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EXECUTIVE NOTE

This Interim Report has been drawn up because of the present conflict over Kosovo which has required us, with the agreement of DFID, to re-orient the way in which this research project should be undertaken. Because of the air campaign in Yugoslavia it has not yet been possible for the team to conduct the fieldwork that was originally envisaged in North West Bosnia, where MND (SW) operates or, for comparative purposes, in North East or South East Bosnia, where the other multi-national divisions are located.

This Interim Report, therefore, is based on two other types of accessible evidence: the documentary record for the Western Bosnia Rehabilitation Project (WBRP) and a series of interviews with officials, consultants and military officers who were concerned with setting up and running the programme.

From the evidence we have gathered to date we have reconstructed the history of the project, set it in the context of events at the time in Bosnia and Herzegovina and overall, multinational policy toward the implementation of the Dayton accords, and considered both how it was administered – since this was a unique programme that brought the ODA/DFID and the military into a partnership – and its range of objectives. We then considered four different sorts of outputs that the programme might be expected to have, and gained some sense of the impact it actually had at these four levels.  From that we have drawn some tentative interim conclusions which will be examined again in the light of fieldwork that will now be undertaken when the circumstances of UK forces in BiH allow.

Our Interim Conclusions, therefore, represent a series of working hypotheses, developed from the investigation so far.  We believe there is adequate, and in some cases strong, secondary evidence to support these hypotheses - which we intend to test against fieldwork findings at a later date.

The limitations that the present conflict imposes on the collection of evidence obliges us to depart from the scheme we had originally envisaged for this Interim Report. Nevertheless, we believe that the material presented here, and the working hypotheses we are testing, should be circulated urgently even in a tentative form, given that DFID and UK military forces may find themselves constructing a similar programme in other parts of former Yugoslavia within a matter of weeks or months.

INTRODUCTION


This interim report presents the pre-field work findings of an independent study for the Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs Department of the Department for International Development (DFID) of the Western Bosnia Rehabilitation Programme (WBRP).  An innovative joint civilian-military project between ODA/DFID and British forces in IFOR/SFOR for rapid, small-scale rehabilitation using emergency funds at the start of a peace agreement, the WBRP could become a model for humanitarian and rehabilitation activities in peace support operations.  The purpose of this independent evaluation is to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the WBRP so as to inform the design and implementation of similar projects in the future.  The possibility that such an opportunity could arise as early as autumn 1999 in another area of former Yugoslavia, the neighbouring province in Serbia of Kosovo, adds an urgency to the drawing of lessons and sound judgments from this report.  At the same time, it needs to be stressed that this is an interim report and that its conclusions must be tested with field research.

Background to the WBRP


In November 1995, combined efforts of American diplomacy and joint military action of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) and NATO brought an end to the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina.  Beginning in March 1992, the war for Bosnian independence devastated the country’s infrastructure, industrial plant, and farmland.  More than half its population of 4,366,000 (in 1991) was internally displaced or refugees because the war for national self-determination of three national communities had become a war to create nationally defined territories, largely through population expulsions.  A peace agreement, the General Framework Agreement for Peace (GFAP),  negotiated and signed at Dayton, Ohio during November, provided for the deployment of a multinational military force (IFOR) of 34 countries under NATO command and an international civilian administration under the coordinating leadership of a High Representative.  Their mandate was to assist the three Bosnian communities at war (Bosnian Muslims—henceforth Bosniacs, Bosnian Serbs, and Bosnian Croats) in implementing the agreement and building peace.


The implementation force (IFOR) of 60,000 soldiers was organized into multinational divisions—MND (SW), MND (N), and MND (E)—which divided the country into three sectors.  Under the operational command of an American general (COMIFOR) in headquarters located in the capital, Sarajevo, the three IFOR divisions were commanded, respectively, by British, American, and French generals and staff officers.

Although implementing an entirely new mandate under NATO authority, IFOR troops replaced withdrawing United Nations peacekeeping troops who had been in theatre since June 1992 to protect a humanitarian operation and try to create the conditions for a negotiated settlement.  In the transfer, many of the units and soldiers simply “changed hats.”  Also divided into sectors, UNPROFOR in Bosnia and Herzegovina had been under the command of a British general (who reported to a French Force Commander at UNPROFOR headquarters in Zagreb, Croatia), and one sector—Sector SW—was also commanded by British units.

For British forces, the transition in December 1995 was from a UN to a NATO command structure, from a British force commander to an American force commander, from a wartime humanitarian mandate to a peace-support mandate, and after April 26, 1996, from divisional headquarters in a mixed Bosniac-Bosnian Croat, central Bosnian town of Gornji Vakuf to the country’s second largest city and eventual capital of the Bosnian Serbs in northwestern Bosnia of Banja Luka.  But this transition also had its elements of continuity.  The Dayton peace agreement (DPA) of November 21, 1995, recognized an independent sovereign country within the borders of the federal republic it had constituted in the former Yugoslavia, and divided into two constitutional entities, a Federation of Bosnian Muslims and Bosnian Croats and a Serb Republic.  The Federation had been agreed the previous March, 1994, in a ceasefire agreement, called the Washington Agreement, between two of the warring parties, Bosnian Croats and the Bosnian government forces (representing the Bosnian Muslim nation).  Formed on territory the two antagonists contested in western and central Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Federation and the terms of the Washington Agreement were both precursor and prototype for the Dayton accords—which extended the Washington Agreement to the rest of the territory and the third party, the Bosnian Serbs.  Because Federation territory coincided in large part with UNPROFOR’s Sector SW, British forces were already helping to implement an agreement similar to the GFAP in the twenty months preceding their transition to IFOR.

ODA had also been operating in Bosnia and Herzegovina from the early stages of the war in 1992 on projects of humanitarian aid, in part unilaterally and in part in collaboration with the European Union and major UN relief agencies.  In addition to its military units and equipment, providing the second largest national contingent in UNPROFOR, and its support of multilateral relief efforts, the UK provided a full package of bilateral assistance during the war, ranging from medical system support, humanitarian relief materials, and transportation resources to technical assistance. 

A vital component of ODA's wartime support was assistance in the repair and rehabilitation of power, water, and other utility infrastructures.  In 1993, it established an Emergency Engineering Unit (EEU) based initially in Split, Croatia, near the national headquarters of British forces in theatre.  Field offices were created in four towns and cities of areas under control of Bosnian government or Bosnian Croat forces—Gornji Vakuf (headquarters of Sector SW), Tuzla, Mostar, and Sarajevo.  The EEU supported locally developed projects involving the thermal power generation sector, coal mining, power transmission, municipal electricity supplies, and water and sanitation, as well as some smaller PTT and heating projects.  Additional engineering support was provided for hospitals, clinics, and schools.  By the spring of 1994, these projects were in effect in support of the Washington Agreement as well, and the ceasefire between Bosniac and Bosnian Croat forces enabled the EEU to work closely with Bosnian engineers and with other specialists from local institutions at the Cantonal level, the regional units into which the Federation was divided.   The use of local labour on all projects was emphasized, and provided by Bosnian contracting parties at no cost until the peace agreement of November 1995.  Then political concern about the fate of demobilized soldiers enabled a change in policy, whereby labour could be contracted for and paid. Delivery of materials was carried out using ODA, UNHCR, and NGO convoy assets.

The peace agreement changed conditions more dramatically for ODA than for the military forces.  Of the 11 annexes to the GFAP which laid out the tasks of the parties in making peace a reality, only Annex 1A, which specified the obligations of the parties in the first six months to separate forces, withdraw armies from confrontation lines and stabilize the inter-entity border line (IEBL), cantone weapons and soldiers, and begin the demobilization of soldiers appropriate to peacetime armies, was written in any detail.  Annex 1B, to be worked out by June 1996 in negotiations among the Bosnian parties with OSCE assistance, would take the military annex into a stage of arms control, confidence and security building measures, and long-term military stabilization through a subsequent sub-regional arms control agreement.  But the ten “civilian” annexes were brief, vague, and quickly written, and there was no ready-made international civilian apparatus comparable to NATO to organize the initial, non-military stages of implementing the agreement.

Moreover, a compromise among European and American allies at the peace negotiations over what organization(s) and persons would provide civilian leadership for the field operation created an ad hoc arrangement: a High Representative with powers only to coordinate the various international civilian agencies in the field, a skeleton office staffed by civil servants seconded by European and American ministries, and an explicit separation between civilian and military hierarchies and chains of command.  Supervision and policy guidance was invested in another ad-hoc body, a Peace Implementation Council (PIC), which held its first annual conference in London, December 8-9, 1995, to design and agree a strategy for the civilian aspects of implementation.

Thus, IFOR was able to set up operations in a remarkably smooth and rapid transition from UNPROFOR because UNPROFOR was in theatre with headquarters, communications, logistic capacity, locally experienced officers, and in the area of the Federation, even 20 months’ hands-on experience in implementing a similar peace accord.  By contrast, the civilian apparatus had to be set up from scratch and in competition with IFOR for scarce resources such as office space and communications equipment.

Even aid personnel from ODA who had been working continuously in Bosnia and Herzegovina since 1992 found conditions had changed with the new mandate of the military forces.  During UNPROFOR days, any military support they needed was forthcoming; under IFOR/SFOR, the military forces were far more focused on the military responsibilities of the DPA and far less willing or able to provide support to civilian activities.  A country-wide ceasefire and peace agreement also meant that operations could begin for the first time in Serb-held areas (now recognized as a constitutional entity, Republika Srpska).  But time would also be needed for familiarization and developing new contacts and relationships with political authorities where aid officials had not worked before.  The peace agreement also gave greater policy focus and goal orientation to relief and developmental assistance by defining specific political objectives.  In addition to the general promotion of peace, aid was to be used to encourage inter-entity cooperation, inter-ethnic reconciliation, human rights, refugee returns, and elections.  Alongside developmental criteria in the choice of projects, the impartiality of IFOR operations had to be balanced with the political conditionality of aid required by the PIC.

THE HISTORY OF THE WBRP
Discussion about the role of development assistance in promoting peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina had been going on since February 1994, became formalized at the May 1994 Vienna conference on rehabilitation for Sarajevo and the donors’ conference of September that year, and intensified in the course of discussions in August 1995 in London with American officials Strobe Talbott and Anthony Lake on the possibilities for a comprehensive settlement in the former Yugoslavia.

Between the recognition in August 1995 that a new policy stage on assistance was about to begin and the initiation of the WBRP in March 1996, there is a period of what can only be called confusion, drift, disputes about the international framework within which reconstruction assistance would be provided, and growing concern that critical moments to support the peace operation were being lost.  The immediate demands of winter became more pressing as well, although thought to be generally manageable.  Debate ensued about the level of reconstruction funding required, particularly when it appeared that the World Bank was contemplating that at least 10 billion US dollars might be needed and that an upper total of USD 20 billion was more likely.
  To UK officials, it was simply unrealistic to assume that this level of funding would be found.

By September 1995, British officials were clear on the need for a multilateral framework, on their strong preference for primary responsibility to be given to the international financial institutions, and not the EU, and that bilateral aid could play a minimal but important transitional role between bilateral relief and multilateral reconstruction. Coordinating structures such as the UN mission and the Eagleton committee (mandated to develop the Action Plan for Sarajevo in March 1994) that operated before the peace agreement seemed satisfactory interim structures.  While the trade and cooperation agreements at the core of EU policy were considered inadequate for postwar reconstruction, the preference for IFI leadership was largely financial: their ability to get the broadest sharing of costs, and the concern that EU financial lead would jeopardise the current EC budget ceilings and UK contributions.

During November British officials took the lead in calling and planning the London conference on civilian implementation, and the tempo of detailed planning within the British Government, and ODA in particular, increased significantly.  But uncertainty about the prospects for genuine peace during the autumn did not abate even into December.  A second financial consideration constraining British aid planning was the continuing caution, in some cases even doubt, about the prospects for success of the political settlement contained in the Dayton accords.  ODA emphasised strongly at this stage that any UK bilateral packages would be from existing allocations and would involve primarily the Know How Fund and humanitarian aid.  While international discussions in meetings and correspondence focused on so-called top priority claims—mostly communications, power, and water—ODA officials focused on conversion of some humanitarian assistance into small, kick-start projects.  The British government, by contrast, was generally reluctant to commit large tranches of money before Bosnian officials took the key political and economic decisions necessary for economic recovery and the formation of a common government (decisions that in the end took one year, and in many cases up to three years, after Dayton).

