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Preface 

This report presents the assessment, findings and recommendations emanating from an evaluation of the “Reintegration of Returnees and Internally Displaced Persons Programme” (RRIDP) – a programme being supported by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in Somalia
. The evaluation was concerned only with the programme implemented by UNDP, although the RRIDP programme was originally intended as a joint venture with the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). 

The RRIDP programme aims to support the reintegration of returnees and Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) and to strengthen their ability to meet essential needs for resuming a regular and human livelihood. The first phase of the RRIDP programme (June 2001 – December 2002) was mainly meant for acquiring baseline data and conducting assessments and planning. The ongoing second phase of the RRIDP programme has been designed such that it offers a framework for concerted support interventions among various UN agencies (UNAgs) and partners in meeting both immediate basic needs and longer-term development needs associated with absorbing returnees/IDPs within a community setting. 

Four bilateral donors (the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the Zayed Foundation) have thus far financed the programme, in addition to UNDP. The cumulative budget of the project currently amounts to US$3.9 million
, of which $3.3 m (85 percent) has been spent or committed – $2.9 m of this (88 percent of the $3.3 m) on village-level assets or capacity building. The RRIDP programme is implemented through the UNDP Direct Execution structure, although all major decisions about beneficiary selection and types of support interventions are taken in consultation with regional and local administrations.  

This evaluation of the RRIDP programme was commissioned by UNDP and conducted by external consultants
 during a three-week period (10 February – 3 March 2006). In essence, the evaluation was to provide a forward-looking assessment of the progress achieved under the RRIDP programme, relative to the outcome adopted for this programme: “Sustainable reintegration of war-affected populations and their empowerment in sustaining and promoting the recovery process through a multi-sector framework and sector-specific programmes”
.

The mission report is composed of three parts. Following the introduction, Part II provides the mission’s assessment and findings with respect to the RRIDP programme’s achievements relative to its main areas of support, the strategies adopted and the partnerships forged. The main recommendations and a perspective for the future are presented in Part III of the report.

The mission’s work has been greatly facilitated by the UNDP Somalia Country Office and RRIDP staff. All persons with whom the mission has interacted willingly engaged with the mission and took a genuine interest in the purpose of the mission. This has greatly benefited the work undertaken by the mission and the team wishes to express its gratitude for all the support it has received.

I.
Introduction

This introductory chapter provides background information about the RRIDP programme and the evaluation that has been conducted of this programme. The mission has opted not to include as part of its report more general information about Somalia, as this is available from other sources
.

1.1 RRIDP Programme Background

1.1.1 Genesis

The RRIDP programme was designed as a joint programme instrument between UNDP and UNHCR to coordinate their support interventions with other UN and non-UN partners. The aim of the programme was to facilitate the return, settlement and integration of the hundreds of thousands of Somalis who had been uprooted during the 1988-1991 period due to the civil war that ravaged the Republic of Somalia and, ultimately, led to its breakdown 
.  

Initial support was focused on Somaliland, since this region had taken longer to recover. It was this region that attracted the first waves of spontaneous repatriation, followed by UNHCR-supported returnee and resettlement support operations. According to UNHCR data
, over 700,000 people have now (March 2006) returned to Somaliland alone – almost all of whom converged on the four largest towns (Hargeisa, Berbera, Borame and Burao).

A number of factors continue to aggravate the absorption of such large numbers of returnees and IDPs (other than destitute rural migrants and urban poor) and the strengthening of the prevailing stability in this region. This refers in particular to: the noted deterioration of the natural environment and the consequent growing impoverishment of the existing rural communities (mainly pastoralists and agro-pastoralists); the prevailing underemployment, particularly in urban centres (and the dangerously growing population of urban youths who remain unskilled); the underdeveloped social-services; and the lack of both a local economic engine of growth and compensating international investments and aid.

Although intended to benefit all regions of Somalia, the initial phase of the RRIDP programme could only be implemented in Somaliland as the other regions of Somalia continued to be in turmoil. It was only in 2004 that the main phase of the RRIDP programme could be extended to Puntland; RRIDP operations for the South-Central region are still on hold. 

1.1.2 The RRIDP Programme’s 1st Phase

Against this backdrop, the first phase of the RRIDP programme (2001-2002) was meant as a consultation and planning exercise to identify and prioritise needs, thus providing the grounds for a coordinated and integrated response. This yielded two principal outputs that helped to configure the subsequent main phase of the RRIDP programme, namely: the “Interagency Returnee Settlement Area Assessment (IRSAA)” and “the Integrated Area Development Plan of Action (IADPA)”. In conjunction with that, 17 pilot activities were implemented in the areas of health, urban/rural water, shelter, infrastructure, sanitation, income generation, livestock and capacity building for local authorities. 

An initial needs assessment in 2002
 was prompted by the fact that by that time more than 170,000 UNHCR-registered refugees had opted for Somaliland as their destination. The assessment was undertaken as a very collaborative effort among 13 agencies
 during the first quarter of 2002, with the report published in June. The purpose of the exercise was to “establish more accurate and disaggregated statistics for the returnee settlement areas, identify key issues faced by the inhabitants, and catalogue and map existing services”. This in turn would help improve planning and coordination of the various relief and support operations in the different areas covered by the needs assessment. The assessment covered eight important settlement areas, producing data on: demographics, household profiling, land ownership, economic and employment status, security, and various social indicators. 

The mission did not find any direct evidence as to whether this needs assessment has effectively been followed with coordinated programming among the participating actors
. Nevertheless, this collaborative venture has yielded valuable and practical information, and analysis available to all interested parties– (with an explicit attribution made to RRIDP
). Moreover, the direct involvement of the regional administration in this process has undoubtedly contributed to a certain measure of capacity development, and yielded good lessons for advancing local planning and utilization of the resulting data.

The IADPA, directed at Somaliland only, was to serve the following objectives
:

· Analyse key support areas, namely: enlarging economic opportunities, improving access and delivery of social services, environment and rural development, participatory programming and governance;

· Identify priority intervention needs for reintegration in an integrated area (micro-region) perspective;

· Facilitate an inter-agency approach to reintegration programming; and,

· Bridge rehabilitation interventions to reintegration and medium-level development programming work.

