

Total State/PRM FY 1995
$52,651,111

DOD/HRA Assistance

Total DOD/HRA FY 1995
$  
3,395,000

Total BHR/OFDA
$ 
40,200,652

Total BHR/FFP
$ 
57,964,200

Total USAID/ENI
$ 
30,770,053

Total State/PRM
$ 
52,653,111

Total DOD/HRA
$
3,395,000

Total USG FY 1995
$184,981,016

FY 1991
$  
1,000,000

FY 1992
$ 
47,362,239

FY 1993
$343,841,260

FY 1994
$387,869,602

FY 1995
$184,981,016

Total FY 1991-1995
$965,054,117
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Situation Report #4, Fiscal Year (FY) 1996 - June 5, 1996

Background

Since the formal signing of the Dayton peace agreement in Paris on December 14, 1995, military implementation of the agreement continues on schedule while implementation of a number of civilian activities are getting underway as project designs are completed. Although some refugees and displaced persons (DPs) have begun to return to their homes in Bosnia-Herzegovina (B-H), larger population movements are not expected to take place until security and the availability of housing improves. Some refugee and DP movements are still meeting resistance although the Implementation Force (IFOR) and the United Nations’ (U.N.) International Police Task Force (IPTF) have succeeded in eliminating fixed checkpoints in the Muslim-Croat Federation and the Republika Srpska (RS), the Serb-controlled area of B-H. Local and international humanitarian relief agencies working in the region continue to respond to the immediate needs of refugees and DPs by providing food, medicines, clothing, hygiene items, and shelter materials.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) “Operation Joint Endeavor,” which includes 18,000 U.S. troops based in Tuzla, is scheduled to begin withdrawing by the end of the year. The U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) remains the lead humanitarian organization in the former Yugoslavia for the resettlement and repatriation of refugees and DPs. While the World Food Program (WFP) continues to provide the bulk of all humanitarian food assistance throughout the region, it is also undertaking responsibility for the movement of the food, a role previously held by UNHCR. In conjunction with the efforts of UNHCR and WFP, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are addressing the ongoing humanitarian needs of the region’s displaced and vulnerable populations. The international community’s Office of the High Representative, headed by Carl Bildt, has been coordinating civilian implementation of the Dayton peace agreement.

Numbers Affected

According to UNHCR, the beneficiary population throughout the region is 3,165,300. The World Bank reports that the war in the former Yugoslavia has resulted in an estimated 250,000 people dead, 200,000 wounded, and has forced over 2.5 million Bosnians into refugee and internally displaced status. Of these 2.5 million war affected, some 1.2 million displaced persons are in B-H. Approximately 600,000 refugees are currently in neighboring countries, with most located in Croatia and Serbia-Montenegro. In addition, at least 700,000 refugees are scattered throughout western and central Europe, with the largest number located in Germany. Although UNHCR initially expected approximately 870,000 displaced Bosnians to return home or find new housing this year, the pace of repatriation and return will depend largely on the speed of reconstruction efforts and freedom of movement. UNHCR/Geneva reports that an estimated 70,000 people already have returned spontaneously to their homes or areas where their own ethnic group is in the majority.

Total U.S. Government (USG) Assistance FY 1996 (to date) . . . .  $243,049,665 

Current Situation

Although the war has ended and rehabilitation efforts are underway, the availability of housing and resources necessary to facilitate the return of refugees and DPs are limited. Displaced populations continue to live in overcrowded collective centers or private accommodations. In many instances, these DPs are living in sub-standard conditions and are dependent on humanitarian assistance for their continued survival. Housing repair in B-H will be an ongoing need even after this year’s building season ends.

To address the need for immediate housing rehabilitation, USAID’s Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) is implementing a USAID $29 million Emergency Shelter Repair Program in B-H through eight NGOs. This program will provide basic repairs to badly-damaged homes in war-affected areas during the summer and fall of 1996. Sixty percent of the 2,500 homes targeted for repair are located in villages primarily in or contiguous to the U.S. area of responsibility of NATO’s IFOR. The program will help accelerate the return of approximately 10,000 or more DPs from temporary places of refuge in towns and municipalities to their own homes in badly-destroyed villages. This will also provide about 2,000 direct short-term jobs for the local population, including demobilized soldiers.

USAID/DART is encouraging coordination among the selected NGOs on issues such as contractors, procurement, and repair standards. Program information is being provided to other international groups implementing shelter/housing programs and related activities. The availability of this information, and close coordination in the field, will ensure that efforts are complementary rather than duplicative.