There was also concern at the time about the risks of aid dependency, and the need to fully involve the Bosnian government in the management of reconstruction.  The Mostar experience of the European Union Administration, June 1994-June 1996, was not encouraging about the prospects for reconciliation, political cooperation, and the role of aid.  If the Mostar experience was to be an accurate foretaste of events, pessimism extended to the prospects for returnees as well.  This suggested that a much closer dialogue between UNHCR and reconstruction actors would be needed, and codes of conduct and principles for property rights, access to abandoned property, and conditions for return would need resolving early. The lack of experience of the international community in areas such as reconciliation and human rights was of considerable concern to planners.

Nonetheless, at the end of November 1995, ODA's engineering coordinator based at the Emergency Engineering Unit in Split, Frank Spencer, gave London a detailed list of possible immediate reconstruction projects derived from the EU database, mostly medium to large scale, across a range of sectors. There was no mention of any joint ODA‑military cooperation at this stage.  On the basis of his recommendations, support for power supplies and networks, with some very small inputs into other sectors, was seen to be an appropriate HMG contribution to the overall effort.

The conclusion of the PIC on 9 December 1995 resulted in agreement on the need for immediate rehabilitation projects. The Conference could not agree fully on burden sharing and coordination arrangements. It did not produce the UK's desired arrangement whereby coordination would be firmly in the World Bank's hands. The British hosts did emphasize the need for urgency and visibility of early reconstruction.  By late December 1995 there was growing ODA emphasis on the need for rapid movement on reconstruction, and visibility of early reconstruction efforts. At the first Donors’ pledging conference held in Brussels on 20‑21 December 1995, organized around the $US5.5 million Priority Reconstruction and Recovery Programme (PRRP) of the World Bank,
 with assistance from the EU, the ODA representative again stressed the need for rapid movement on reconstruction.  He highlighted the importance of practical and realisable efforts at that stage.

ODA's view was that large scale World Bank funding was clearly going to be available. The types of projects currently under discussion in the international fora were rational, but not visibly high profile and likely to be relatively late coming on stream. They included support for key government institutions ‑ technical assistance and office equipment, computers, salary support and building rehabilitation; revolving lines of credit for quick enterprise re‑start; an emergency social fund; and critical imports for the agriculture, power and transport sectors, including seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, spare parts for power systems, and construction equipment for transport. 


By January, 1996, however, the delays in setting up operational coordination and strategy raised concerns about the effectiveness of the new Office of the High Representative (OHR).  To ODA officials, the OHR had no overall strategy and everything was moving too slowly.  By February, entering the fifth month after the ceasefire that had held since October 10, 1995, it seemed clear that pressure was necessary to clarify policy, leadership (especially that of OHR), and the role of IFOR. Differences regarding sectoral priorities began to interfere as well. The Bosnian government was requesting priority support for gas recovery; the OHR wished to focus on electricity grid recovery; some UK officials saw additional advantages in telecommunications recovery, which might have the side benefit of helping the preparations for free and fair elections.  ODA and FCO staff decided that something needed to be done to jump start the OHR, including the delegation of staff to assist HR Carl Bildt, and they began to highlight the need for an improved interface between HR Carl Bildt and the World Bank and EU; the need to identify short‑term bottlenecks on the ground; and the need to press for rapid progress in one or two key areas to achieve a step change in reconstruction activity pre‑elections. 

By February 1996 ODA focussed on further short term and highly visible rehabilitation projects, especially power and telecommunications together with a public relations effort, to convince Bosnians that faster action was already underway. It hoped also to convince other donors to accept the OHR's priorities and adjust their own reconstruction towards urgent visible tasks, recognizing that large infrastructure projects would have little profile over the next few months, however much essential preparatory activity was actually taking place. There was emphasis at this stage on the need to improve local delivery of rehabilitation resources. Suggested measures included action by IFOR to use its own assets; identification of bottlenecks (such as customs); use of Crown Agents technical teams; use of ODA convoys for actual delivery; and local actions to improve civilian transport for experts, businessmen etc.

The motivation behind the big push in February was political.  Pessimistic assessments of the prospects for success in a political agreement that did not specify a clear end-state were compounded by Washington’s insistence on a twelve-month limit to the deployment of the implementation force.  While the military aspects of the peace accord seemed to be moving smoothly, according to deadlines, their intended exit at the end of 1996 put intense pressure on the civilian aspects.  It was assumed that the civilian administration would last three years (and in the case of the macroeconomic policy of the accords, which required a currency board for five years, the implication that one was really talking about 5 to 6 years), but everything that needed the presence and support of military forces had to be achieved within 12 months.  The pessimism about the success of the Dayton accords was matched by the strong conviction, which did not weaken for another three years, that without the security environment provided by IFOR/SFOR, the parties would go back to war.  At the same time, the extensive media attention to and political visibility of the Bosnian conflict globally created high expectations for its successful conclusion.  The political goals of the negotiators had an extremely high profile.  American leadership of the diplomatic process, after three years of distance, was accompanied by accusations and mea culpas of European failure.  Success was now necessary, and success would be judged primarily by refugee returns, the ability of displaced persons and refugees to return safely to areas where they would now be an ethnonational minority, the arrest of indicted war criminals, and indicators in electoral results, interentity cooperation, interethnic reconciliation, and human rights that a single, reintegrated Bosnia and Herzegovina was being created.

The strategy of the peacemakers loaded much of this success onto proper Bosnian political leadership.  The causes of the war were assigned to nationalist extremists whose removal through international trial or elections was necessary, while the causes of peace were identified with Bosnian leaders willing to cooperate with the international actors in implementing the Dayton accords.  Given the right circumstances in restored security, the Bosnian people could and would begin to cooperate again.  Elections were thus the key—to obtain leaders who would assume responsibility for implementing the agreement so that IFOR could depart.   Scheduled for September to permit enough time to form a new government before IFOR’s departure in December, the elections also became the focus of aid policy.  It was considered vital that the people of Bosnia see visible evidence of progress on reconstruction before then.  In the case of ODA, overall, a modest investment of civilian resources appears to have been considered worthwhile if that improved the chances of effective and timely completion of IFOR's mission. 

The Initiation of the WBRP

The first reference to MND cooperation is in the record of the 5 March ODA/FCO/MOD meeting hosted by the Deputy Chief of Defence Staff (Commitments)(DCDS(C)). The meeting agreed on placing an ODA liaison officer in Gornji Vakuf HQ MND (SW).  Whilst discussions were in progress in London, ODA staff were visiting Bosnia. The main focus of the visit was on IMG
 engineering projects, mostly in the power sector. ODA were at this stage looking for opportunities for visible inputs to provision of essential services, and hoping to spur other potential donors to accelerate funding arrangements. An overall objective was to “seek projects requiring technical cross‑border integration so as to promote communal cooperation and reconciliation.”

An ODA team met with MND (SW) 15/16 March 1996 and visited towns in the MND (SW) area.  A planning meeting was held in Gornji Vakuf, at which MND (SW) agreed to identify similar projects for consideration and agreed to give an initial list on 20 March 96, with projects mostly in the £5‑10,000 bracket, with some up to £50,000.  MND (SW) agreed to provide an office and accommodation for an ODA project coordinator.

An ODA consultant ‑ Gilbert Greenall ‑ arrived in Banja Luka in mid‑March 1996 as the ODA liaison officer and field coordinator. His contract and terms of reference were not established at this point.  Nonetheless, he was still in a position to begin work immediately. During the first few days, Gilbert Greenall defined the initial priorities locally as:
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Public health.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Small‑scale local infrastructure repair ‑ power.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Essential key public buildings ‑ to signal a return to normal life.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Medical services, including support for WHO and several NGOs working in the MND (SW) area.

The Processes of the WBRP

The process of selection of suitable projects got underway almost immediately ‑ so quickly, in fact, that administrative arrangements were still catching up several weeks later. 

By 6 April 1996 the approval and payment procedures had been drafted. In summary, units were to identify proposed projects and bid for funding. Brigade (bde) G5 was to consolidate unit bids. Divisional G5 was to consolidate Bde bids. The ODA coordinator would visit and screen proposed projects on cost/benefit criteria. ODA would authorise and set financial limits and appoint a unit officer as project sponsor. Civil Secretary (CIVSEC) would fund units when necessary. The cash would be cleared through IMPREST, the military’s field payments system.  After completion, the project sponsor and ODA would audit the project together.  MOD would then invoice ODA. There was to be no expenditure overrun without ODA authorization.

By 9 April 1996, ODA's first project list contained 52 projects, the costs ranging from £2,500 to £500,000. On 29 April 1996 the specific financial limits were approved by ODA. Gilbert Greenall had project approval up to £20,000. The total single project limit was set as £1,000,000. By July 4, 300 projects were planned or in operation, and £3.9 million of £4.5 million had been committed.  At the meeting Gilbert Greenall estimated that an additional £2.5 million would be needed.

By September, about 470 projects were either completed or were reaching completion. The rapid growth in the sheer number of separate projects inevitably eventually increased the administrative burden on ODA in London. The systems for cash handling and financial accounting appear to have remained very sound throughout the project, and were praised in a detailed NAO audit report in 1996.  However, there are growing indications from mid-1996 onwards that the information systems and reporting procedures for tracking expenditures were under strain.  Increasing amounts of time were taken up reconciling figures between MoD and ODA in late 1996 and early 1997.

The Progress of the Project during FY 1996-97

On 23 September 1996, after the Bosnian national elections, an ODA staff member, Gillian MacLean, replaced Gilbert Greenall.  For the rest of the year, ODA continued to support a broadly similar portfolio of projects.  Gradually, however, there was a small but significant change of emphasis, with a growing number of income generation projects added to the programme. 

An additional £500,000 was authorised by ODA for 1996 in late September.  In October, ODA also began actively seeking European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO) support for the MND (SW) projects.  The EU's Directorate General 1A had provided 800,000 ecu to IFOR ARRC
 for rehabilitation projects.  An additional 1.5 mecu was already assigned for the same purpose in November, half of that available to MND (SW).  ECHO indicated that it would consider funding IFOR rehabilitation projects through ODA as soon as all the money made available by other commission services to MND (SW) had been spent. 

On 22 October 1996, it was agreed that ECHO funds could be provided direct to ODA, and that ECHO would treat ODA projects as microprojects for social infrastructure:  clinics, schools, etc. The ECHO funds could be used for continuation of primary health programmes; restoration of schools and kindergartens; water and sanitation; and communications projects aimed at restoring inter‑entity links.

Consideration of the ODA MND (SW) strategy for the financial year 1997/8 began late in 1996.  Factors under discussion included a move from infrastructure to income generation; maintenance of maximum flexibility and speed; continuing attention to political/military objectives allowing for primacy of department objectives; proper consideration of the place of conditionality; and design of management systems appropriate to a long‑term project.  First identified on December 10, 1996, the shift to economic reconstruction, focused especially on income generation, was fully specified by January 16, 1997.  This is also the first document to contain a formal project outline, with a logframe.  The budget for 1997/98 was £2.5 million.

Field activities were reduced somewhat by winter conditions in Bosnia in late 1996 until the spring of 1997.  Attention became focused instead on the appearance of a report in early 1997 by Human Rights Watch (an international NGO that monitors human rights)
 which criticised British aid agencies for giving funds to Prijedor, whose authorities had not cooperated with the Hague Tribunal (ICTY) in handing over indicted war criminals from the town.  Among its accusations were that IFOR administered ODA funds to what the report calls “warlords” who had run the Bosnian-Serb detention camps at Omarska and Prijedor in 1992.  The gist of their case was that whenever ODA funds were administered to private construction companies, the “public” companies run by the warlords (specifically: members of the local, wartime “crisis committee” that ran the finances of many local construction businesses, several of whom were indicted by ICTY) would demand a percentage of the grant.  HRW claim their informant reported that to cut down on the harassment of the private contractors, IFOR began to pay the crisis committee “protection money.”  The file record shows that DM 1,361,422 were allocated to 68 projects in the Prijedor opština,
 of which DM 813,893 were allocated to 36 projects in Prijedor itself.  The report generated much media attention and then Parliamentary questions and responses.