The IADPA document provides a succinct situation analysis of the above-mentioned “key support areas”, pointing out constraints and opportunities, and recommended programming priorities, while taking stock of ongoing activities of international support agencies. The author of this excellent, and at that time, undoubtedly most comprehensive analytical document, must have drawn on various sources, in addition to the two referred to in the document (including the “Zero Draft” of the project document). Other than that, the IADPA does not provide an implementation strategy, nor does it indicate a budget. As an “action plan” it therefore falls short of its purpose.

One feature that deserves to be highlighted is that a case was well made for adopting a “micro regions”
 approach for extending recovery and development support. The mission concurs that this could have been a good strategy to overcome the constraints posed by the lack of government capacity that persists to this day. In the same vein, such an approach would have supported a significant degree of community participation in planning and implementing activities – very important, given the relative variety of ecological, socio-economic and cultural differences among the regions.

Let it be noted that – other than this cursory review of the two principal outputs – the mission has not been able to evaluate the initial RRIDP phase for lack of institutional memory and records. The mission can only assume that the needs assessment has informed the preparation of the Area Development Plan, and that the latter in turn has provided the basis for developing the RRIDP second phase programme. 

1.1.3 The RRIDP Programme’s Current Phase

The current phase of the RRIDP programme
 was likely approved before September 2001. The project office opened in September 2001, while the first programme manager arrived four months later in January 2002. The first activities in basic services started in September 2002, at least one year after project approval. 

The stated rationale of the RRIDP programme is to support “a multi-sectoral, multi-agency coordinated approach and development-oriented activities” aimed at “strengthening the infrastructure that is required to meet the physical, social and economic demands of absorbing the returning and displaced populations in northwest and northeast Somalia”. In so doing, the RRIDP is to help address both “immediate basic needs” (as these relate to physical infrastructure, health, education, income-generating activities, and agriculture and environment), as well as “longer-term development needs” (“to ensure sustainability by supporting the formation of local capacities to promote good governance in the area of reintegration at the local level”). It is furthermore intended that “85 percent of the investment will be allocated to address immediate basic needs under socio-economic development activities, while 15 percent will be utilized to address longer-term development needs”. The initial (2002) target districts are listed as Hargeisa and Burao, while expansion is foreseen to Boruma/Dilla and Zeilac districts in 2003; the RRIDP was thus exclusively focused on Somaliland. 

In terms of organizational strategy, it was foreseen that the “UNDP-UNHCR Programme Management Team will be reinforced through the establishment of five sectoral technical offices” with UNDP performing a “catalytic and coordinating role” in managing “technical and sectoral expertise … funded by the programme and seconded from different UNAgs, International and Local NGOs”. Furthermore, building on achievements reached during the first phase (including “District Development Committees and their Technical Working Units at the Municipalities of Hargeisa and Burao”), the RRIDP programme was to benefit from “a Programme Steering Committee [that] was established during the first phase of the programme” chaired by the Minister of Planning and Coordination and the Minister of Rehabilitation, Reintegration and Resettlement. 

The accompanying “Results and Resources Framework” stipulates the UNDP organization-wide defined goal, sub-goal, outcome (see part II), outcome indicators and Strategic Area of Support. These are underpinned by 12 outputs, most of which are broken down in sub-outputs and activities. The outputs centre on management and direction/oversight requirements, substantive areas of support interventions, and institution –building. These can be summarized as follows:

· Management arrangements established and functioning (output 1); partnership strategy agreed and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system in place and functioning (output 2); and micro-regions determined and Local Development Committees functioning (output 11);

· Selected basic social services (specified as water and sanitation) built or rehabilitated (output 3); and local health and education systems established (outputs 4 and 5);

· Local Economic Development Agencies (LEDAs) in place and functioning (output 7);

· Regional and District Development Committees (RDCs, DDCs) and Technical Units, as well as Community Development Committees, in place and functioning (outputs, 8, 9 and 10);

· Authorities, DDCs and RDCs aware of Guiding Principles of Internal Displacement, international law and treaties on humanitarian assistance, and non-discrimination of minorities and aliens (output 11).

The required overall project budget is determined to be US$3,465,000. This includes staff inputs as summarized in Table 1 below (as compared to the staff contingent currently in place).

In appraising the main phase RRIDP programme document, one needs to be aware that this document is one of the first that has been designed in compliance with UNDP’s shift to results-based programming. This may have “enticed” the author(s) to somewhat “exaggerate” the range of intended outputs and corresponding spread of activities. A major shortcoming of the project document is that it is rather short on implementation strategy, both substantively and in operational terms. Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest that the budget provisions provided for in the document – especially those meant for sectoral activities – are substantiated by the needs analysis or in any other particular way. 

Table 1 – RRIDP Staffing

	As per the proj. doc.
	#
	As effectively in place
	Incumbant
	#

	Programme Manager 
	1
	Programme Manager
	WDD
	1

	Deputy Prog. Manager
	1
	Deputy Prog. Manager
	CR (P)
	1

	Operations Manager 
	1
	
	
	

	International Consultants/ Programme Evaluation 
	1
	
	
	

	
	
	UNV Engineer
	Hari (S)
	1

	Nat. Prog. Coordinator 
	1
	
	
	

	Nat. Programme Officer
	1
	UNV Programme Officer
	Amelia (Nbi)
	1

	Nat. Programme Officer
	1
	National Prog.Officer - NBI
	TBA
	1

	Nat. Programme Officer
	1
	National Prog. Officer
	Ali (S)
	1

	Nat. Programme Officer
	1
	National Prog. Officer
	Aware (P)
	1

	
	
	National Prog. Officer
	vacant
	1

	
	
	Water/Infrastructure Engineer
	HJ (S)
	1

	
	
	Water/Infrastructure Engineer
	Puntland
	1

	National Consultants
	1
	
	
	