Freedom of movement and repatriation efforts in B-H have been hampered recently by a number of civilian initiatives by Bosnian Serbs, Croats, and Muslims to return to their places of origin across the inter-entity boundary line (IEBL) separating B-H’s Muslim-Croat Federation from the RS. Problems have occurred when refugees or DPs have attempted to carry out planned repatriation, “look-see” visits to return areas, visits to family grave sites, and demonstrations waged by DPs demanding to return to their former homes.

The international community continues to facilitate and encourage returns, although in smaller but more frequent groups to avoid security problems. Recently, UNHCR established bus lines to run across the IEBL. However, bus service was suspended because of security problems in the Mostar area. Restrictions imposed by RS authorities stopped service between Banja Luka and Zenica as well as the Sarajevo suburb of Ilidza to Lukavitza. On June 2, Secretary of State Christopher met in Geneva with the presidents of the three factions to review their progress in carrying out the Dayton peace agreement. 

During the month of May, several international organizations were involved in security incidents on the roads throughout B-H. At the beginning of the month, a WFP vehicle was hijacked at gunpoint in Banja Luka. A representative of the European Community Monitoring Mission (ECMM) reported that at least 13 vehicles had been hijacked on the road between Brcko and Gradacac since the end of April. An IPTF vehicle was also stolen in the Tuzla area during mid-May.

On April 3, Commerce Secretary Ron Brown and 34 other Americans were killed in a plane crash while approaching Dubrovnik, Croatia, on a mission to persuade a group of American business executives to invest in rebuilding B-H. According to the World Bank, about eight of every 10 people in B-H are jobless. The average personal income is about $500 a year, a quarter of what it was before the war. Overall production is at about 10% of pre-war levels. A world donor’s conference in Brussels on April 12-13 raised pledges of reconstruction aid for Bosnia of nearly $2 billion for 1996, including $281.7 million from the U.S. The World Bank has set an international pledge target of $5.1 billion for the next four years to assist in the rebuilding of B-H. Of this total, $3.7 billion will go to the Muslim-Croat Federation and $1.4 billion to the RS. 

Political/Military Situation

If elections are to be held by September 14, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) must soon certify that conditions can be met to hold free and fair elections. Diplomatic efforts, including Secretary Christopher’s recent meeting in Geneva, continue the U.S. Government’s push to force Bosnian Serb wartime leader Radovan Karadzic and his military chief Ratko Mladic from public office and to permit effective elections to be held throughout B-H. Bosnian elections will help a unified, multi-ethnic B-H to emerge as political processes within Bosnia evolve. At the June 2 meeting, Secretary Christopher stressed that holding elections by September is vital even if all conditions are not perfect. Any delay would risk widening the ethnic divisions which exist in B-H. Some of the balloting will take place outside of B-H by refugees who continue to wait to return to their homes.

On April 19, the Croatian Sabor (parliament) passed a law on cooperating with the International War Crimes Tribunal in The Hague, a measure that is expected to facilitate the extradition of Croatian suspects to the Netherlands. On May 7, the first trial before the U.N.’s International Tribunal began for Bosnian Serb, Dusan Tadic, accused of killing, torturing, and raping Muslims and Croats at the notorious Omarska prison camp in B-H during 1992. On May 30, Drazen Erdemovic, a Croat who served in the Bosnian Serb army, pleaded guilty before the International Tribunal to taking part in the mass-killing of Muslim men after the fall of Srebrenica last July.

As IFOR and relief organizations gain access to previously contested areas of B-H and Croatia, land mines, unexploded ammunition, and booby-traps pose a significant threat to life and limit their freedom of movement. Moreover, the revival of local agricultural production, utility systems, and repair of damaged houses may be restricted until many of these ordinances are located and destroyed. According to the U.N.’s Mine Action Center (MAC), there are an estimated 6 million land mines laid in B-H and Croatia. MAC representatives are developing a set of 97 locational maps of mine fields throughout B-H that will be issued soon to the international relief community.

Relief Efforts

Programs to repair damaged villages are underway throughout B-H. The USAID Emergency Shelter Repair Program is targeting 44 heavily damaged villages to assist some 40-50 “pioneer” return families to repopulate villages and reactivate social and economic life. It is envisaged that the reinstallation of these families will provide the impetus for additional families to return home, eventually restoring a sense of normalcy to the community. On May 31, the USAID Emergency Shelter Repair Program completed the repairs on its first home.