The report does not identify specific companies and individuals, making it difficult to assess the charges.  IFOR commanders believe that the WBRP projects made it possible, after a period of isolating Prijedor, to go around authorities to build support for the Dayton agreement and for IFOR in a population that was as much victim of the war as their neighbours in Sanski Most.  While the relative merits of each argument cannot be assessed without field research, the case of Prijedor and the HRW report do raise the issue of different approaches to conditionality in the distribution of ODA funds.  Interviews with Gilbert Greenall and military commanders reveal that guidance was minimal.  The principles of conditionality set out in Annex 2 of the Project memorandum of the WBRP dated 16 January 1997 are ambiguous: high priority to areas where authorities demonstrated compliance with Dayton and to areas where project approval could stimulate compliance; lower priority to areas where authorities persist in serious non-compliance.

From mid-February 1997 onwards, there were a series of discussions between MOD and ODA in an attempt to reconcile the figures on expenditures on existing projects before the end of the year. There are indications of confusion between the ministries over what exactly had been spent where and when, and apparent evidence of a continuing lack of systems capable of providing synchronised and accurate financial statistics on demand.

Another staff rotation took place in mid-February when Gillian MacLean, ODA adviser in Banja Luka, returned to London, and Barry Kavanagh was sent out.  An experienced ODA administrator, Kavanagh initially anticipated a maximum of a one-year stay, but eventually stayed for over two years.

The Progress of the Project in FY 1997-98

From early 1997 onwards, there was increasing emphasis on income generating projects and support for small and medium enterprises. Various commercial agricultural projects received support at this stage, including feed projects, veterinary support, milk production, and animal breeding.
The programme followed a routine course throughout most of 1997. A considerable amount of effort was put into the administrative base for the project, ensuring that all expenditures during the previous somewhat frenetic phases of the programme were reconciled, and consolidating the existing records and filing arrangements. In addition, a wider range of income generating projects were supported, and various new options explored.  In  November 1997 the release of the further budgeted tranche of £500,000 for continuation of the MND (SW) programme was approved. 

From December 1997 to January 1998, planning began for restructuring the MND (SW) programme to promote inter‑ethnic cooperation and facilitate returns. Visits from social development consultants, Guy Taylor and Judith Large, and DFID staff members led to the finalisation of a draft project concept on January 27 with the following elements:
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A shift in emphasis from micro‑enterprises and physical reconstruction to social development schemes, fewer in number and more in‑depth; and

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Sustainable improvements in quality of life, and interethnic cooperation as key criteria for project success.

An additional analysis, by a  consultant in small and medium enterprise development,  Milford Bateman, accompanied at the beginning by a DFID specialist SME Adviser, David Spence, was made in March 1998. The consultancy was to help the DFID team on the ground to produce guidelines for new SME projects and to develop training for SFOR civil affairs staff in identifying and monitoring SME projects. Some training for military staff was carried out, and a set of guidelines circulated.  By this stage, however, the range of economic development options available was increasingly limited by the relatively low budget available, and the lack of specialist skills on the ground for project development.

Details of the DFID programme for 1998/9 were formulated as part of a logframe analysis, which was further revised in the spring of 1998.  The new programme focused primarily on human rights and local democratization activities contributing to building the political, social, and judicial environment in areas of minority return.
 The programme aimed to create employment opportunities for SMEs in minority-return areas, directly linked to secondary community benefits and/or minority returns. There was a continuing infrastructure rehabilitation component, but limited to the minimum necessary community infrastructure in targeted areas to encourage returns. A specialist advisor on human rights and local democratization eventually joined the project in the summer of 1998. 

The Phases of the WBRP and Dayton Implementation


The history of the WBRP thus falls into four phases:

(1) a preliminary phase from August 1995 through February 1996 when official thinking in ODA and FCO about aid policy and a strategy for the civilian aspects of Dayton implementation evolved and when ODA officials, in particular, grew increasingly concerned about the lack of movement on this front in Bosnia and Herzegovina;

(2) Phase 1 of the programme, from April 1996 to December 1996, when the actual project began and emphasis was placed on physical repair and small-scale visible projects oriented to the Bosnian electorate and the first postwar elections in September 1996;

(3) Phase 2 of the programme, from January 1997 to December 1997, when emphasis shifted to the developmental goal of small-scale economic reconstruction focused especially on income generation;

(4) Phase 3 of the programme, from January 1998-March 1998, when the goal of inter-ethnic cooperation and refugee return, especially those returning to the status of a minority, led to a new programme entirely, replacing the WBRP in March 1998 with the Return and Reconciliation Programme. 

Because the goal of the WBRP, although a bilateral aid programme, was to kick-start and support the peace process and the specific goals of the Dayton accords, a question arises of the relation between these phases and the evolution of overall policy toward that process.  What best explains the phasing of WBRP?

The dominant factor driving (and constraining) the WBRP was clearly decisions regarding the multinational military deployment.  The goal of the first phase was the exit strategy for IFOR; phase two began when U.S. President Clinton signaled, and the NAC then made public, a decision to continue the military presence for another 18 months with a Stabilization Force (SFOR); and phase 3, and its replacement, like the initial concern in February 1996, were oriented to the view that the Dayton process would be judged a failure if there were not substantial increases in the minority returns before SFOR’s withdrawal in June 1998. 

The policy phases of the WBRP do not coincide, however, with policy shifts that took place at the level of overall political leadership (in the Contact Group, the PIC, the OHR in Sarajevo, and in Washington) of the peace process.  Discussion papers, policy assessments, draft concepts, and revised programmes appear more to be organized around the annual meetings each December (London 1995, London 1996, Bonn 1997, Madrid 1998) of the Peace Implementation Council where strategy for the next phase of civilian implementation was debated and approved.  This bureaucratic explanation, however, does not fully account for the personnel turnover in the ODA/DFID field office and the important role of personality in the programme.  Here there appears far more coincidence with the actual changes, mercurial as they seemed, in overall policy.

The disappointing results of the September 1996 elections, when nationalists were resoundingly reelected, led to loud calls not only for a prolongation of the military presence after its initial 12 months but also for far greater assertiveness on the part of the international civilian administration in implementing Dayton.  On September 23, 1996, Gillian MacLean replaced Gilbert Greenall.  These calls were not fully answered until January-February 1997 when new American Secretaries of Defense and State began to lock horns over the military deployment: Secretary Cohen to insist even before confirmation that the troops leave definitively in June 1998, and Secretary Albright to set out to prove to the U.S. Congress that major political transformation was taking place so as to justify a longer SFOR deployment.  In mid-February, Barry Kavanagh replaced Gillian MacLean.  The result between March and July 1997 was a far more invasive and forceful approach to Dayton implementation, especially toward the arrest of indicted war criminals, refugee return, and particularly a change in leadership in Republika Srpska.  Adding to the push at the time from a new American special envoy, Robert Gelbard, was the British General Election in May which brought in a Labour Government that sought to enhance Anglo-American cooperation and policy consensus, and in July a new SACEUR (General Wesley Clark replacing General George Joulwan) and a new High Representative in Sarajevo, when Carlos Westendorp relaced Carl Bildt, who would implement the more assertive commitments taken at a May PIC meeting in Sintra, Portugal.  When the culmination in extraordinary elections in Republika Srpska in November 1997 brought a change in regime and a shift from its seat in Pale to Banja Luka, the decision to end the boycott of aid to the RS in order to support the new Serbian leadership and hopes that this would also further Dayton goals on return and war crimes found its complement in the visit of Guy Templer and the development of a new programme altogether. That change occured in March 1998 after initial reluctance on the part of DFID, as the ODA had now become, toward activity in MND (SW).  In contrast to the great personal interest of Baroness Chalker in the Bosnian programme, Clare Short believed that DFID should be focusing on third world development. After her first field trip to Bosnia in February 1998, however, senior military officers in MND (SW) apparently convinced the Secretary of State that the project was worthwhile. 

POLICY OBJECTIVES

In the weeks before the beginning of the WBRP ODA officials, in particular John Verrika and Andy Bearpark, stressed the need that had been identified some weeks before for an approach to post-conflict aid policy that would stress the need for speed and visibility of rehabilitation. The ODA was therefore, in part, seeking to complement the World Bank approach with something smaller, quick and visible.
   There was also a measure of frustration at the problems being experienced at OHR, which implied that a national approach which emphasised speed and visibility had become urgent.
 The details of the ODA/Military arrangements for the WBRP were arrived at fairly quickly from 5-19 March 1996.
  During the period of the WBRP the objectives, both explicit and implicit, went through a certain amount of evolution and refinement but did not fundamentally alter. Its initial objectives were established in March 1996 and did not explicitly alter until December 1996.

Initial Objectives

The explicit objectives were easily stated at the beginning, given the political circumstances of the time. They were dominated by the need to engage in rehabilitation prior to reconstruction; helping to foster an environment that was conducive to successful elections – it was always anticipated that the programme would be rapidly run down once elections had been held;
 and to create a favourable enabling environment for the implementation of both military and civilian aspects of the Dayton Agreement.

These objectives could be specified more clearly as falling into three categories, through which they also evolved somewhat. Most of the initial objectives could be expressed as joint ODA-Military objectives. There were, however, differences in their respective approaches which created emphases that were peculiar to themselves.

Joint ODA/Military Objectives  

· To foster local compliance with the civilian aspects of Dayton; 

· To make benefits of peace clearly self evident;

· To create an enabling environment for the broad aims of Dayton, in particular in the run up to the elections;

· To begin rehabilitation activities as a prelude to reconstruction.

Particular ODA Objectives

· To foster rehabilitation so as to “have a major impact on the lives of people living in the British divisional area”.
 This was seen as a self-evident ODA requirement that was uncontroversial;

· To foster local initiatives and avoid the development of a dependency culture;

· To encourage future development prospects within the area of WBRP.

In addition, an implicit objective was articulated soon after the beginning of the project, namely,

· To secure other funding, in this case from ECHO, where the WBRP project conformed to the ECHO criteria for micro-projects.
 Criteria were agreed between the EU and ODA by the end of 1996
 and some 500,000 ECU was channelled through this project into rehabilitation work in Western Bosnia during 1997.

Particular Military Objectives

· To develop a smooth programme of transition from the Dayton GFAP Military Annex 1A objectives in the period after D+90 towards the other, civilian reconstruction, provisions of the GFAP;

· To maintain what was defined within the military as an “operational tempo”.

· To support “hearts and minds” operations to increase the acceptability of the military in theatre; partly by helping persuade the local population that their best interests lay in peace.

· To deepen local contacts for rehabilitation purposes, using the military as a facilitator rather than the contractor.

· To help IFOR’s operational capability – particularly in the early phases – where transport reconstruction and basic facilities were also important to the military.

At the beginning it was fully acknowledged that tangible success would be difficult to measure, though in the immediacy of the GFAP implementation, this was not regarded as a problem. In July 1996 the first ODA review of the WBRP took place. The review report concluded that the project was clearly “improving life for the people” and that though “political and military” objectives sometimes took precedence over developmental objectives, none of the projects appeared to be at variance with basic ODA criteria.
  In August 1996 the objectives were amended and restated slightly as being three-fold: to make an immediate impact, with low-cost, high visibility projects; to restore essential services; and to make the benefits of peace self-evident.
 This statement, however, was consistent with the original objectives as expressed in March 1996.