	National Consultants
	1
	
	
	

	National Consultants
	1
	
	
	

	
	
	National officer- LED Promoter
	IM (S)
	1

	
	
	National officer- LED Promoter
	AA (S)
	1

	
	
	National officer- LED Promoter
	AM (S)
	1

	Community Dev. Worker
	1
	Community Dev. Worker
	IN (S)
	1

	Community Dev. Worker
	1
	Community Dev. Worker
	Puntland
	1

	Community Dev. Worker
	1
	
	
	

	Community Dev. Worker
	1
	
	
	

	Community Dev. Worker
	1
	
	
	

	Community Dev. Worker
	1
	
	
	

	Administrative Assistant 
	1
	Admin.Finance Assistant
	L (P)
	1

	
	
	Admin.Finance Assistant
	M (S)
	1

	
	
	Programme Associate
	OD (S)
	1

	Secretaries 
	5
	
	
	

	Drivers 
	2
	Drivers 
	(S)
	1

	
	
	Cleaner/Receptionist
	(S)
	1

	Totals
	26
	 
	 
	20


Overall, the mission assesses the project document to be overly ambitious – both in terms of what was possible at that time and in terms of foreseeable resource mobilization. Moreover, having the benefit of hindsight, the aspirations informing the project’s design can be qualified as having been premature for the local and international political circumstances.

1.1.4 Evolution of the RRIDP Programme’s Current Phase

The commencement and subsequent development of RRIDP support operations started in Somaliland with the opening of the office in Hargeisa in September, 2001. Some initial organizing activities took place and the first programme manager arrived in January 2002. A joint needs assessment began in February 2002, with the report completed in June.

The Burao office opened in February of that year and the first activities of the programme commenced there in September 2002 in Kosaar, Alihusein and Sibakhti. Collaboration with the International Labour Organization (ILO) began in 2003 with study activities in both Somaliland and Puntland, known as Territorial Diagnosis and Institutional Mapping (TDIM). The resulting four Somaliland documents were completed during March to June 2004.

In February 2004, a joint RRIDP/UNHCR strategic planning workshop was held in Garowe, Puntland. In July, the first evidence of formal cooperation is found – the formation of an inter-agency taskforce was formed with United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA) as the secretariat and RRIDP as the chair. This arrangement fell far short of its potential; the mission could not be provided with minutes of its work.

RRIDP opened its offices in Garowe in September 2004 with the arrival of the deputy programme manager. In October he organized a landmark workshop to locate the returnee/IDP issues and to help clarify respective roles and functions among relevant ministries. The issue of land was identified as a key constraint and in November 2004 UNDP invited UN-HABITAT to join UNAgs to assist with the issue. 

At the end of November a mission from the Inter-Agency International Displacement Divison (IAIDD))-New York, led by Dennis McNamara, Special Representative of the Secretary General on IDPs, arrives in Somaliland and later proceeds to Puntland. He recommends the formation of IDP Working Groups in the field, to be chaired by RRIDP.  

The first IDP Working Group meeting is held for Puntland in January 2005. At the same time in Somaliland, the Hargeisa Municipality made land available to fresh returnees, and agencies are assigned with task of injecting basic services for reintegration.

In February 2005, RRIDP attended a strategic planning meeting organized by UNHCR in Nairobi. The programme manager’s contract ended at that time as well and the deputy programme manager took over in the interim.

A month later in March 2005, RRIDP Somaliland joined Ministry of Resettlement, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction (MRRR) in a joint needs assessment on reintegration gaps. In Puntland, at the same time, UN-HABITAT was reviewing the suitability of the land identified for IDPs by mayors in November 2004. By May 2005 UN-HABITAT had determined the Bosasso areas unsuitable and reached the same conclusion about Garowe shortly after that. Although some more suitable small plots have been found for a very small number of needy families in Bosasso, the negotiations are still going on there. Discussions are ongoing in Garowe as well.

After a gap of five months, the RRIDP programme manager position was filled in July 2005. In September, the programme manager accompanied the UNDP Country Director to Bosasso to conduct the Nairobi-based IDP Working Group meetings addressing land and coordination issues. The programme manager conducted a staff workshop in Hargeisa to re-establish project direction in September. 

By November 2005, the central areas of Bosasso had become very crowded and RRIDP commenced activities in areas heavily impacted by IDPs and returnees. UNAgs’ credibility was being tested and the search for alternative land was still in progress.

In November 2005 as well, the arrangements with ILO for local economic development (LED) were terminated.

1.1.5 RRIDP Financial Status & Analysis

Given the relative size of UNDP-assigned funds to Somalia, the UNDP programme portfolio is foremost reliant on mobilizing resources from donor-partners interested in engaging with UNDP. Also in the case of RRIDP, the budget requirements were to be largely met by seeking co-financing arrangements. The UNDP senior management is said to have given this unrelenting attention in its interactions with the donor community. The principal instrument for mobilizing resources by the UNAgs active in Somalia is the Common Appeal Process (CAP) that is prepared and presented annually, coordinated by UNOCHA. The success in attracting donor interest by the RRIDP programme has, however, been rather modest. This was stressed once more when the 2005 CAP mid-year report indicated to the international community that only 9 percent of needed funds were available to RRIDP. 

As it stands, the RRIDP programme has been granted budget provisions for a total of US$3.9 million
. RRIDP management notes the following contributions:

· UNDP: TRAC funding of US$700,000.

· The Netherlands: a co-financing agreement of US$194,000 for the period July 2004 – July 2005, in support of the overall RRIDP objectives.

· Norway: a cost-sharing contribution of US$1.2 million (NOK 8 million), to be disbursed in three tranches, for the period 2005-2006.

· Sweden: a co-financing agreement (Trust Fund) of approximately US$360,000 (SEK 2.5 million) for the year 2005. When meeting with the Swedish embassy in Nairobi, it became clear that this contribution is meant to particularly benefit minority groups of returnees/IDPs. 