UNHCR has started a $30 million “self-help” housing program in B-H, which is providing homeowners with construction materials and fixtures for making their own basic repairs. Those participating are given sufficient materials to render habitable 300-400 square feet of space for a family of five. According to the program, UNHCR would provide up to $3,000 per household depending on the extent of structural and non-structural damage. UNHCR expects to utilize the services of the United Methodist Committee on Relief (UMCOR) in Federation areas and local officials in the RS to implement the program. Throughout B-H, local authorities are being used to identify housing to be repaired by UNHCR.

WFP reports that recent increased security and freedom of movement for humanitarian relief goods has allowed the use of commercial trucks in all regions and across the IEBL. WFP reports that its food targets for May were met in most areas with considerable stocks of major commodities on-hand. 

Situation by Region

Gorazde Enclave: Gorazde’s supply of food has improved since October 1995 and food prices are beginning to decrease. With the recent installation of a one megawatt generator, electricity is now available in many parts of Gorazde for approximately 12 hours per day. Potable water, however, is still limited and efforts to provide additional supplies are still being addressed. In order to restart the three major local industries (a textile factory, a chemical plant, and a bakery), a reliable source of electricity must be obtained. Local authorities are attempting to negotiate access to the Visegrad power station in the RS but so far efforts have failed.

The pumping station in Cajnice, RS, stopped supplying water to Gorazde in 1992 and negotiations to resume pumping have remained deadlocked. As an interim measure, ICRC is working to improve the quality of water that is supplied through a source at the Podhranjen River, north of Gorazde. This source is already serving public water distribution sites, wells, and some private homes in Gorazde town.

There remains an ongoing debate over the number of residents still living in Gorazde. Depending on the local source, the population figure can vary between 29,000 and nearly 50,000 people. Rather than relocating DPs from collective centers to damaged houses in Gorazde, local authorities are moving them to abandoned housing in the former Serb-suburbs of Sarajevo as the collective centers are closed. Recognizing the urgent need for habitable shelter in Gorazde, USAID’s Emergency Shelter Repair Program includes 100 houses in that area.

Sarajevo: UNHCR reports that the distribution of food and non-food relief assistance continues in the former Serb-held suburbs of Vogosca, Ilijas, Hadzici, Ilidza, and Grbavica. Field offices of UNHCR are open and providing emergency assistance to Muslim returnees and to the 8,000 Serb residents who remained behind after the February/March transfer of authority to the Federation. UNHCR is distributing return relief packages to new arrivals as living conditions are still difficult in many of these areas. In many parts of the municipalities, people are still living without electricity, water or gas.

UNHCR estimates that some 10,000 Muslims and Croats who lived in the Sarajevo suburbs have returned. Approximately 50% of returnees have been able to resettle in their homes while the remaining returnees have found their homes destroyed or uninhabitable. UNHCR is anticipating the return of an additional 40,000 refugees and DPs to the former-Serb suburbs by the end of June. In recent days, an organized movement of DPs from Tuzla, originally from Srebrenica and Zepa, have begun arriving in the former-Serb suburbs to occupy abandoned homes.

Republika Srpska (RS): The Commissioner for Refugees and Humanitarian Aid for the RS estimates that approximately 500,000 beneficiaries are receiving emergency assistance. Currently, 6,000 MT of food commodities are being channeled to the RS (3,000 MT to western RS and 3,000 MT to eastern RS). This food provides approximately 200,000 people with full monthly rations and remains an important nutritional source as open-market foods remain in short supply.

Approximately 42,000 DPs relocated to the RS from the Serb-held suburbs of Sarajevo during the transfer of authority in February and March. The newly displaced are being resettled by RS authorities mostly in areas which had Muslim majorities before the war. Host families or abandoned homes are being used for accommodations in Srebrenica, Bratunac, Zvornik, Visegrad, and Rogatica, further complicating the eventual return of Muslim refugees. UNHCR has been providing the newly displaced with relief items such as beds, mattresses, blankets, hygiene supplies, and sanitation equipment. The RS Ministry for Refugees plans to move those living in collective centers to other housing by September.