During the next phase of the Bosnian peace process, after the first round of elections in September 1996, the project was given specific direction. It had not been wound-up after the elections, and by then immediate rehabilitation tasks had been largely achieved. This meant that objectives needed to be restated in a new context.  In December 1996 Andy Bearpark indicated that the emphasis of the projects should switch from infrastructure issues towards income generation and designing management systems that would facilitate longer term development projects.
  In January 1997 this was complemented by the development of the first logframe for the WBRP and a strategy paper for FY1997-98 which defined the priorities as: a) sustainable improvements in the quality of life for residents; b) promotion of inter-ethnic cooperation; c) facilitation of the return of refugees/internally displaced persons; and d) enhanced acceptability of SFOR’s presence and mandate.
 These priorities were restated in the same form in early March 1998 at the end of the WBRP.

Evolving Objectives

During the period after the elections, and as part of the changed emphasis in WBRP work, it is evident that other objectives, partly implicit, had also evolved in the project. These, too, can best be defined in three categories.  

Joint Objectives

· To help develop and refine conditionality in implementing Dayton through the speed, efficiency, and certainty of delivery which a flexibly managed micro-project initiative can provide.
  The WBRP provided “leverage money” at a very local level.
 Andy Bearpark was anxious that ODA should consider the whole question of conditionality in a more systematic way.

ODA/DFID Objectives

· After May 1997, and the creation of DFID from the ODA, to contribute to DFID’s global objectives to develop and implement consistent approaches to preventing or reducing violent conflict;

· To exploit the natural operational legitimacy which the Dayton GFAP gave to IFOR/SFOR as an agent of aid projects.  This was regarded as more satisfactory, in most cases, than using NGOs as agents;

· To exploit the natural cost effectiveness of achieving DFID purposes through IFOR/SFOR agencies since military project management capabilities had little or no opportunity cost for DFID

Military Objectives

· To engage in military and humanitarian projects so as to counteract the negative effects on morale caused by inactivity and the “bystander” syndrome;

· To demonstrate the impartiality of IFOR/SFOR troops in relation to all Bosnian parties, and thereby strengthen the authority of the Dayton GFA;

· To develop an infrastructure and mechanism for civil military co-ordination that would prioritise the allocation of military resources between military tasks and support to civilian agencies and the local population;

· To develop an evidently successful model of civil-military cooperation which became respected inside ODA-DFID,
 and was looked on with favour by other contributing nations, particularly Canada, the Netherlands and Sweden; 

· To provide information on a regular basis that fed into the civilian affairs work of the G5 cell at HQ MND (SW).

POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

The success of the ODA/DFID operations in Bosnia were largely personality

driven, relying on the presence of key individuals who worked together with great effect. However, an important element of this success was also the staff organisation created by the military at both divisional and local level. This emphasised two areas of activity which had a multiplying effect on the effectiveness of civil-military cooperation and on the efficiency of the ODA/DFID programme. First of all the military staff structure

deliberately emphasised a maximum number of military points of contact at

every level and in as many areas as possible with the civilian infrastructure. This arrangement increased the civil-military dialogue, made the military more accessible and less opaque. The second characteristic of the staff structure was that in the Divisional level military HQ and at every level below that, the civil-military staff branch

(G5) was positioned on the critical path of decision making so that civil military activities were always central to day to day military priorities and also in constant touch with the other staff branches running operations, intelligence and logistics. 

The G5 Staff Branch. For the purposes of this report, in any NATO or European national HQ the important staff branches are: G2 - Intelligence, G3- Military/combat Operations, G4 - Logistics and G5 - Civil/military affairs. In a more intense, war fighting scenario the G5 branch would deal with refugees, civil authorities and the immediate survival needs of a civil population in a war zone. In the much less intensive security environment of Dayton-Bosnia, G5 was refocused as the point of contact for a range of civil affairs issues including relief and development needs associated with the ODA/DFID programme. G5, far from being marginalised in this less intensive conflict environment, became a key branch of the divisional staff and was rapidly expanded in its size and reach with successive changes of command.

The US Civil Affairs Battalion, 415 (US) CA Bn. The US Civil Affairs Battalion comprised 63 US personnel and was under operational control of HQ MND SW. Its battalion HQ and staff were located at Division HQ. The battalion consisted of 10 civil affairs task teams, each team consisted of 2 officers and 2 NCOs. Their tasks included the verification and assessment of aid projects. This they were well equipped to do as the CA battalion was a reservist organisation and most officers had civilian professional skills

(engineers, surveyors etc) that were particularly suited to their role. Also being esentially civilians as opposed to professional military staff officers they related well to other civilians. 

Civil Military Information Centres (CIMICs).  A number of CIMICs were deployed in the MND SW area. They were manned by G5 staff as well as US CA battalion personnel. Their purpose was to create a meeting point for local civilians, NGOs , civil agency officials and military G5 representatives. The local civilians ostensibly came to the CIMIC with urgent requests for aid assistance and the NGO/civil agency element came to find out where they could deploy their assistance assets. Many smaller NGOs could not afford the research effort to make a comprehensive study of local needs. The CIMICs provided essential information of this kind. 

Liaison Officers.  Several liaison structures were established. Leading UN agencies such as UNHCR and UN Civil Affairs located their liaison officers within the G5 staff cell in MND SW. In addition each battlegroup in MND (SW) appointed its own G5 liaison officers whose job included keeping in touch with the G5 staff cell.

Meetings.  The day to day decision making process appears to have been informal. The Divisional commander met his G5 staff officer with the ODA/DFID representative frequently and discussed incidents and plans as they arose. The execution of these ideas followed a more structured path through the staff channels described. Civil - military liaison also took place on an as-required basis. CIMICs remained open throughout the day and NGOs might come to drink coffee and talk. Formal briefings between military

staff and civilians operating in the area (NGOs, UN agencies, Human Rights officials, etc.) took place either daily or weekly according to the situation. The purpose of briefings was twofold: for military staff to brief civilians on security matters as well as shared transport and logistics arrangements; and for civilians to voice concerns, and share

information unilaterally.  For many civilians it was the only regular unilateral meeting point they had.  A substantial number of NGOs and even UN officials came into the theatre harbouring deeply held convictions about the dangers of dealing with the military and the impact that this would have on their perceived impartiality and freedom of association.  The military security briefings, needs assessment information, and general availability of logistics and communications were irresistible attractions which helped

to break down the civil - military barriers and greatly facilitated the DFID /ODA programmes.

Policy Promulgation

The initial G5 instructions to the division
 were fairly detailed and explicit and, in particular, spelt out: 

        - The G5 input to shaping the operational environment

        - The importance of CIMICs

        - The need to win local support for IFOR

        - Fulfill tasks associated with the civil aspects of Dayton

        - Identify long term civil construction tasks

        - Monitor movements of civil populations and associated issues

        - Encourage self-dependency among the civil communities

        - Continue to collect G5 data as an in-country resource.

At battle group level the key elements of the divisional commanders G5 plan are interpreted to meet the specific conditions at local level. Each battle group has a G5 staff officer to redraft the G5 instructions at this level and to allocate and supervise their execution. Below battle group level each sub unit in the field would also appoint G5 liaison officers. This ensured that when patrols set out in the operational area, they were aware of the broad G5 directives and understood how to perform them. It also meant that information from the patrols was being passed back, both to the CIMICs where it became part of the needs assessment data and to HQ MND (SW) where it was used as a means of task assessment or to verify the impact of on-going projects.

Civil - Military Staff Structures

Within the HQ MND (SW) the G5 staff branch was an integral part of the HQ structure, co-located with the key HQ branches G2 and G3 (See Appendix, Chart I).  In terms of the G5 staff interface (see Appendix, Chart II), the G5 staff had immediate access to the operations, media operations, psychological operations, intelligence and engineer staff branches as well as to the chaplains and military police. 

The G5 staff was enhanced as the initial importance of this function was understood (See Chart III). Two intelligence staff were dedicated to the G5 function. Liaison officers from UNHCR and UNCA were located at the HQ MND (SW) as part of G5. The next level of command down was the battlegroup (see Chart IV). The main elements of the G5 staff structures were also reflected at battlegroup level within each sub-unit. Each battlegroup element included a Tactical Support Team of 415 (US) CA Battalion consisting of 2 officers and 2 NCOs. 

The Range of Policy Makers

This project is distinguished by the high political level of those who initiated and sustained its continuance and the low political level of those who had a major degree of discretion over the implementation of policy.  The commitment of the Minister for Overseas Development – Baroness Chalker – was critical in launching an innovative aid initiative and the early co-ordination was driven by the energy and organisational skills of Andy Bearpark, Gilbert Greenall, Colonel Field and Brigadier Mantell.  After March 1996 the project was regularly and competently monitored, but there is little evidence of high-level political engagement with it, beyond a willingness to see it continue.

Key decisions were therefore in the hands of Gilbert Greenall and then his successors as field officers – Gillian MacLean and Barry Kavanagh.  Field officers had responsibility for making critical choices and then ensuring the proper conduct of projects.  However, project initiation and most of the practical facilitation of policy were in the hands of local military commanders in the Battle Groups. They worked to joint DFID/MND (SW) guidelines, where DFID retained financial control and the MoD was responsible for the audit trail.  During autumn 1996 delegated authority was shifted more to London, away from the immediate theatre, though since London practised a ‘hands off’ style in this case, the WBRP was still left with scope to evolve and respond to immediate needs.

NGOs seem not to have been involved at all at the beginning and though there was some attempt in the autumn of 1996 to bring NGOs into the policy making process on the ground, and some of the 1000+  projects involved NGOs, this initiative seems to have made little headway.

The benefits of the way in which WPRB was handled were that it allowed for flexibility near to the area of need. It also, however, contributed to a degree of drift, where the priorities of DFID and MND (SW) began to diverge as the areas of need became less self-evident, and the capacities of the military more stretched in identifying projects that were less physically tangible. 

Continuity and Change Among Policy Makers and Implementers

At the policy-making level a natural degree of continuity can be discerned, partly through the relative absence of high-level political involvement after the initiation of the project and also through the process whereby rather general policy objectives were steadily specified at greater levels of detail during the period.  In this respect, the policy enjoyed some continuity.

At the level of implementation, the picture is more mixed.  The six monthly rotation of military units, each on their own schedule, and the changing multi-national character of the composition of MND (SW) certainly ensured a continual change over among military personnel implementing the project. This, in itself, however, created some important elements of continuity since it established limits on what military implementers where capable of achieving in a short period and contributed – with only some exceptions – to an agreed understanding of basic objectives, SOPs, and accountancy procedures.  The strength of the implicit military objectives also created a strong incentive towards continuation and agreed standards of performance (in terms of the completion of numbers of projects within the timeframe of a Battle Group’s (BG’s) tour, etc.). This may be regarded as highly desirable, if not vital, in motivating military personnel to maintain high levels of performance and initiative.  The downside of this continuity, however, may be in a certain lack of flexibility among military personnel to implement the longer term and more intangible developmental objectives that naturally followed the post-election phase.  Military personnel in the UK are given little or no formal military training in humanitarian and civil affairs operations, with a commensurate difficulty, except for the skill of particular individuals, to understand properly the developmental impact of some of the work they are called on to undertake.

POLICY IMPACT

Policy Impact: Political Level


In assessing the impact of the WBRP on the political level, it is important to keep in mind that there is no global consensus on how best to implement peace agreements.  Lack of consensus also characterized the multinational coalition implementing Dayton--on priorities among objectives, appropriate tactics, and the role of economic assistance in the peace process.  The WBRP originated to fill a policy gap caused by the lack of attention in the DPA to the details and strategy of its civilian aspects and by delays in setting the civilian administration up.  Its political goals, like those of the entire operation until June 1998, were tailored to a policy focused on an early exit from Bosnia and Herzegovina and constrained by the limits set repeatedly on the length of the military deployment.

Goals


The explicit political goals of the WBRP were (1) to reorient the public toward peace, and (2) to obtain compliance with the DPA, with emphasis on restoring multiethnicity (the GFAP), implementing the military tasks (Annex 1A), promoting DPRE returns, especially minorities (Annex 7), and facilitating the work of ICTY.