· The Zayed Bin Sultan Al Nahayan Charitable and Humanitarian Foundation: a cost-sharing agreement amounting to US$2 million earmarked for the provision of specified measures to improve water supply for RRIDP target groups.

A total of US$3.3 million has been disbursed or committed to date, with approximately $2.9 million (88 percent) for the creation of village level assets and capacity-building activities
. About US$400,000 (12 percent) has been directed to establishing the physical presence of the RRIDP programme and supporting its operations
. Approximately US$600,000 is thus currently uncommitted.

It is to be noted that a project field presence is expensive to establish, especially given the rather daunting logistical challenges posed by operating in Somaliland and Puntland. However, a substantial field presence is essential due to the still fledgling and often rudimentary stage of capacity development of regional and local administrations and other (often emerging) local partners. In this regard, the mission has noted various “soft-support” initiatives by RRIDP staff in facilitating involvement and decision making by local actors – only very few of which are captured by RRIDP’s progress-reporting
. The significance of such informal capability- and confidence-building measures with regional and local authorities, as well as a diverse range of local partners, should not be underestimated. This means that the staff and office expenditure share cannot be regarded as “overhead” in the traditional sense of management; in fact, it has to some degree to be treated as a direct benefit to the principal clients of the RRIDP programme – the returnees and IDPs.

1.2 Evaluation Purpose, Planning and Organization

According to the terms of reference (TOR), this evaluation was meant to ascertain and appraise the contributions by the RRIDP programme towards achieving one particular “outcome” subscribed to by the UNDP-Somalia Country Programme
 (see Part II). 

During the initial briefings of the mission, it soon became clear that RRIDP had thus far remained under-resourced. This has severely hampered the staffing and implementation of the programme, while curtailing its intended role and radius of support interventions. 

More fundamentally, however, it appeared that the RRIDP programme is faced with an “identity-problem”, both in relation to the overall UNDP programme portfolio (and organizational map that excludes RRIDP), as well as to UNAgs most directly involved with the returnee/IDP problem and who are unclear about RRIDP’s role. The latter issue has taken on further prominence in the light of the recent reforms aimed at strengthening the Humanitarian Coordinator’s system
.   

It was, therefore, agreed – as part of the outcome assessment – that the mission was to contribute to attuning the RRIDP programme’s role to the overall UNDP portfolio and in terms of UN inter-agency cooperation. In this way, the mission’s work would help further decision making about the RRIDP’s future prospects.

Furthermore, the mission learned that the UNDP Somalia Country Office had attempted to mount this evaluation as early as mid-2005. This had remained unsuccessful as no external consultants willing to undertake this mission could be found. The two members of the current evaluation team were first approached in early December 2005, but could not make their services available until the middle of February 2006. 

According to the mission TOR, two national consultants (provided by UNHCR) would complement the evaluation team. This, however, did not materialize for technical/practical reasons. It is also to be noted that, initially, the duration of the mission was envisaged to be four weeks. Shortly before concluding the consultants’ contracts this was reduced to three weeks.
In terms of mission organization, the team received a one-day briefing by the UNDP Somalia Country Office (based in Nairobi). Subsequently, the mission spent nine days in the field, five in Puntland and four in Somaliland. Field visits to South-Central Somalia were unnecessary since there had been no activities there. The in-field stay of the mission focused on meeting with RRIDP staff, officials of the respective regional administrations (at ministerial as well as local levels), RRIDP implementing partners, UN agency staff and returnee/IDP representatives. The mission also visited site locations and met with beneficiary groups. The remainder of the mission period was spent in Nairobi meeting relevant UNDP staff, including the UN Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator, UN agency staff and donors affiliated with the RRIDP programme (Norway, Sweden, USAID and a CIDA-Canada Fund for Somalia representative)
. 

The schedule of visits and persons met by the mission is presented as Annex 1, while the main reference documents utilized by the mission are listed as Annex 2. Annex 3 has a map showing the travel by the mission.

Prior to concluding its mission, the team de-briefed UNDP Somalia and RRIDP staff and presented its draft report. 

Having been requested by the UNDP Somalia Country Office to provide lessons that can inform the planning and organization of any future evaluations, the mission wishes to make the following suggestions:

· The present case illustrates that the objectives involved in outcome evaluation often tend to be complex. In line with the guidelines provided by the UNDP’s Evaluation Office
, it is recommended that the prospective team leader of the evaluation be engaged in the planning and organization of the mission as early as possible. This is to ensure that the mission’s purpose can be clarified to the fullest possible extent. It also helps to optimise the mission’s planning (in particular determining the requisite duration of the mission and the proportioning of time among initial briefings, field visits, subsequent meetings for cross-referencing, and report writing) and actual organization (in particular the selection of any other required mission staff). To this effect, it is recommended that country offices organize an Evaluation Focal Team to plan, oversee and support any such evaluation exercise.

· At the request of the mission members, some key documentation had been provided in advance. Other relevant documentation was made available on arrival, albeit in a rather haphazard manner. However, some key data and documentation could only be obtained late during the mission (activity lists and financial data), or not at all (including a copy of the signed project document and latest budget revision). This could to a large extent have been remedied by a more thorough and timely preparation for the mission.

· The mission should have been informed at the outset that UNHCR had not been directly or substantively involved in the management of the RRIDP programme, instead of leaving this for external consultants to “discover”.

II.
Outcome Evaluation

The RRIDP programme outcome to be evaluated is defined as follows: 

“Sustainable reintegration of war-affected populations and their empowerment in sustaining and promoting the recovery process through a multi-sector framework and sector-specific programmes”
.

The accompanying outcome indicators
 are the following:

· “Proportion of returnee families and refugees assisted during the reporting period”
.

· “Proportion of IDP families assisted during the reporting period”.

· “Income of households in settlements area in Hargeisa and Burao, disaggregated by areas, gender and minorities (expressed by Wealth Factor Mean)”.

2.1 Outcome Status and Underlying Factors 

RRIDP staff have worked under difficult circumstances to bring a range of immediate, sustainable and longer-term benefits to IDPs, returnees and, importantly, the community-based organizations and local government institutions that serve them. Table 2 on the following page shows the disbursements and commitments from commencement to 31 December 2005. The mission team prepared this table since no such organized data was available at the start.