Croatia: The Presidents of Croatia and B-H met on May 11 and decided to proceed with the closure of the Kupljensko refugee camp. Approximately 5,500 refugees from Velika Kladusa, B-H remain from an initial camp population of more than 20,000. Upon Kupljensko’s closure, the remaining refugees will either voluntarily repatriate to B-H or be relocated elsewhere in Croatia. Up to 4,000 refugees have expressed an interest in remaining in Croatia or moving to third countries.

In discussions with the Government of Croatia, UNHCR identified transfer sites for most of those that wish to stay in Croatia. Some 300 are expected to be moved to the Obonjon Island refugee camp (near Split), while the majority of those who remain will be placed in the Gasinci camp. For those who will voluntarily return to Velika Kladusa, UNHCR is organizing one-day visits so that refugees can assess the overall situation while being provided with security.

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY): UNHCR has recently intensified its efforts to facilitate voluntary repatriation to Croatia and B-H from the FRY. Pilot projects are being developed by UNHCR to repatriate refugees to Sarajevo, Mrkonjic Grad, Western Slavonia, and the Krajina area of Croatia. Approximately 30,000 Serbs who fled Croatia have approached the Office of the Croatian Government in Belgrade to express their desire to repatriate. However, there are indications that a large number of refugees in the FRY may attempt to remain. If so, relief assistance may be needed to absorb an estimated 250,000 refugees.

A recent census survey organized by UNHCR and the Yugoslav Red Cross in cooperation with other FRY humanitarian agencies found that there are approximately 525,000 refugees living in the FRY.

USG Assistance

In FY 1996 (to date), the USG has funded $243,049,665 in the former Yugoslavia through USAID, Department of State, and Department of Defense programs.

USAID/BHR/OFDA Assistance

To date, for FY 1996, BHR/OFDA has provided a total of $47,553,395 to address the needs of vulnerable groups in the region through its NGO implementing partners. Some of the NGOs being funded are: CARE; Save the Children; UMCOR; Mercy Corps International; Feed the Children; American Refugee Committee; International Medical Corps; Equilibre; and Premiere Urgence. This assistance includes a $2 million grant to UNICEF to provide immunization for Bosnian women and children.

USAID/DART also is managing the $29 million USAID emergency shelter repair program in B-H. Of the $29 million, $2.5 million was transferred from BHR/OTI and $14.5 million from USAID/ENI. The remaining $12 million came from BHR/OFDA. All of the funding for the program is being included under BHR/OFDA. 

BHR/OFDA FY 1996 (to date)
$47,553,395
USAID/BHR/FFP Assistance

In FY 1996, the Office of Food for Peace (BHR/FFP) has provided 153,000 MT of Title II food assistance, valued at $78,962,200 to support emergency food requirements of refugees and DPs in the former Yugoslavia. A recent BHR/FFP donation will provide wheat grain, flour, vegetable oil, and pulses for distribution in B-H during late 1996. 

BHR/FFP FY 1996 (to date)
$78,962,200

USAID/BHR/OTI Assistance

In FY 1996, the Office of Transition Initiatives (BHR/OTI) has established USAID regional liaison offices in Tuzla and Zenica. BHR/OTI is providing political transition grants through these offices to promote political development (independent media and electoral assistance). 

BHR/OTI FY 1996 (to date)
$ 5,089,139

USAID/ENI Assistance

In FY 1996, USAID’s Bureau for Europe and the Newly Independent States (USAID/ENI) has obligated $55,647,625 to date. ENI is implementing quick impact municipal rehabilitation projects in Tuzla, Gornji Vakuf, Brestavsko, and Sarajevo; providing U.S.-based technical training; rehabilitating eight elementary schools in Una-Sana canton in B-H; providing loans to commercially viable firms under its Reconstruction Finance program; and restoring electric power, water and sanitation, roads, schools, and shelter with the Municipal Infrastructure and Services Program. 

USAID/ENI FY 1996 (to date)
$55,647,625

DOS/PRM Assistance

In FY 1996, the U.S. State Department’s Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (DOS/PRM)has contributed $15 million to UNHCR and $11.7 million to the ICRC in response to their appeals. DOS/PRM also has made contributions totaling $4,876,492 to five NGOs. A contribution of $22,000,000 to UNHCR’s portion of the U.N.’s 1996 Revised Consolidated Appeal for former Yugoslavia is also being provided by DOS/PRM. 