· There is no way to assess the political impact of the WBRP because there is no way to assess the counterfactual - that the absence of a WBRP would have made local authorities more obstructionist, their constituents more willing to support them, and the implementation of the cease-fire commitments more difficult.  Levels of compliance with the DPA, moreover, do not differ across the three MND or among national military units.  The value of the WBRP must be judged by other criteria.

· The willingness of British forces to anticipate the need for and provide security, in some cases aggressively, such as in the case of conflicts over DPRE returns, proved a success in itself.
  In the first period after cessation of hostilities, security must come first.

· The lesson of other cases of peace implementation, moreover, is that politics must come first. The WBRP did not improve cooperation with those explicitly political goals of the DPA that were perceived to be against local interests -interethnic cooperation, minority DPRE returns, and the criminal tribunal.  It should not be judged by these criteria - its scale is too small and localized.  Evidence of a much more striking nature, that economic assistance alone cannot buy compliance with tasks the parties consider contrary to their vital interests and war aims, comes from the EU experience in Mostar.  ECU 144 million, spent from June 1994-June 1996, did not bring any steps whatsoever toward integration, interethnic cooperation, minority return, or political change.  Physical rehabilitation can only help to create an environment in which citizens can begin to redefine their interests for themselves, over time, and only if other aspects of the peace implementation process also work in the same direction.

· Nonetheless, anecdotal evidence from BG commanders and common sense strongly support the view that the WBRP did buy cooperation, especially in the fragile spring months of 1996--the first “fighting season” after the cease-fire agreement—when a return to war was possible.  The healing effects of giving citizens hope are well known in the medical literature.

·  BG commanders also hold the view firmly, based on personal experience, that the local projects of WBRP persuaded many Bosnians to risk defiance of obstructionist officials, such as mayors, and cooperate with BGs.  Although early cooperation of military officials with their obligations under Annex 1A was to be expected, citizens became less apprehensive and more welcoming as the first year wore on.

· This crucial element of trust was most likely earned not by WBRP per se but by the process of selection in the early stages: allowing local officials such as mayors and teachers to identify projects of public, communal interest to be repaired first.  A program suited to local culture, as in the village solidarity and local pride common to Bosnians, is more likely to succeed.

· The particular projects chosen, such as schools, houses, and clinics, were not likely to promote multiethnicity.  MND (SW) commanders interpreted this goal as projects that linked the two entities of the new state—an essential objective but also not related to multiethnicity.  Indeed, defining “impartiality” as “an equal number of projects in each entity” perpetuates the ethnic criterion, whereas other criteria such as need or level of local participation in selecting projects might have been more appropriate. 

· The stated ODA aim in choosing small-scale projects was to foster local initiative and avoid the development of a dependency culture.  This reflected political pessimism about the likely success of the accords, which contradicted the WBRP’s clearest benefits—giving hope.  There is also a conflict between the goal of avoiding dependency and the goal of shifting the loyalties of the local population away from recalcitrant mayors to the local BG commander and to the DPA.  Making the platoon commander a “local hero” and “bonding” the village to the international forces only transfers the source of dependency.  While perhaps a necessary early step, the method of selecting projects should engage much more local participation as quickly as possible, focusing on the other, non-physical aspects of creating community and on the self-sufficiency ingrained in the culture of former Yugoslavia.  A culture of dependency on aid and on outsiders has, in fact, been created in the process of Dayton implementation.

· As the RRP details well, a programme to promote DPRE returns must be comprehensive and designed for that purpose, which the WBRP was not.  The slow pace of returns in 1996 and 1997 characterized all areas of the country, however, not just MND (SW). 

Means


The WBRP also participated in the policy of the PIC and the Contact Group regarding the means or incentives to obtain local compliance with the GFAP: specifically, to obtain election results favorable to cooperation with the GFAP, and generally, political conditionality on aid.

· There is no evidence that the WBRP influenced the election results of September 1996 as intended.  Throughout the country, wartime leaders and their parties were reelected, not the hoped-for rejection of nationalists.  Moreover, the real test of the WBRP would have been at the municipal level, and these elections were postponed (at the last minute) for another year.  Voters’ choices in 1996 and in 1997 were shaped by their continuing perceptions of insecurity, which the WBRP could do little to reduce in the short time it was operating and in conjunction with other, more powerful, but conflicting influences on voters.  One of the few anomalies of the 1996 elections did occur, however, in MND (SW), where almost 40 percent of the RS electorate -largely from western RS - voted for independent Mladen IvanicÇ as against wartime leader, Momcilo Krajišnik, for the Serb representative to the Bosnian presidency.

· The principle of political conditionality in the selection of projects and recipient communities is in direct conflict with two fundamental goals of the WBRP: the rapid and visible demonstration of the benefits of peace, and the “hearts and minds” objectives of the military, whose mandate required impartiality.  To reward only those communities that complied is politically redundant.  Moreover, commanders received no guidance on the application of this principle, possibly as a result of ongoing disagreements among the leading actors of the operation about its appropriateness.

· The country-wide effect of political conditionality until mid-1998 was to prevent aid to the RS (it received 2 percent of total assistance in 1996 and 3.5 percent in 1997).  This violated the principle of impartiality as defined by BG commanders .

· The local initiative of the WBRP was well-suited to reduce these conflicts in overall policy.  Global condemnation of Serb communities for decisions of their leadership in Pale could be softened where local Serb communities did cooperate, especially in western RS.  Similarly, sanctions on local Croat or Bosniac hardliners (as in Drvar or Bugojno) could protect the principle when it was not applied to the Federation in general.  Although the media harshly criticized the British government and its military for projects in Prijedor, before British IFOR apprehended (and killed) an indicted war criminal there, officers claim that the WBRP’s selection mechanism made it possible to distinguish among politicians, supporting cooperation from citizens and some officials against hardliners within a particular community.

· Effectiveness of the principle of political conditionality depends not only on uniform application, so that messages sent are clear, but also on continuity in personnel.  In addition to the lack of overall consensus and guidance regarding conditionality, the frequent and staggered turnover of BGs made it difficult to hold local officials accountable over time.  Competitition among BGs sometimes took priority over the political goals of the WBRP.  Some means of keeping records on the behavior of specific local officials and providing institutional memory to the program is recommended.

In sum, the impact of the WBRP on the wider political goals of Dayton implementation was probably minimal, although any such impact is difficult to assess.  But few should have expected it to be otherwise, given the ambiguities of the peace agreement, the continuing disagreements among the three Bosnian parties over their interpretations of the Dayton agreement, its goals, and its obligations, and the decision delays that these ambiguities and complicated decision-making procedures of the Dayton constitution made possible.  Physical and political security must come first.  Without any hard evidence, it is nonetheless probable that the WBRP gave a crucial signal of commitment to peace for the average Bosnian household while the quarrels at the top political levels within Bosnia and Herzegovina and within the international coalition (over strategy and coordination) delayed other reconstruction.  Secondly, a program like the WBRP cannot substitute for lack of planning on the civilian side.  The lesson of Bosnia and Herzegovina is that civilian aspects of a peace strategy must be prepared in advance and in detail, including agreement among international actors about that strategy, division of labor, and mechanisms for coordination.  But if this is not done, then a program similar to the WBRP would be needed again.

Policy Impact: Country-Wide Developmental Level


The WBRP was designed to fill a vacuum created by the slow start of the civilian side of the international presence (up and running only six months after IFOR deployed) and by the inevitable delays in visible results of the World Bank-designed reconstruction program (the PRRP) with its focus on large-scale infrastructure and the long-term.

· Its developmental goals were the same as the PRRP.  By operating at the small-scale, local level to get power, roads, communications, and public services such as hospitals, water and sewage, and schools operating quickly, the program contributed directly to the overall program and to moving it quickly while quarrels over coordination mechanisms took place at the center.

· The stages of the WBRP also paralleled the PRRP and other donors’ activities.  The first year of rehabilitation was within the humanitarian frame.  Except for USAID, which began its facility for small and medium enterprises in July 1996, WBRP’s shift to small businesses and income generation in the second year also was common.  All donors, bilateral and multilateral, gave priority to housing construction to promote return, with the exception in this case of the U.S. government (which was prohibited by Congress from housing construction).

· General criticism of the overall reconstruction program also applies to the WBRP: far fewer results in employment generation than peace, demobilization, and political change require; an overemphasis by donors on visible contributions; and little attention to the special needs of peace-building as opposed to physical reconstruction.  BG commanders and DFID officials acknowledge that the WBRP was also limited by its “short-termism.”

· The WBRP did contribute to sectors that were underfunded by donors generally, especially health and energy.

· Many delays in donor financing and implementation occurred in general as a result of slow and complex procedures for project implementation; the WBRP is an important exception.

· All reconstruction was constrained by the long delays on de-mining due to political quarrels in Sarajevo; the memorandum of understanding and agreed principles on de-mining were not signed until October 30, 1997, effective January 1, 1998, and entity-level mine action centers were not set up until March 31, 1998.

In sum, the WBRP was far more successful in achieving its humanitarian and developmental goals than its political goals.   Its definition of development, however, was addressed to war damage rather than peace building.  It was not designed for political goals, such as returns, because it was explicitly a stop-gap to get reconstruction moving while an overall civilian strategy was designed and set up.   Its shift in priorities and replacement by a more comprehensive plan might, therefore, have begun sooner than March 1998.

Policy Impact: Military Level

Stabilisation

The policy impact of the WBRP in military terms was never gauged in more than an anecdotal way by commanders, G5 officers, and battle group officers.  There is, nevertheless, a very high degree of consensus among them that this programme had useful impacts at the local level on stabilisation.  This impression is also reinforced by civilians connected with the programme.  In particular terms, it aided stabilisation by:

· Demonstrating that the military was not an occupation force and helping it to be seen as a facilitator of self-help and redevelopment.

· Proving that the WBRP could be implemented both efficiently and in a way largely free of local fraud.  It showed the military as an instrument of financial integrity and practical effectiveness.

· Demonstrating efficiently administered aid conditionality in reinforcing the basic stabilisation that had been achieved by D+180, when Annex 1A was completed.

· Demonstrating a constant military presence, and providing a locally-understood reason for a high number of military visits to areas within theatre, coupled with a developmental rationale for such presence.

· Demonstrating a flexible structure that could be responsive to local needs, or to changes in local political circumstances; e.g., the relative lack of WBRP projects in Prijedor, followed by a clutch of them after the first arrest of indicted war criminals. In this respect, the WBRP, for all its diminutive size, may have achieved a more even-handed pattern of distribution than some of the Bosnia-wide aid programmes.

Military Management

· The WBRP programme created a number of opportunities for the efficient management of IFOR/SFOR forces in a difficult and politically delicate situation.  In particular, it provided a major boost to the morale of the forces in providing them with a sense of purpose, continuity, and visible pay-off from their presence.

· The immediate and short-term nature of the projects kept a sense of initiative high, since they generally could be done within the deployment period of a single BG, creating natural incentives to meet targets.

· As a relatively unbureaucratised aid project, it was highly dependent on the personalities involved at G5 and BG level and within ODA/DFID, which also increased incentives to succeed.

· It provided an ongoing activity which helped to unite the multi-national elements in MND (SW) and was sufficiently flexible to allow differential levels of competence and interest among BGs to be addressed by G5 and ODA/DFID staff.

· The skills and mechanisms to facilitate civil-military co-ordination in this case has been used, in part, as the doctrinal base for the conduct of future operations of a similar nature. Many of the lessons drawn from the WBRP have been drawn into the Armed Forces manual JWP, Peace Support Operations.
Military G5 Support

Throughout the Dayton process in Bosnia the importance of G5 work cannot be underestimated since Dayton was so imprecise regarding the civilian elements of implementation.
  Above all, therefore, the WBRP provided a vehicle to facilitate G5 work within the MND (SW) area.  It allowed local troops to build relations with the civilian population, playing to the natural strengths of NCOs and junior officers in getting things done and establishing a rapport with local civilians.  Not least, it provided a rationale for the military to enter into “normality mode,” getting them out of vehicles and flak jackets, etc. to interact with local organisations and contractors.  There is strong anecdotal evidence [so far] that the presence of around 100 US civil affairs military specialists within MND (SW) had a very favourable impact on the progress of the project during the first year of its operation.
  There is also strong anecdotal evidence, however, that the effectiveness of these specialists was greatly aided by the “normalising” atmosphere they were able to enjoy in MND (SW) as opposed to MND(N).