Somaliland, since it was the unique beneficiary of the RRIDP programme (starting September 2001 until September 2004), has received 81 percent of all activities by value to date. Within the three major areas of programming (called “sectors” here), basic services account for 75 percent of funds spent/committed, with the expansion of economic opportunities receiving 16 percent and capacity building only 9 percent. The higher proportion of basic services in Puntland is consistent with the start-up of early recovery support there and the necessary priorities.

Further reflection on the breakdown is suggested for RRIDP managers and stakeholders who can use the table and its periodic updating to maintain a course towards future priorities, for a fuller economic recovery.  

It is noted that funds for capacity development are small. The evaluation team will address this below in terms of the value added that the RRIDP programme should now be directing itself towards.  The following sections consider in more detail the sustainability, management and local government factors that condition them.

	Table 2 - RRIDP Disbursements and Commitments at 31 December 2005(1)

	Sector/ Sub-sector
	Somaliland Region
	Puntland Region
	Total RRIDP

	
	US$
	% of region
	US$
	% of region
	US$
	% of Sector
	% of RRIDP

	Basic Services Sector

	Water
	1,090,882
	47%
	158,416
	30%
	1,249,298
	59%
	44%

	Security Infrastructure
	46,409
	2%
	121,000
	23%
	167,409
	8%
	6%

	Markets
	92,979
	4%
	95,275
	18%
	188,254
	9%
	7%

	Health
	176,743
	8%
	22,000
	4%
	198,743
	9%
	7%

	Education
	86,270
	4%
	97,841
	18%
	184,111
	9%
	6%

	Shelter
	59,134
	3%
	4,000
	1%
	63,134
	3%
	2%

	Infra (Bridges)
	79,765
	3%
	0
	0%
	79,765
	4%
	3%

	Subtotal
	1,632,182
	70%
	498,532
	93%
	2,130,714
	100%
	75%

	

	Expanding Economic Opportunities Sector

	Income-generation (including microfinance)
	297,078
	13%
	
	
	297,078
	65%
	10%

	Livestock
	50,000
	2%
	
	
	50,000
	11%
	2%

	Agriculture
	82,345
	4%
	15,755
	3%
	98,100
	22%
	3%

	Community services
	7,000
	0%
	
	
	7,000
	2%
	0%

	Resource Production
	3,500
	0%
	
	
	3,500
	1%
	0%

	Subtotal
	439,923
	19%
	15,755
	3%
	455,678
	100%
	16%

	

	Capacity Building Sector

	VDCs & IDPs
	66,897
	27%
	7,650
	39%
	74,547
	28%
	3%

	Municipality
	97,320
	39%
	0
	0%
	97,320
	36%
	3%

	Stakeholders
	85,385
	34%
	7,000
	36%
	92,385
	34%
	3%

	NGOs
	0
	0%
	5,000
	25%
	5,000
	2%
	0%

	Subtotal
	249,602
	11%
	19,650
	4%
	269,252
	100%
	9%

	

	TOTAL
	2,321,707
	81%
	533,937
	19%
	2,855,644
	
	


1. This table includes all activities from commencement.

2.1.1 Basic Services

There are four basic services to which RRIDP aimed to contribute: water supply, sanitation (latrines), health and schools. In responding to regional priorities, the programme came to fund additional local needs such as security (police posts), general infrastructure (village bridges) and markets. Just over US$2.2 million (75 percent) of total RRIDP activities completed or committed by 31 December 2005 spoke to these basic service needs. In Somaliland it was 70 percent of RRIDP activities, and 93 percent of RRIDP’s Puntland activities.

WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION

Assessment:

Water is a hugely important priority with even the minimum acceptable need outstripping supply everywhere. From its commencement, the RRIDP programme has suffered cash shortages
 and was involved in only a few piped water activities in the urban and peri-urban areas of Somaliland where there were significant concentrations of IDPs and returnees:

· In its very initial stages at the end of 2002, RRIDP undertook a water activity in Koosaar, providing piped water with a borehole and reservoir storage for 300 returnee families in Burao district.

· Ayaha (the Hargeisa suburb which has developed as an IDP community) was a particular example of active coordination with UNICEF. UNICEF provided the pipes and RRIDP organized the contracting and supplied the other hardware (cement and a booster pump), serving half the population. A second activity has been mounted, which brings the two activities’ total beneficiaries to 3,500 people.

· In Ali Husaain (Burao) an extension of municipal piped water to the IDP settlement is ongoing, benefiting about 3,000 returnees and IDPs.

· In Lugaya, in coordination with UNICEF, UNHCR and DRC, RRIDP organized an 18 km pipeline extension with some cost sharing and pipes from UNICEF.

· In Hargeisa itself, RRIDP is drilling a borehole to supply the municipal slaughterhouse, based on an Australian feasibility study that features a public-private management partnership
. The meat is partly destined for export and up to 4,000 jobs are being created. The neighbouring communities of urban poor will also benefit from the water supply by drawing from the adjacent standpipe. A water user group has yet to be formed.

Returnees in Abdikadir have also been benefited with a shallow well and booster pump, supplied in late 2005, that feeds a water supply kiosk in the town centre. In this case the RRIDP staff engineer did include a community maintenance effort to maintain the pump, incorporating the need for a watchman and a revenue collector. Since the RRIDP programme now has a community development officer and a water sanitation engineer (as of July 2005), a more comprehensive linkage to community development will be possible.

To date US$1.2 million (44 percent of all RRIDP activities) has been spent or committed on water, with Puntland being more in a preparatory phase and relying more on UNICEF for these installations.

Complementary attention to latrines and wastewater disposal was lacking, due partly to lack of funds. However, in some cases it was because UNICEF had undertaken it, especially in urban areas. 

An opportunity for additional water supply activities arose when the Zayad Foundation
 (ZF) based in Dubai offered to UNDP a US$2 million contribution for boreholes. The funds were contracted in May 2004.