DOS/PRM FY 1996 (to date)
$53,576,492

DOD/HRA Assistance

In FY 1996, the Department of Defense’s (DOD) Office of Humanitarian and Refugee Affairs (DOD/HRA) has provided 500,000 HDRs (humanitarian daily rations) valued at $1,975,000 for use in the former Yugoslavia. In addition, DOD/HRA has funded the transport of emergency medical supplies, hygiene kits, clothing, blankets, medicines, and three ambulances for Project HOPE, Hadassah, UMCOR, and Holy Family Adoption and Relief Services ($245,814). 

DOD/HRA FY 1996 (to date)
$  2,220,814

Total BHR/OFDA
$ 47,553,395

Total BHR/FFP
$ 78,962,200

Total BHR/OTI$  
$  5,089,139

Total USAID/ENI
$ 55,647,625

Total State/PRM
$ 53,576,492

Total DOD/HRA
$  2,220,814

Total USG FY 1996 (to date)
$243,049,665

USG FY 1991
$  1,000,000

USG FY 1992
$ 47,362,239

USG FY 1993
$343,841,260

USG FY 1994
$387,869,602

USG FY 1995
$182,428,753

USG FY 1996 (to date)
$243,049,665

Total USG FY 91-96 (to date)
$1,205,551,519
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Background

A number of civilian projects have become operational this summer designed to rehabilitate infrastructure and assist the repatriation of those forced out of their homes by the protracted conflict. Some refugees, DPs, and commercial convoys moving across the Inter-Entity Boundary Line (IEBL) which separates B-H’s Muslim-Croat Federation from the Bosnian Serb-dominated Republika Srpska (RS) are meeting resistance from local authorities and angry residents. Ethnic minorities are often harassed or intimidated in areas where they have remained.

Numbers Affected

The pace of repatriation and return has been slow. UNHCR reports that an estimated 100,000 Bosnians have returned to their homes, most of them spontaneously, since the signing of the Dayton peace agreement. During the same time period, another 90,000 Bosnians have been displaced. 

Total U.S. Government (USG) 

Humanitarian Assistance FY 1996 (to date)
$300,378,288

Current Situation

Although the war throughout the former Yugoslavia ended in December 1995, and civilian rehabilitation efforts are underway, the availability of housing and resources necessary to facilitate the return of refugees and DPs remains limited. Displaced populations continue to live in collective centers, overcrowded private accommodations, or abandoned and damaged homes.

Although the number of returnees has been less than anticipated, UNHCR’s projects, which provide buses crossing the IEBL and materials for “self-help” housing repair, aim to enhance freedom of movement and repatriation efforts in B-H and enable refugees and DPs to return to their places of origin. Since mid-May, UNHCR has encouraged returnees to visit their homes and to meet with relatives and friends before relocating.

However, security and freedom of movement continue to be difficult issues. A Muslim who had returned to Doboj to visit his home was found murdered shortly thereafter, and the bridge across the IEBL in Doboj was recently blown up by unknown entities, possibly in an attempt to obstruct freedom of movement.

Bus trips for returnees occasionally have been aborted because of possible hostile demonstrations and harassment. UNHCR buses also have been used to transport people across the IEBL during the daytime to make repairs on their damaged homes.

Revitalizing the economy and providing jobs are also major issues being addressed by civilian implementers. According to a recent WFP/UNHCR/FAO (U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization) food assessment of B-H, approximately three of every four people in B-H are unemployed. Regional unemployment rates are staggering: East Mostar - 88%; Republika Srpska - 77%; Bihac - 76%; Tuzla - 71%; Banja Luka - 63%; and Sarajevo - 56%. Overall production is about 10% of pre-war levels. The average personal income throughout B-H is about $500 a year, a quarter of what it was before the war. The demobilization of between 200,000 - 300,000 soldiers will increase these unemployment figures.

A world donor’s conference in Brussels on April 12-13 raised pledges of reconstruction aid for Bosnia of nearly $2 billion for 1996, including $281.7 million from the United States. The World Bank set an international target of $5.1 billion for the next four years to assist in rebuilding B-H. Of this total, $3.7 billion will go to the Muslim-Croat Federation and $1.4 billion to the RS.

Political/Military Situation

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) announced on June 25 that elections in B-H will proceed as planned on September 14. Radovan Karadzic relinquished his positions as President of Republika Srpska and head of the Serbian Democratic Party (SDS) as a result of intense diplomatic efforts by U.S. envoys, including Richard Holbrooke. Although there is a overall calm in B-H, IFOR and the International Police Task Force (IPTF) report daily incidents involving gunfire, harassment of minorities, or possible demonstrations.