The WBRP had the added benefit of demonstrating the norms of civil/military relations – particularly as they apply in the UK – which were not always the same as those to which the population of former Yugoslavia were accustomed.

Policy impact: Local Developmental Level 

      In the early stages of the WBRP the focus was heavily on meeting short term survival and recovery needs. Individual battlegroups were able to build up a good picture of the scale of damage in their areas, and go some way towards assessing the immediate relief and rehabilitation needs of the remaining inhabitants.  They were in a position initially to make immediate improvements to transportation, and to begin to remove some of the debris of war.

       Clearance of debris and restoration of essential utilities were already well-underway as the ODA projects began, and were reinforced by early additional ODA funding. This was followed almost immediately by a spate of projects aimed at rehabilitating damaged schools and local clinics, repairs to the fabric of hospitals, and support for local media outlets. Initial efforts were also made to improve the regional airport's operational capacity. Within a few weeks, ODA grant funding was made available to reinforce the production of basic survival items, most notably bread, flour and basic repair materials. A number of bakeries and sawmills were rehabilitated and brought into operation. Soon after, additional small enterprises producing flour, and chickens, and small factories producing window frames and other building components were brought back into operation.

       Longer-term developmental impacts tended to have a low priority at the start. Initial planning was on the basis of only a six month involvement. It was always possible, indeed it appeared likely at several junctures, that fighting could start again, and any large-scale investment might be lost.

       From late 1996 onwards, an implicit shift in priorities occurred with more direct economic investment in small community enterprises producing non-survival goods, primarily as a means of increasing local employment. Support for Small and Medium Enterprises was always a small scale programme. The SME programme's impact was also strongly constrained by limitations in funding and an adverse local business environment characterised by a lack of credit services, little access to dynamic markets and a complicated and restrictive tax and legal framework. 

      Development support for recovery occurred against a background of other MND (SW) activities. The development impacts of various types of projects needs to be assessed against a wider background of factors shaping both public behaviour, and market conditions.  IFOR quickly took a range of actions to shape local people's perception of normalization and future social and economic stability. The most practical of these included forceful efforts to remove barriers to free movement, and to facilitate transport in the area.  These included dismantling of police and army roadblocks within the Divisional area; attempts to reduce the constraints on inter-entity movement; and support for various bus services within the area. A comprehensive information campaign to influence public attitudes and behaviour, particularly in relation to IFOR itself, was started by the military command.  This campaign was conducted intensively over the first two years, under central control from Sarajevo, and involving a carefully integrated  package of newspaper products, IFOR radio stations, television and radio slots on local media,  and posters, handbills, and pamphlets for local distribution by IFOR personnel. Under the general framework of  Psychological Operations (Psyops), this was a relatively limited exercise. In addition, various contingents produced their own local information products, sometimes but not always with reference to the Sarajevo HQ.

Impacts by sector
       The WBRP was strongly "front loaded", in that the initial project activity was intensive, with a large number of local projects reaching completion between the Spring and late Summer of 1996. The initial impacts came quickly and impinged on the lives of large numbers of people early on. The largest tranche of ODA expenditure came in the first year, mostly within the initial six months. 

       The project as a whole shows a fairly pronounced sectoral bias towards projects involving  physical reconstruction of community buildings, and reconnection of surviving elements of damaged network infrastructure. Not only were these very  necessary, given the particular damage profile in the MND (SW) area, but they were also quick to complete, controllable within a military engineering framework, and very visible. But this is far from a compete inventory. What is unusual in this project is the sheer variety of other types of projects supported.  The range of activities was much broader than in most donor supported projects. The activities ranged from school heating rehabilitation through to veterinary immunization programmes, and from restocking of chicken farms through to airport landing system reconnection.

       There was little attempt at the time to monitor against specific relief or development output criteria. Indeed, even the management accounting systems took several months to catch up with the momentum of the programme as a whole. The initial WBRP was implemented without a logframe, and without specific output measures or verifiable indicators of achievement. Given the priority given to normalisation there may have been some reliance on monitoring and data collection by military PsyOps teams, but this is not reflected in the available file documentation. The lack of any pre-established project evaluation criteria inevitably makes retrospective assessment of the development aspects somewhat more difficult. 

Primary and clinical health services:

       WBRP support for health programmes began with a number of construction projects to renovate the building fabric of local health centres and small hospitals. Some medical equipment, mostly for cardiac patients, was provided to one of the larger hospitals. These projects were followed by other broadly similar ones, and some additional one-off emergency deliveries of medical supplies and drugs, mainly dialysis supplies and anaesthetics, to fill urgent  gaps in the medical inventory. The latter actions were demonstrably life-saving, covering the acute needs of several dozen patients. A number of ambulances were repaired and subsequently some laboratory equipment provided for major centres. In a subsequent round of spending in late 1996, furniture was provided for about ten health centres, and packs of basic equipment for general practitioners was supplied to 24 GPs. Very few health projects were supported after early 1997. There is no indication in the file record of any attempt to quantify or measure the health and welfare impacts of this funding. 

Primary care services

       Repair of the fabric of local small clinics, and supply of basic packs of GP equipment would have enabled a more effective delivery of mother-and-child health services, routine immunization, and routine general medicine. What is not clear from the record is what types of services were being provided before, and from what alternative and possibly improvised locations. Restoration of purpose-built clinics would probably have produced improvements in local access, although any advantages from using an existing site might have been reduced by changes in population density and distribution since the requirements of that site were first analysed.

       Waiting time for treatment may have been reduced, depending on staffing and patient presentation patterns.  Patient usage behaviour is unrecorded, as is the equity of access, and the impact of possible factors such as informal payments for treatment. There is no indication whether IFOR monitored clinic access for any ethnic exclusion.

       Other impacts on quality of primary care services are unclear. There may well have been a greater willingness of qualified staff to work in restored institutions, and to that extent it may be worth exploring the extent to which skilled health care workers returned to communities. 

       Primary health care delivery depends critically on staffing.  There is no indication that IFOR made any provision for staff wages or training. Medical supply sustainability was reportedly a problem in Bosnia at this time. Vaccines were available from NGO sources, as were some supplies of common pharmaceuticals.  Pharmacies were reported to be short of antibiotics around this period, but many local factors can influence this, beyond the control of external implementors.

Hospitals and clinics

       As with clinics, most of the WBRP projects involved repair of buildings, with some minor re-equipment and medical supplies. The hospitals supported were already operating. There may have been some general economic benefits from improved access and reduced waiting times, though they are unlikely to be large. Conditions for treatment, especially in terms of heating and infection control may well have improved, and several lives per year could be expected to be saved. Improved working conditions may have affected staff morale and retention. In terms of sustainability, the majority of interventions were structural. Little extra input would have been required to maintain the benefits, certainly over a nominal ten year period.  Where heating systems were restored, there would be a requirement for a continuing supply of fuel. There are no indications of problems obtaining continued supplies.

       The nutrition of hospital patients was known to be a problem at this time. Patients' condition would actually deteriorate during their stay. There are no signs of attempts to address this on-going problem. 

Health support services

       There were some small projects for ambulance repair and support. Issues of sustainability are not recorded, but would involve the ongoing supply of spare parts and fuel for restored vehicles.

Dental services

       Interventions primarily involved supply of dental instruments and some dental laboratory supplies.  Given the lack of services over the wartime period, the effects are likely in the short term to have been quite positive. There is no record of accessibility or equity issues, or the location and distribution of the populations actually served. Sustainability would be manageable, insofar as the availability of equipment enabled a dental practice to charge fees sufficient to cover depreciation and materials costs.

       If we accept that clinical medical services were already being provided under austere conditions during the wartime period, a key question is the amount that WBRP inputs added.  These inputs were limited and did not address efficiency factors such as protocols, improved practice, or reducing costs. Taken overall, it seems very likely that there were substantial improvements in access and patient throughput; improved diagnosis of some less common conditions; reduced stress on staff; and possibly more retention of local staff.  We can make a crude estimate of the impact as being several hundred additional quality life years added per annum. The discounted value of the earnings lost would, of course, depend on the employment and productivity of those affected, and more local information is needed for this calculation.

Education

       The majority of school related projects also involved rehabilitation of the physical fabric, together with a substantial number of packages of furniture and some educational materials. In the medium and long term, there were policy and planning issues to be resolved.

       These involved decisions on numbers of schools to open; which to consolidate; whether to charge fees and for what; how to find financing for the operation of a decentralized system; how to train new teachers and re-train existing teachers; and how to develop curriculum options that matched local conditions. In the shorter term, however, the main requirement was simply to get normal schooling restored in appropriate and safe buildings.

       School rehabilitation was popular with the IFOR units, and started very early on.  School classes were already operating in most areas, but for only short periods each day, and in improvised accommodation. Children of school age spent considerable parts of the day simply roaming the area.

       Public participation in educational recovery appears limited. There appears to have been little involvement of parents or schoolchildren in school reconstruction.  In other operations, schools have been provided tool kits, paint, or wood to make basic repairs on their own, with parents and members of the community directly involved in the repair and refurbishment. By contrast, rehabilitation was done mainly through commercial contractors. There was little attempt to utilize local production, either for provision of replacement furniture, or for production of consumable materials. Again, urgency, lack of suitable sources, and the need for rapid restoration of a visible "package" seem to have been key factors in this decision.

       No effort appears to have been made to address other constraints in the system, including most notably shortage of teachers in particular fields. Nor were syllabus issues covered at all. In essence, the overall aim was simply to get the existing school buildings restored, and capable of supporting a basic level of teaching and daily routine.

Public health administration

       The public health impacts of the projects would have come mainly from the utility restoration and some of the food security projects, and from the indirect impact of clinical service recovery. Administrative and clinical diagnostic public health services were given limited, though still useful, support. Inputs included some diagnostic laboratory support, improvements in rabies diagnosis (under the veterinary programme), and supplies for TB diagnosis.  The impact of these inputs on morbidity/mortality is hard to estimate. Epidemiological statistics are not included in the file documentation. 

       The lack of a framework for epidimiological information is of some significance for evaluation. Without access to morbidity and mortality data linked to population characteristics, it is very hard to determine whether significant levels of disbenefit were being missed by the programme. A closer link between planning and epidemiological monitoring would be very desirable.

Public safety

       A range of public safety projects were instituted. They included mine awareness for schoolchildren, road safety projects involving reflective patches to reduce night-time accidents, rehabilitation of street lighting on the more heavily used urban routes, and re-equipping fire departments by repairing fire engines and rebuilding facilities. In addition a few efforts were made to make fire departments self-financing, by providing vehicle washing equipment. A separate service project provided some additional training of fire fighters. The developmental impact of these public safety projects is likely to be limited but positive. The infrastructure projects could be expected to be sustainable for several years.

       Road safety and mine awareness covered large numbers of school children. These projects are likely to have been positive in terms of the hearts and minds effort. Lighting projects are also likely to save several lives and serious injuries per year over the life of the investment. The discounted value of earnings and property lost from road accidents over about ten years could also give a moderate but positive internal rate of return, especially if development continues. Lighting will also have increased the incentives for some business activity, such as restaurants.

Food production

       Initially the aim was to increase the availability of basic staple food. The WBRP gave grants for equipment needed for re-establishing bakeries, for the purchase of chickens for egg production, and for plant for producing animal feed. Later, livestock were provided to a number of farms. The main impact is likely to have been an increase in food availability and possibly some small reduction in staple food prices locally. There would also be a local impact on livelihood in very small local communities, with a small number of extra jobs in food processing facilities. Overall, in development terms the impact is likely to have been beneficial, though on a very small scale.