The funds from the donor were offered under very strict conditions. Unit costs for the boreholes that ZF were using were based on South Sudan rates; after doing a simple division of the US$2 million by unit cost, 37 boreholes were deemed to be possible
. As negotiations continued there were certain rigidities in the process and this figure remained unaltered; however, its lack of feasibility became apparent when the implementation entered the contracting process. In addition, ZF wanted to be directly involved in the contracting process and insisted on including the survey in the same contract package. Any preliminary environmental impact study would have to be paid for from other funds.

After more than a year, detailed negotiations on contracting and budgets were required in Dubai; in June 2005, RRIDP’s water engineer and the Deputy Resident Representative (DRR) of Operations went to meet ZF in their offices. A contractor has now been selected and drilling of the first holes is underway in Puntland and Somaliland.

Sustainability Issues:  

Significantly, the borehole unit costs were reckoned to include the cost of a proper water resource survey, the drilling, the borehole-casing materials and an electrically operated submersible pump – in short the below-ground components only. Thus there were very important omissions in the unit cost appreciation:

a) The above-ground hardware, including a generator and a surface delivery/distribution system (e.g. connected standpipes, a holding tank and the like).

b) The extremely important social and capacity-development activities (the software) to establish the fine tuning of: the borehole location; the issues of access to water, health and hygiene education; a village management committee; and user fee and maintenance discussions, linking to other potentially productive social and health impacts.

It appears that these omissions were due to a lack of technical expertise around community-supported water projects that UNICEF (for example) or any experienced rural water supply advisor would have provided. The implementation of the borehole activities has started but this above-ground hardware and software issue remains an ongoing need. It is a looming problem that will continue bothering UNDP if not addressed.
Management / Implementation Issues:  

RRIDP had already determined that there was a shortage of contractors that could combine survey activities with drilling. Three bidders were eventually found in Somaliland but only one firm was available in Puntland, necessitating a waiver of competitive bidding.

Getting a proper technical and cost understanding of the implementation and contracting issues took a long time for RRIDP with much involvement of the DRR of Operations. It was finally determined that only 24 boreholes were in fact possible. At this time the complementary above-ground hardware and software were still not being actively planned for.  

Local Government Issues:  

A six-month debate ensued as to what was the equitable share of the three states that form Somalia; the issue in Somaliland actually went as high as the Cabinet for a decision to accept the final number of boreholes.

Conclusions:  

The process of operationalizing these funds has been lengthy and made more difficult by the conditions imposed by the donor. An additional difficulty was the lack of appropriate technical skills available to the RRIDP programme to lead the negotiation and follow-up of complementary inputs to make the activity sustainable. UNDP was eager to accept the offered funds in spite of the complexities, as it was hoped that this would leverage further funding. Local political concern about sharing among the three regions of Somalia caused additional delays. At this point an agreement needs to be formalized with UNICEF to secure the complementary above-ground hardware and software. UNDP/RRIDP should put the current drilling on hold and fund no additional borehole projects until UNICEF and RRIDP agree on and can fund the full package of activities (software and hardware) required for better sustainability at each borehole site considered.
The evaluation team recommends turning water and sanitation activities over to UNICEF to economize on management costs within the UN family. UNICEF has the relevant technical skills and experience.

All other interventions in basic services are considerably smaller than investments in water supply.  

SECURITY INFRASTRUCTURE

Assessment:

Security infrastructure provided has been in the form of police posts in areas that are adjacent to IDP communities, in order to provide protection to them. Over US$167,400 has been spent or committed, accounting for 6 percent of overall funds disbursed or committed, with Puntland devoting a higher proportion of their programme than Somaliland. This is consistent with the state of political and security developments in the two regions.  

The design of buildings in Puntland has been in accordance with local standards, though the team was alarmed at the lack of ventilation in some of the prisoner-holding areas. The RRIDP programme has been properly sensitive to security issues, in collaboration with UNOCHA. UNDP Somalia has a large programme entitled Rule of Law and Security (ROLS). We did not observe any redundancy or conflict of priorities although there has been little formal contact between RRIDP and ROLS.

Management/Local Government Issues:

Generally speaking, security is a priority for local government and in all cases where police posts have been considered or built, staff have been immediately available. The activities are deemed very important by the local community, more so in the current environment.
Conclusions:

There has been little contact between RRIDP and ROLS. More contact with ROLS would enable the full sharing of information, especially for the purpose of becoming aware of training opportunities for law enforcement.

MARKETS

Assessment:

Both Somaliland and Puntland have a dearth of economic and business infrastructure. The provision of public market buildings has been a particular priority for the Puntland programme, which has devoted a significant proportion of funds (18 percent), although this is a relatively small amount (US$95,000). Overall, some 9 percent of RRIDP funds have been disbursed or committed on market buildings.

The RRIDP programme has properly established a close link between the provision of this hardware and work on income generation and microfinance. This is covered under the economic opportunity section below. The selection of beneficiaries of the market stalls provided has also presented opportunities for working with IDP committees– (also discussed below).

Conclusions:
RRIDP puts proper emphasis on creating marketplaces and this is an excellent focus for its activities. The link to income generation and microfinance is discussed below, in particular the need to forge closer links between this type of infrastructure intervention and income generation.

HEALTH

Assessment:

The RRIDP programme has been constructing MCH centres based on its needs assessments, in a coordinated way with UNICEF. In fact health centres were one of four essential village facilities that were a vital part of the initial rationale of UNDP managers in Nairobi. So far five clinics have been constructed – four in Somaliland and one in Puntland. These activities account for only 7 percent (US$188,300) of overall funds disbursed/committed. Although health and hygiene education is taking place in some clinics, more could be done to emphasize preventative over curative care.

Despite the small expenditure, a positive effect on reducing disease incidence is being felt, especially when combined with the water supplies being put in place. The WHO representative in Garowe has observed that there is a significant impact of water supply programmes on the reduction of cholera in his programme areas. Since 2004 (and including that year), there have been no cases of this disease, whereas earlier it was problematic. In addition, WHO was very satisfied with the availability and use of local village committees among the IDP communities in this sector.  