OSCE predicts that some 2.9 million people may vote in the September 14 national elections. Of this total, some 200,000 - 600,000 refugees and 500,000 DPs are registered to vote, but the numbers that may cross the IEBL to vote cannot be estimated. However, the OSCE announced on August 27 that municipal elections throughout B-H would be postponed because of voter registration irregularities. A new date for holding these local elections is being discussed.

Although there is hope that the national elections will result in the emergence of a unified, multi-ethnic B-H, recent elections in Mostar demonstrate that this process will be difficult. The Bosnian Croat refusal to accept the results of the June 30 local elections in Mostar jeopardized the initial attempt at Muslim-Croat unification within a joint city administration. On August 6, an agreement was approved by Mostar’s Muslims and Croats that will allow for a diversified city council with a Croat appointed as mayor.

NGOs are being faced with the problem of de-mining when working in frontline areas. In order to remove the mines, the NGOs often are relying on private donors for funding which adds to overall project costs.

Relief Efforts

USAID’s $25 million Emergency Shelter Repair Program (ESRP) is providing basic repairs to 2,500 badly-damaged homes in war-affected areas. Sixty percent of the homes targeted for repair are located in villages in or contiguous to the U.S. area of responsibility of NATO’s IFOR. To date, the ESRP has completed repairs on 487 of the 1,982 homes under repair.

The ESRP is helping to accelerate the return of approximately 10,000 or more DPs from temporary places of refuge in towns and municipalities to their own homes in villages damaged during the war. To complement the ESRP, USAID/DART is also implementing small municipal infrastructure projects to make the ESRP villages more viable. These projects will restore previously-existing water pipelines and electrical systems, as well as repairing schools and health clinics. The ESRP is expected to provide more than 2,000 short-term jobs for the local population, including demobilized soldiers.

USAID/DART facilitates coordination among the eight NGOs working on the ESRP, on issues such as contractors, procurement, and repair standards. Program information is also shared with other aid agencies implementing shelter and housing programs and related activities, ensuring that efforts are complementary and not duplicative.

In addition, UNHCR is implementing, through the United Methodist Committee on Relief (UMCOR) in Federation areas and local authorities in the RS, a $30 million “self-help” housing repair program in B-H. UNHCR is providing homeowners with up to $3,000 worth of construction materials and fixtures to repair their homes. Those participating are given sufficient materials to render habitable 300 - 400 square feet of space for a family of five. Unlike USAID’s ESRP, UNHCR does not provide for the repair of heavily damaged houses.

An interagency WFP/UNHCR/FAO food needs assessment mission, accompanied by observers from USAID and the European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO), took place in April. The interagency mission, the first since 1994, assessed the levels of need and the categories of beneficiaries in all of B-H, including the RS. The mission concluded that the political instability as well as the very complex economic reconstruction process will not allow for significant national and household food security in the short-term.

Future food assistance must focus primarily on meeting the needs of the most vulnerable and improving the targeting of food aid to pensioners, those dependent on institutional feeding (including collective centers, public kitchens, and health institutions), vulnerable minorities, needy DPs and returnees, and single-headed households. A target volume of 23,000 MT per month will be necessary for the rest of 1996 to provide for these groups in need. Food availability will be essential for social stability and will assist the return and repatriation process and the need for political integration.

Situation by Region

Gorazde Enclave: Although Gorazde’s food supplies are improving, WFP’s convoys continue to bring food assistance into the enclave for people unable to afford market prices. On June 29, IFOR stopped running thrice weekly convoy escorts. Since that time, convoys have been attacked by local gangs throwing rocks, notably in the area of Rogatica. IFOR and IPTF are working with NGOs and U.N. agencies to ensure a greater level of security when traveling to and from Gorazde.

With the installation of a one megawatt generator, electricity is now available in many parts of Gorazde for about 12 hours per day. On a visit in mid-July, USAID/DART members observed that the makeshift water-driven electric generators set up on the Drina River during the war have been removed. Local authorities are attempting to negotiate access to the Visegrad power station in the RS, but so far efforts have been unsuccessful.