Food security

       A range of other projects fit more into the category of food security.  Support for veterinary programmes were the main focus, but there were also indirect benefits from transport restoration. The veterinary programme involved a range of veterinary public health interventions, including vaccination programmes for farm animals, purchase of diagnostic laboratory equipment, re-equipping of local veterinary staff with supplies and instruments, and a limited amount of refurbishment and re-equipping of clinics. One veterinary team was provided with vehicles. The veterinary packs and other support essentially allowed professionals to practice effectively again, releasing scarce and expensive skills for immediate use over a wide area.  In addition, attempts were made to improve the breeding stock, with an artificial insemination programme for cattle.

       Benefits are likely to have included an increase in animal trade due to lowered disease transmission risks, and direct economic impacts for owners in terms of the cost of animals preserved by immunization and transmission control. There would also be both short and long-term economic impacts resulting from the increased productivity of animal herds as a result of artificial insemination programmes.

       Veterinary interventions also reduced the risks of human disease. There had already been outbreaks of trichinosis in the human population in parts of  MND (SW) and it seems likely that disease control efforts resulted in the prevention of  several dozen to several hundred cases of other parasites. Sustainability of veterinary projects appears reasonably high, but there is little information on any fees charged or farmers’ ability to pay. 

Energy supplies

      Inputs to the energy sector were limited and small scale, particularly in comparison with the much larger projects managed by the ODA Emergency Engineering Unit. They mostly included reconnection of power lines, occasionally including reconnection of whole villages and parts of towns, and refurbishment of transformers and other electrical equipment in local distribution loops. There was also some assistance to the local energy supply companies with the transport of equipment.

      In fact, the two ODA/DFID programmes, large-scale energy and small-scale WBRP projects, complemented each other, possibly in unintended ways.  A major hindrance to the reconstruction of the big electrical system was the continuing petty theft of sections of aluminum conductor.  Because the WBRP framework encouraged villages to identify projects they needed, recipient villages had an interest in making their projects work.  The moment WBRP engineers began working on an electricity repair project with a village, theft stopped overnight.  In the ongoing debate about whether a “bottom-up” or a “top-down” approach to peace-building is better, the energy sector projects demonstrate that both are needed to make the whole.

       No output measures were specified, but impacts can be broadly assessed in terms of the number of additional operating businesses connected, and the number of additional households connected. The sustainability of these projects was relatively high. Expertise was available in local power companies, and once completed there was a limited maintenance and operational spares requirement.

Water and sanitation
       Inputs in the water sector included repairs to existing piping and pumping equipment, provision of new supplies of piping and pumps, and repairs to reservoirs. There were few specific sanitation projects since most buildings used a septic tank or similar disposal method. 

       Immediate impacts can be measured in terms of the number of additional households and operating businesses connected to potable water supplies. There would be broader, unquantifiable impacts in terms of reduction in risks of water contamination, reduction in the time taken in water collection, and other impacts on the productivity of local businesses.  There would also be broader social and economic development impacts from combined restoration of power and water supplies for whole communities, though these are hard to quantify. 

       The economic benefits from public health outcomes of water supply restoration may be considerable. It seems possible that combined restoration of power and water to communities may lead to something like two extra days productivity per person per annum over ten years. If we assume that some 100,000 were directly affected, and about 10 percent of this population is employed and earning about 25 dollars per day, the net benefit to the community in the first year alone is some $500,000. The discounted present value of these savings over an investment life of some ten years would be very substantial - greater than the cost of all the WBRP development projects. As with other utility projects, sustainability seems relatively high. Substantial technical expertise seems to have been available for maintenance and repair, though the source of funds to provide energy for water pumping is not clear. 

Solid waste disposal

       A major effort was made in the first months to clean up of war debris, and to make some inroads into the large piles of garbage that had accumulated over the past three years. The WBRP funded the repair of some vehicles for general garbage removal, and provided funds for the purchase of skips for solid waste collection.

       This was an essential, but not necessarily economically productive project in development terms. Clean-up had a short term but general benefit. The actual public health benefit was probably relatively limited, but still positive. The investments were sustainable - skips have a long life and vehicle costs of replacement may be recovered by fees. 

Road transport rehabilitation
       Most rehabilitation of transport was confined to one route (Route Gull), which was required for IFOR use, but had the added Dayton benefit of being an inter-entity project. This involved a combination of route surface patching or replacement, and bridge repair and replacement. A number of prefabricated military bridges were provided.

       The development benefits could be expected to stem from two main outcomes:  a reduction in travel time from reconnections, and  savings in vehicle operating costs from road surface improvement and journey distance reduction.  Formulae are available for calculating changes in vehicle operating costs from changes in road surface conditions. Data for Bosnia are hard to obtain, but figures for Croatia are readily available.  The size of the economic return to the community as a whole depends on the existing baseline and growth in traffic flow (in vehicle journeys per day), on the vehicle mix, and the type of  rehabilitation applied to the road surface - reconstruction, overlay, or patching.  Estimates of the benefits of bridge reconstruction take account mainly of additional waiting time and diversion costs. Given a life of up to ten years, the Route Gull project is likely to have been very beneficial economically.

       Sustainability of transport improvements appeared adequate, but detailed engineering information is not currently available. The asset life of road surfaces and bridges is estimated to be about ten years for benefit calculations. The technical expertise exists locally to maintain roads and bridges to a high standard. However, sources of funding for repairs were not made available during this project. 

Community and welfare projects

       A range of community support projects was undertaken, including refurbishment of markets, community centres and cultural centres, a small number of primarily welfare-focused projects, and refurbishment of old people's homes and other social welfare facilities. 

       The market refurbishment projects may have been of relatively high potential value; they were low cost, and the benefits appear to be sustainable and long-term, not least including a general reduction in transaction costs. The economic impact and sustainability of the other community projects is not clear but unlikely to be high. 

Restoration of postal services

       Projects mostly included refurbishment of post office buildings and interiors. No attempt was made to improve the  PTT operating system in terms of staff and process. The development impact could be substantial in the long term, but may be delayed. There is no information on whether the postal service actually operated effectively.

Support for media institutions

       Inputs to the media included provision of generators and transmission equipment for independent local radio stations, and supply of newsprint to newspapers independent of the main political parties. This support linked closely to the other PsyOps operations in the area over the first year.  Inputs were not intended to be sustainable in the long term. The projects were primarily designed for immediate impact during the election period of 1996. The equipment is likely to remain useful for some time. Radio stations may meet maintenance costs and replacement costs from advertising income. Ownership of these stations may of course change.

Local enterprise development

       Initial inputs to small and medium enterprises were focused on bakeries and production of building materials. These have already been described. From mid-1996, a wider range of industries were supported, all with grants rather than loans. The recipients included clothing manufacturers, vehicle workshops, packaging materials production,  medical supplies production, and a large investment in a co-operative milk products facility. 

       There is little available data on the successes or wider impact of these business investments. Impacts can in principle be measured in terms of the number of added jobs and the value added of each business. It may be possible also to determine the number of additional business start ups as a result.

       The impact of all SME programmes in MND (SW) was constrained by wider factors. They included the lack of institutional support from local administrations for market development; the unreliability of the commercial banking system, and lack of access to other sources of capital; broken production networks and unavailability of key inputs; and excessive and time-consuming bureaucratic regulation by government. The effects of bias against private businesses of  many local  business regulations and laws, combined with lack of legal recourse against corrupt local government institutions, were profound and wide-ranging. 

a.       All these constraints, however, were the result of delays in economic and governmental reform – such as the banking sector, privatization, foreign trade and the judiciary – at the entity and state levels. This demonstrates once again the necessary relationship between small-scale, bottom up projects, and top-down approaches focused on political decisions on economic reform and cooperation.  The strength of the WBRP, that it could move the peace forward regardless of political pessimism about its prospects and the continuing delays at the political level in taking necessary structural reforms, was also its weakness: that the impact of small scale projects, particularly once they moved from repair to economic regeneration, was severely limited by the absence of a supportive economic and political environment.

       The impact of the programme on SME development was further constrained by the limited budget available to ODA.  The amounts available for SME development were small.  In particular, the overall budget reduced the flexibility of investment considerably. For example, where it might have been possible to develop a system of loans rather than outright grants, the proportionate cost of servicing the loans in relation to the overall budget largely ruled this out.  In addition, in medium enterprise investment terms, the size of grants supplied was very small.

       Some questions have been raised about the ability of military units to identify appropriate businesses for investment. There appears to have been a tendency to support those most likely to succeed  - the very types of enterprise which would be able to obtain commercial loan funding with minimal difficulty.  However, it has also been argued that local banks were so weak, with loan capital so short and interest rates so high, that most enterprises would have had difficulty obtaining and handling commercial loans under almost any conditions. 

The development impact of the Banja Luka Airport projects
       Over the first two years, ODA made multiple inputs into improvement of the operations of the Banja Luka airport. They included rehabilitation of the instrument landing system, repairs to runway and taxiway surfaces, repairs to the systems servicing landing lights, provision of computers and radio equipment, and refurbishment of some of the building fabric of the terminal and control tower. Most of the individual projects inputs’ were small in value, but the total of all inputs over two years is relatively large.  There was no overall project assessment, no project document outlining the developments, and no logframe.

       From a humanitarian relief perspective, the impact of most of the BL airport projects is likely to have been minimal. From a purely development perspective, a provisional assessment would suggest that the BL airport inputs were too soon and too unplanned. The projects lacked economic viability analysis. That is not to suggest that such inputs were not in themselves viable economically. We assume here that any return on the development investment would stem from a combination of restoring paying passenger and cargo services. These would include revenues from landings of cargo aircraft and cargo ground handling, fees for passenger aircraft handling, passenger departure fees, concession revenues, and possibly other charges for air traffic and meteorological services. 

INTERIM CONCLUSIONS

       These interim conclusions have been drawn from the file records and a series of interviews and discussions conducted in the UK among former participants in the WBRP. At this point, it has not been possible to conduct fieldwork in the area of MND (SW) or, for the purposes of comparison, in the other two Divisional areas in BiH. The following interim conclusions, therefore, should be treated with caution and regarded as working hypotheses – for which we believe there is adequate secondary evidence - that we intend to test against the results of fieldwork in due course.

1.  The Nature of the WBRP

a. The WBRP was a small scale initiative that committed £9.5 million in UK funding during a 2 year period to over 1000 micro-projects, undertaken in the wake of a destructive civil war and in support of a delicate peace process that was subject to unpredictable changes in emphasis by those international actors responsible for implementing the Dayton Agreement. 

b. It was assumed the project would only run for a matter of months, until the first election had been held in BiH, but its life was extended to two years, before it was then redirected to serve explicitly a ‘return and reconciliation’ objective that would run until summer 1999.

c. Its establishment, and the quality with which it was run, was critically dependent on the personalities involved: the military commander at MND (SW), the DFID field officer in situ at any given time, the DFID field officer in Sarajevo, responsible  for Bosnia-wide UK aid operations, and the senior G5 (civil affairs) officer at the Divisional HQ.

d. The WBRP simultaneously addressed a number of needs – support for the Dayton Peace process, immediate post-conflict reconstruction and humanitarian priorities, developmental needs in MND (SW), and the military’s own need to establish good community relations.

2.  Impacts of the WBRP
a. The political impact of the WBRP on the process of implementing the Dayton Agreement was inevitably limited by the small scale of its operations.

b. The humanitarian and post-war reconstruction impact of the WBRP in the MND (SW) area was relatively high in addressing the short-term needs of immediate reconstruction and represented a cost-effective way of addressing such  issues at the local level in the circumstances of the aftermath of civil conflict.

c. The developmental impact of the WBRP at the local level at which it was targeted was relatively high in the short-term, but almost certainly low in long-term developmentalism. Nevertheless, there is no evidence so far that it disadvantaged long-term development in the area of MND (SW).

d. The military impact of the WBRP was undoubtedly high, in its ability to provide a vehicle to enhance good community relations with the military and in the positive effects it had in helping avoid the “bystander syndrome” during a protracted deployment in BiH.