WHO has determined that there is a large demand for such health posts, integrated with clean water supply and education. They also commented that the location of these facilities is sometimes a problem and that local government needs full support in designing and finding appropriate sites. Local governments must also commit to staff and running costs before there is a commitment to build. Although cost sharing and user fees are important considerations, there are many areas where it is still premature to require any payment for these health services (other than perhaps a token), given the poverty and health issues faced by the population.

In Bosasso, UNICEF planning, monitoring and evaluation staff observed that RRIDP’s arrival in 2005 provided a great facility to UNICEF. They especially mentioned the contributions of the deputy programme manager and his efforts to raise the priority of returnees/ IDPs among stakeholders and to increase the delivery speed of activities designed for them. UNICEF identified the need to share work plans and contribute to and reinforce funding and fundraising efforts. The RRIDP-instigated joint survey in 2005 was very comprehensive and UNICEF provided inputs and helped supply enumerators in Bosasso. In particular, the outcomes of the survey were more detailed and relevant to programming needs than a survey done in the year 2003 by hired consultants.

UNICEF is now using a new methodology called “Participatory Integrated Community Development” and Bosasso staff recently had this training. As a consequence they are eagerly seeking areas of cooperation with RRIDP, for example in governance. They commented that the 2005 survey allowed UNICEF to develop more ideas on the convergence of multiple activities that lead to sectoral achievements.

In Somaliland, four clinics have been constructed in urban/peri-urban areas (like Ayaha) in coordination with UNICEF. Before the activity is undertaken, UNICEF agrees to provide the monthly basic drug supply and MCH medical kit. UNICEF maintains the link to the Ministry of Health (MOH) and is responsible for the clinic’s required staff and their training. 

Sustainability Issues:

It is not possible for the poorest of the community to pay for health services without developing more income-generating opportunities. This linkage needs to be kept very much in mind.  

The WHO representative was especially keen on complementary preventative means of health care and on the invaluable contribution of clean water (and a population better informed on the value of clean water and, importantly, how to keep it clean). RRIDP can integrate hygiene-awareness work with Village Development Committees and IDP committees. 

Management and Local Government Issues:

Availability of training for staff and planning for recurrent costs must continue to be in place before either the RRIDP programme or UNICEF commitment to construction.

Conclusions:

UNICEF has the resources and experience and, together with WHO, should take full operational responsibility for the health sector. The particular value added for a programme like RRIDP could and should be reserved to capacity development among the beneficiary committees and linkages to income-generation activities. There is also a role for UNAgs to play in assisting local government to prioritise expenditures in water supply, sanitation, preventative and curative services, and environmental sanitation. RRIDP can maintain a watching brief.

EDUCATION

Assessment:

Only about 6 percent (US$184,000) of overall disbursements/commitments for the RRIDP programme have been disbursed or committed on the education sector up to the end of 2005. In Puntland however, education has assumed a larger local priority and they have disbursed or committed 18 percent of current funding in this sector.

The team is not aware of any conflicts or issues regarding spending or coordination in this sector. It is however significantly under-funded and we point out that in some of the IDP communities there are now children in their teens not getting an education. This has created a lost generation. If a second lost generation is to be avoided, further funds are needed in this sector.

Conclusions:
Education is a high priority for the local community as evidenced by the discussions we held with them (see Annex 5), but it is well beyond the capability of RRIDP to respond. Further consultations (including on vocational training) need to be held with government authorities to determine whether education should be prioritised further. Again RRIDP should maintain a watching brief.

2.1.2 Enlargement of Economic Opportunities

This sector has consumed 16 percent (US$456,000) of RRIDP funding. Within the sector, it is income generation that has been the focus of about 65 percent of funds to date (US$297,000). Microfinance in particular has offered a lot of potential for reaching IDPs in Somaliland given the large number of NGOs that are competently providing services here. This is thanks in part to the historical contributions of organizations like CARE International in building such local capacities.  

ILO AND RRIDP

During the planning stages for RRIDP, the issue of income generation and business development was deemed to be the domain of ILO and they were called in to manage this effort. ILO determined the initial strategy using their Territorial Diagnosis and Institutional Mapping tool, a well-developed core programming approach used worldwide. The objective of this approach is “to acquire knowledge about the local economy and its resources. It comprises a preliminary analysis of the major socio-economic and political data of the territory through statistics and surveys. In particular the institutional mapping process focuses on the existence, objectives and activities of the different local stakeholders and the dynamics among them”.

ILO and UNHCR have used this approach in partnered interventions in many countries (e.g. Angola, Eritrea, Mozambique, Serbia and Montenegro, Southern Sudan and Uganda).  

The evaluation team was impressed with the thoroughness of the analysis and the inventory of the opportunities that were listed (the study for Somaliland was particularly impressive in this regard). At the same time there is a heavy emphasis on a rather formulaic and highly descriptive review of many issues that might be treated rather more summarily, especially in the case of wider Somalia. For example, for the Galkayio–Bosasso Corridor Study, the final conclusions reached after more than 150 pages of analysis are that, for example, income-generating activities should be productive, labour intensive works are required and beekeeping is possible. These conclusions could be reached in a much shorter time and with a much smaller budget.

Sadly, these studies were rarely taken to the stage of a specific fundable project
 and neither ILO nor UNDP had significant funds available to implement. This may have resulted from the study phase continuing rather too long.

In general, the view of the evaluation team is that LED has not been effective in Somalia because it is rather too bureaucratic and formulaic/dogmatic in its implementation strategy. We view it as inadequate for the circumstances in the regions.

Disagreements on operating methodology, lack of funds and administrative difficulties have caused the relationship to become defunct and RRIDP has worked independently since.

RRIDP DIRECT APPROACHES TO INCOME GENERATION 

Microfinance has been the foundation of many successful interventions by the RRIDP programme in Somaliland due to the significant number of NGOs that operate existing microfinance programmes. In these cases, RRIDP finances revolving loan funds and provides complimentary capacity development within the NGO where this is required.