The water supply, however, has not yet been restored. Negotiations between RS and Federation authorities to provide water to Gorazde from the pumping station in Cajnice, RS, remain in a political stalemate. As an interim measure, ICRC is working to render an existing reservoir water system operable for three to four hours every other day. BHR/ OFDA-funded UMCOR is prepared to conduct the necessary repairs to the water pipes between Cajnice and Gorazde once the political issues have been resolved. Action Contre la Faim/France (ACF/F) is negotiating with local officials to develop an alternative water project in the area.

A recent field assessment by USAID/DART officers showed that conditions in Gorazde town are gradually improving. The badly-damaged city hospital is being repaired, a gas station has reopened, and local vehicles and taxis are again on the road. Shelter projects are also underway to allow DPs to return to their homes from collective centers and overcrowded private accommodations. ACF/F is currently repairing over 100 homes in the Gorazde area under USAID’s ESRP.

Sarajevo: There have been heightened incidents of harassment and intimidation against some of the 8,000 Serbs that have remained in the former Serb suburbs of Sarajevo after the February/March transfer of authority to the Federation. On August 1, two Serbs visiting their homes in Vogosca were attacked by a crowd of more than 100 Muslims, wielding rocks and sticks. The situation was only defused with the arrival of IFOR troops. Also, the international relief community has noted with concern that a large influx of Srebrenica and Zepa DPs have moved into Sarajevo’s former-Serb suburbs, often occupying abandoned Serb homes. These new occupants are acting as an organized hostile faction against Serb minorities. Additional incidents could hinder Serbs from returning to their homes in Sarajevo and may hamper the goal of a re-unified city.

NGOs and international organizations are implementing programs to rebuild the city and improve daily life, although water and electricity continue to be rationed. These programs include USAID/DART’s assistance in repairing health clinics and USAID/Bosnia’s window glazing program, which is restoring glass to homes and public buildings. UNHCR/Sarajevo reports that the last of Sarajevo’s collective centers, housing 250 DPs, will close within the next two months as alternative housing is found to accommodate the remaining DPs. On August 15, Sarajevo’s airport was reopened to commercial civilian traffic after Secretary of State Christopher’s rededication.

Republika Srpska (RS): Humanitarian needs throughout the RS continue to be significant, notably following an influx of more than 60,000 DPs from the former-Serb suburbs of Sarajevo into eastern RS during early 1996. Much of this population still lives under dire circumstances in poorly maintained collective centers, overcrowded private accommodations, and abandoned and destroyed homes. The presence of international relief agencies working in the eastern region of the RS has increased considerably over recent months, although significant requirements remain.

BHR/OFDA is funding ACF/F to provide emergency hygiene and sanitation commodities to collective centers, while UNHCR, through OXFAM, is conducting emergency repairs to the collective centers’ infrastructure. There is concern for the long-term situation of the DPs, as suitable housing is in short supply and there is no viable plan for their resettlement. Most remain unwilling to return to their homes in the Federation.

Humanitarian needs in western RS are being addressed by the sizable number of NGOs who recently moved into that area, and efforts continue to focus on the needs of the vulnerable populations and DPs. Additionally, the forced evictions of ethnic minorities by Serb DPs in the Banja Luka region has gained increased international attention, as the evictions have been accompanied by violence and the evicted have now become displaced.

Food security in western RS is reported as stable. WFP states that it will eventually begin to reduce general distributions to provide greater targeted assistance to the truly vulnerable. The recently-opened WFP office in Banja Luka has been vandalized several times. International organizations working in western RS continue to emphasize that a greater level of economic and development assistance needs to begin in order to jump-start the local economy, providing a source of income to the local population, and eventually reducing the population’s need for emergency aid. According to the OSCE, some local Bosnian Serb officials are making humanitarian assistance contingent on where displaced persons intend to vote in the upcoming national elections. In an advisory opinion, the OSCE stated that DPs who have indicated that they will be voting by absentee ballot are being denied humanitarian assistance in their present locale, while those stating that they will vote in the RS have been eligible to receive assistance. UNHCR/Sarajevo officials report that Prijedor and Doboj are two areas where DPs have been required to produce voter registration forms before receiving soup kitchen distributions.

Croatia: On August 1, the Kupljensko camp near Vojnic, Croatia was closed by the Government of Croatia with the assistance of UNHCR. An International Rescue Committee (IRC) spokesperson reported that all but a few of the 1,500 remaining Kupljensko residents were transferred to the Gasinci camp in eastern Croatia over a three-day period. The Gasinci camp’s population has increased to some 5,700, even though the camp can only realistically support between 3,000 - 3,500 residents. NGO efforts are underway to provide more latrines and a greater supply of potable water. Approximately 800 people from the Gasinci camp are being processed for resettlement in the United States or another third country.