3.  Strengths of the WBRP

a. In serving different agendas simultaneously the WBRP demonstrated many of the characteristics of a classic “hearts and minds” programme. Though it is impossible to measure its effectiveness objectively in these terms, there is, at this stage, strong anecdotal evidence from the military – who are the “recipients” of local reactions to an international presence – that the WBRP played a significant role in building trust at the local level and made positive, if limited, contributions to attitudes towards the implementation of the Dayton Agreement. This, however, has not yet been tested against evidence from local groups in MND (SW).

b. Within its financial constraints, the WBRP showed a high ability to respond quickly to the post-conflict needs of the local situation.

c. It clearly met the need, perceived in London in early 1996, for a programme of aid that was quick and visible within the area of MND (SW).

d. It kept its promises to local groups and delivered projects, for the most part, on time and in the way previously agreed. This is believed to have had positive effects on the growth of trust between local communities and the international presence in MND (SW).

e. Having been established, most projects fulfilled their primary purpose. A failure rate of around 10% was assumed among the programme administrators in achieving primary purposes. This failure rate, or perhaps a little less, seems to have applied: low, given the circumstances in which the projects were set up.

f. There is no evidence of any impropriety in the administration of the WBRP. The management and auditing system proved to be robust. The programme was assessed in situ by both ODA/DFID and the NAO and judged to be managed satisfactorily.

g. The ability to fund the WBRP through the military’s IMPREST facility allowed cash payments to be made quickly and easily at the local level: a critical factor in getting projects going in a post-conflict phase. The IMPREST facility also embodied a robust system of financial management.

h. The WBRP was set up, and operated, through a unique co-operative arrangement between the MoD, the HQ at MND (SW), and ODA/DFID, which was maintained throughout the period.  

i. In being conducted through the military organisation that anyway existed in MND (SW), the programme was able to use the facilities of six Battle Groups in theatre, which effectively gave the WBRP a wide outreach, and an implementation structure that embodied few extra marginal costs either to the military or to ODA/DFID.

j.  WBRP projects were designed to use local labour and resources. Aside from military engineering projects in the early phase, very few military personnel across the Divisional area (generally around 30) were wholly or heavily involved in projects for most of the period. It therefore represented an efficient commitment of effort and is believed to have had small, but positive, regenerative effects on local employment.

k. The WBRP engaged the military in a programme that provided Battle Groups and HQ staff with a positive feedback for their presence in theatre and generated an enthusiasm for its momentum and continuance.

4.  Weaknesses of the WBRP
b. Little or no formal development needs assessment was conducted in the area of MND (SW) prior to the commitment of resources and initiation of projects. In taking place in the immediate aftermath of a civil war, driven by a sense of urgency, and depending as much as it did on key personalities, priorities were adopted intuitively. 

c. This situation persisted after September 1996, and though other priorities were subsequently established beyond those of immediate post-conflict reconstruction, there is little evidence so far of a comprehensive development needs assessment being conducted within the WBRP at any time during the two year period.

d. Serving a number of different needs simultaneously – political, reconstruction, developmental and military – it may have been difficult to set sufficiently clear priorities and ODA/DFID project criteria after the first phase.

e. The structure of the WBRP was geared towards the achievement of short-term projects, of a tangible nature (such as building construction) and militated against the framing of long-term initiatives or less tangible outputs.

f. Where they existed, longer-term initiatives – as in the case of Banja Luka airport – were handled incrementally, which made prioritisation and assessment difficult.

g. As the priorities for the programme developed during its final stages, the military proved less able to identify projects according to their sustainability and support for civil society, as opposed to identifying visible projects of physical repair and sustaining the basic conditions of life.

h. The relatively small scale of the WBRP made it difficult to support small and medium enterprises in a sustainable way, since the success of so many SMEs depended on a regulatory and economic framework that could only be established by macro decisions that came from the top down.
i. Notwithstanding the robust financial control of the project on the ground, the financial system established between MoD and DFID in London took some time to catch up with the speed of project implementation in MND (SW).

j. There is some evidence, from interviews, that the role of US Civil Affairs officers was influential in identifying immediate reconstruction needs, and that their skills were missed when they left the MND (SW) area. It is possible that the success of the project may be more dependent on these “imported” specialist skills than the organisational map of it would imply.

k. The turnover of military units every six months – and each unit on an individual schedule of rotation – reinforced the short-term nature of WBRP projects, militated against collective learning among the implementers, and created other pressures – as in the competitiveness of each Battle Group to perform at least as well as the previous one – which maintained a tempo but made reorientation of priorities more difficult.

l. After the early phase, in which the DFID field officer was highly initiatory, other DFID field officers were faced with a programme that had considerable momentum and was driven by proposals coming up from Battle Groups to the Divisional HQ. This put them in the position of being reactive to proposals and made it difficult for them to set explicitly developmental priorities as the programme progressed.
m. The project momentum, SOPs, and the overarching political context in which the WBRP was implemented, made it difficult to recognise a point where the optimum arrangement between the military and DFID – in terms of the ability to achieve multiple objectives – may have passed.

n. Minimal guidance was given to DFID and military officials on questions of conditionality. This may have left them vulnerable to the sort of criticisms that were made so publicly over WBRP projects in Prijedor. 
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Appendix II 

Interviewees for this Project

Formal Interviews

Vincent Divine    OHR Sarajevo, 5 March 1999

Brig. Richard Smith   Dep. Cmndr. MND (SW), 6 March 1999

Lt. Col. David Cartwright  Chief CIMIC, MND (SW), 6 March 1999

Lt. Col. Nick Beard Chief CIMIC (incoming), MND (SW), 6 March 1999

Maj. Douglas Vautier SO2 G5 Officer, MND (SW), 6 March 1999

Flt. Lt. Steve Williams  SO3 G5 Officer, MND (SW), 6 March 1999

Milford Bateman, Russian and East European Research Centre, University of Wolverhampton,

15th April 1999

General John Kiszely  ACDS (Progs),  MoD,   21 April 1999

Gillean MacLean  DFID,  21 April 1999

Frank Spencer   ODA Emergency Engineering Unit Coordinator,   22 April 1999

Barry Kavanagh  DFID,   29 April 1999

Madeline Greene  DFID, 30 April 1999

 Lt. Col. Trefor Williams   G5 Officer  MND (SW),    6 May 1999

Gilbert Greenall  ODA Consultant,   20 May 1999

Other discussions and assistance

Lt. Col Hugh Boscawen MoD 

Major Colin Nobbs MoD

Phone contacts and discussions

Dr.  George Rose, DERA-Farnborough (Various dates)

Guy Templer DFID Consultant (Various dates pending further interviews)

Judith Large DFID Consultant (Various dates pending further interviews)

David Spence DFID (Pending further interviews)

Claire Morgan DFID (Pending further interviews)

Dilys Rayson EBRD (9 April 1999)

John Hodges, DFID (19 April 1999)

David Gillett, DFID  (19 April 1999)

Barry Doulton, DFID  (19 April 1999)
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Dr. Woodward and Dr. Stephenson were employed as consultants for the purpose of this part of the research. Col. Wilkinson is a Visiting Research Fellow at the CDS.

� Initial World Bank estimates of productive capacity destroyed set the value at $15-20 million, although Bosnian government authorities estimated the overall war damage, including loss of personal property, at $50-70 billion.  “Bosnia and Herzegovina: Priority for Recovery and Growth,” Discussion paper prepared by the Central Europe Department of the World Bank and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development,” December 8, 1995.


� World Bank, EC, EBRD, “Bosnia and Herzegovina: Priorities for Recovery and Growth,” December 8, 1995, and Bosnia and Herzegovina: Toward Economic Recovery, prepared by the World Bank, the European Commission, and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (Washington, DC: The World Bank, June 1996).   The programme had three basic goals: implementing the reconstruction and recovery programme necessitated by the war damage, developing the new governance structure and institutions for economic management, and managing the transition to a market economy.


� The International Management Group (IMG), an intergovernmental organisation focused on the infrastructural reconstruction and recovery of Bosnia and Herzegovina, was officially established at the London Conference on the former Yugoslavia in August 1993.  It did the assessment and planning for reconstruction in 1994 that became the Action Plan for Sarajevo and the basis for postwar reconstruction until replaced by the World Bank/EC PRRP.  In November 1994, it became an autonomous organisation that contracts with technical experts, with a Managing Board that determines the organisation’s strategy and budget.  Its main function remains the assessment of war damage of infrastructure and needs assessment in energy transmission and distribution, housing, schooling and medical equipment, transport, telecommunications, water supply and waste management, and irrigation.


� The IFOR was the Implementation Force deployed in Bosnia Herzegovina in 1996, and succeeeded by SFOR, the Stabilisation Force. The ARRC is the Allied Command Europe Rapid Reaction Corps.


� Human Rights Watch / Helsinki, Bosnia and Hercegovina.  The Unindicted: Reaping the Rewards of “Ethnic Cleansing”, Human Rights Watch / Helsinki Report vol. 9 (1) D. 


� An op(tina is a prewar Yugoslav (and postwar Republika Srpska) administrative and political unit equivalent to a county, drawn around a major town or city—Prijedor in this case—and including many smaller towns and villages.


� Areas of minority return are settlements (hamlets, villages, towns, cities) where the right to return to their prewar home guaranteed in the Dayton accords was being asserted by people who were of a different nationality (specifically the three official nationalities of prewar Bosnia and Herzegovina) than the political designation in the accords—thus, Bosniacs or Croats to any place in Republika Srpska, Serbs to homes in areas assigned to Croats or Bosniacs in the Federation, Croats to Bosniac areas and Bosniacs to Croat areas in the Federation.


� 001(B) 70. 001(B) 77


� 001(B) 77. 001(B) 108


� 001(G)318.  002(A)5.


� 002(D)172.


� 002(A)14.


� 002(A)14. This was defined by Greenall as consisting particularly of public health, small scale local infrastructure repairs, essential key public building repairs, and medical services.


� 002(A)5.


� 002(F)277, 278.  DFID Doc A Para. 3.2.6.


� 002(E)22


� 002(A)5.


� 002(B)104.  002(C)153.


� 002(E)203.


� 002(F) 257


� 002(I) 405


� 002(M) 584


� 002(F) 257. Interview John Kiszely 22/4/99.  


� Vince Devine 5/3/99.


� 002(I) 423


� DFID Doc A, Page 8.


� DFID Doc A Page 13.


� DFID Doc A 3.5.3.


� Vince Devine 5/3/99.  John Kiszely 21/4/99. This term was first coined during the UNPROFOR operation when the rules of engagement were so restrictive as to have a debilitating effect on the morale of the troops when faced with evident atrocities.


� John Kiszely 21/4/99.


� 002(A)29.


� John Kiszely 21/4/99. ADDED NOTE FOR RESTRICTED COPY: Such information also has a potential intelligence function and can contribute to the G2 work of an HQ. This may prove useful to the whole operation, the military and DFID, in providing for more targeted projects and in helping to protect civilian officials; but it may also hinder by appearing to – or actually – compromising trust at the local level and among NGOs working in the theatre. This is an aspect of civil-military aid co-operation that should be further investigated.


� Annex R to MND SW Operation Order 2/96 dated 4 March 96.


� MacLean 22/4/99


�Positive analysis of this role of British forces can be found in at least three reports by the International Crisis Group: “A Tale of Two Cities: Return of Displaced Persons to Jajce and Travnik” (June 1998), “The Western Gate of Central Bosnia: Politics of Return in Bugojno and Prozor-Rama,” (July 1998), and “Impunity in Drvar,” (August 1998).  Surveys conducted by the Commission for Real Property Claims of Displaced Persona and Refugees (CPC) indicate that security guarantees from local authorities and the return of former neighbors ranked much higher on th scale of importance (47 %) for returns to areas where they would be in the minority than did prospects for job opportunities (16 %) or housing reconstruction (12 %).  


� Steve Williams 4/3/99.


� John Kiszely 22/4/99.


� John Kiszely 22/4/99


� Trevor Williams 6/5/99


� Barry Kavanagh 29/4/99
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