Total USG FY 1996 Assistance

In FY 1996 (to date), the USG has provided $300,378,288 in assistance to the former Yugoslavia through USAID, Department of State, and Department of  Defense (DOD) programs. The following sections provide detail on this funding.

USAID/BHR/OFDA FY 1996 Assistance

To date, BHR/OFDA has obligated a total of $25,787,386 to address the emergency humanitarian needs (food, health, water/sanitation) of vulnerable groups in the region through its NGO implementing partners, such as CARE; Save the Children; UMCOR; Mercy Corps International; Feed the Children; American Refugee Committee; International Medical Corps; Equilibre; and Premiere Urgence. The total amount obligated includes Rapid Response Fund activities, which are designed to quickly address unanticipated emergency needs.

Emergency Shelter Repair Program

Although three USAID offices contributed to the program, all of the funding for the ESRP ($25 million) and municipal infrastructure projects ($4 million) is being included under BHR/OFDA, which is implementing the USAID program. Of the total $29 million, $12 million is from BHR/OFDA, $2.5 million from BHR’s Office of Transition Initiatives (OTI), and $14.5 million from USAID’s Bureau for Europe and the New Independent States (USAID/ENI). To date, $23,148,254 has been obligated for the ESRP and $1,636,273 for the small infrastructure projects. 

BHR/OFDA FY 1996 (to date)
$50,571,913

USAID/BHR/FFP FY 1996 Assistance

The Office of Food for Peace (BHR/FFP) has provided 178,000 MT of Title II food assistance, valued at $88,843,300 to support emergency food requirements of refugees and DPs in the former Yugoslavia.

BHR/FFP FY 1996 (to date)
$88,843,300

USAID/BHR/OTI FY 1996 Assistance

BHR/OTI has established USAID regional liaison offices in Banja Luka, Tuzla, and Zenica and is providing 103 political transition grants through these offices to promote political development (independent media, electoral assistance, and grassroots civic organizing).

BHR/OTI FY 1996 (to date)
$ 8,700,000

USAID/ENI FY 1996 Assistance

USAID/ENI has identified 29 municipal and community projects under the Municipal Infrastructure and Services Program and commercial loans totaling $4 million were approved in the last six weeks. USAID/ENI has also provided substantial support to the OSCE and its election activity, as well as engaging in several ENI-specific pre-election, democracy and media projects. Technical assistance in the areas of privatization, bank reform, tax, budget, and customs is ongoing. 

USAID/ENI FY 1996 (to date)
$90,015,722

STATE/PRM FY 1996 Assistance

The U.S. State Department’s Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (STATE/PRM) has contributed $37 million to UNHCR and $11.7 million to the ICRC, $2 million to the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), $2 million to the International Organization for Migration (IOM), and $1 million to the World Health Organization (WHO), in response to their appeals for assistance to the former Yugoslavia. STATE/PRM also gave grants totaling $6.148 million to three NGOs.

STATE/PRM FY 1996 (to date)
$60,018,539

DOD/PKHA FY 1996 Assistance

DOD’s Office of Peace keeping and Humanitarian Assistance (DOD/PKHA) has provided 500,000 humanitarian daily rations (HDRs) valued at $1,975,000 for use in the former Yugoslavia. In addition, DOD/PKHA has funded the transport of emergency medical supplies, hygiene kits, clothing, blankets, medicines, and ambulances for NGOs such as Project HOPE, Hadassah, UMCOR, Holy Family Adoption and Relief Services, and Global Operations and Development ($253,814).

DOD/PKHA FY 1996 (to date)
$  2,228,814

Total BHR/OFDA
$ 50,571,913

Total BHR/FFP
$ 88,843,300

Total BHR/OTI
$  8,700,000

Total USAID/ENI
$ 90,015,722

Total STATE/PRM
$ 60,018,539

Total DOD/PKHA
$  2,228,814

Total USG FY 1996 (to date)
$300,378,288

USG FY 1991
$  1,000,000

USG FY 1992
$ 47,362,239

USG FY 1993
$343,841,260

USG FY 1994
$387,869,602

USG FY 1995
$181,571,978

USG FY 1996 (to date)
$300,378,288

Total USG FY 91-96 (to date)
$1,262,023,367
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