In Puntland an example of a hands-on and successful approach was that used by RRIDP’s LED advisor in a focused, rapid appraisal of the availability of markets in Bosasso. This approach resulted in a direct discussion with the local population on the positives and negatives of opening a local market. Contact with the mayor was established and the RRIDP staff were then led in a process to identify a local NGO and undertake the necessary capacity-building training for a complementary microfinance intervention. This linkage of microfinance to provision of market buildings has been a particularly positive experience for RRIDP, and had been previously identified in many locations around the world as a replicable strategy.

In Bosasso, ILO, UNHCR and RRIDP started working together on beekeeping training and ILO was funded to take on the tasks. However, RRIDP was not happy with the reports generated in a similar project in Awdal, Somaliland, and a field check found that the reports were not accurate, the implementation was incomplete and the budget/expenditure was not consistent with the outputs expected. The collaboration was suspended.  

After the needs assessment in Puntland, ILO applied for funding for the beekeeping project. However, this was not supported by UNDP because of the pending report from Somaliland, which has not been submitted by Progressive Intervention (sub-contracted by ILO to do the bee-keeping project). At this time beekeeping interventions are frozen until the contractor submits the final report.

In Bosasso, the RRIDP programme used the services of the local NGO Somali Reunification Women Union or SRWU (see Working with NGOs, Section 2.2.3). In one project, 48 female heads of households were selected and provided with training in vegetable and meat marketing. They were provided with a US$100 loan as working capital. Significantly, and to protect the dynamics between IDPs and the local community, 20 percent of the women came from the host community, 40 percent from IDPs and 40 percent from returnees. The selection of beneficiaries follows a process that we have observed in several communities and across several sectors. The initial selection of a short list uses a number of selection criteria and involves the municipality, the implementing NGO and RRIDP. The criteria can include poverty indicators and/or vulnerability, which in this case focused on female-headed households. The final selection is done through a lottery.

The linking of infrastructure (market building) with a livelihood service (microfinance) is noted as a good practice and this is being pursued in all RRIDP areas visited. It can be further optimised/exploited by exploring more “backward linkages” and “forward linkages” (as shown in Box 1 below, an analysis that resulted from the visit of the evaluation team to Garowe).

However, the evaluation team observes that at this point RRIDP/UNDP Somalia does not have a comprehensive livelihood strategy that involves: linking infrastructure, group selection, linkage to credit and production/marketing, and the range of forward and backward linkages that might provide exciting possibilities for activity interventions and local community management.  

Management and Sustainability Issues:

The world of microfinance has hugely expanded in the last 15 years thanks to new interest, and there are a wide variety of resources available to support it. In particular, community groups need the support and the multiplier affects that accompany associating with an umbrella group. This has been the case in Somaliland as well where the INGO community has supported various federations in the past. Within East Africa there is a particularly strong support mechanism to develop microfinance NGOs. This is MicroSave, a project headquartered in Nairobi and jointly funded by UNDP, DFID and the European Union
. It is a rich resource of institutional and client development tools together with a host of techniques for developing microfinance products and for marketing, plus all the technology associated with group lending and group saving.

A further potential area for intervention would be to develop a range of profitable, low-risk micro-business ideas (building on the existing portfolio of the NGO lenders) that are suitable for microfinance and that can be used by microfinance and training organizations to prepare borrowers and minimize the risk of lending. One of the evaluation team members has had direct experience with this approach (called “Loan Model Packages”) in both the Philippines and Thailand, and will be sending the documentation to the RRIDP programme.

Conclusions:

Practical and action-oriented approaches to the expansion of economic opportunities need to be promoted within the RRIDP team and between them and NGO stakeholders. This could be through a mix of on-site skills training and technical support, with periodic external guidance.  

It would be particularly desirable to establish contact with MicroSave for this. In addition, the small business funding experience of NGOs in Somaliland and Puntland could be coordinated with other research into feasible IGAs to produce a “Loan Model Package Handbook” for RRIDP’s use with its stakeholder organizations. With the proper TOR and some technical guidance, this could be done by one of (or a partnership among) the umbrella NGO organizations.
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LIVESTOCK AND AGRICULTURE

Together these comprise approximately 5 percent (US$148,000) of overall activity expenditures/disbursements. Activities have included a limited amount of restocking of poultry, sheep and goats, and the redevelopment or development of small irrigation facilities.  

The Ministry of Agriculture faces problems in capacity. FAO has a farm demarcation project in Gabilley west of Hargeisa that they sub-contracted to International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD). Until late 2004 FAO did not have the supporting capacity in Somaliland; however, they currently have two international staff on the ground that RRIDP might be able to contact to further investigate support in agriculture.  

The EC is currently staffing the Somalia Water and Land Information Management System or SWALIM (Phase II) project that addresses the need for structured water and land information to support relief, rehabilitation and development programmes
. The project aims to improve water and food security and support the sustainable use of natural resources through: (i) access to, and dissemination of information; (ii) involvement of stakeholders in baseline information production; and (iii) strengthening the capacity of personnel in the development and use of information products and services. This approach is based on the long-term assumption that emerging and future Somali administrations will take information-based approaches and will treat information baselines as priority assets. To support this approach, SWALIM will produce baselines in: water resources, land resources, renewable natural resources, flood emergencies, and the integrated overview that supports improved investment decisions. 

RRIDP could make very useful linkages with this project and it is desirable to follow up with the EC to determine timing.

Conclusions:

With the limited capacity in the local agriculture ministries and the lack of technical resources among RRIDP team members, it is recommended to involve FAO consultants and link them to the planned EC project for developing complementary strategies in agriculture.

With these resources, find and fund small activities for action research on an agricultural strategy for smallholder sustainable agriculture in carefully selected trial areas of Somaliland and Puntland (with FAO and the EC, based on dissimilar eco-zones). The resources of FAO’s SWALIM would be useful.

On a shorter-term basis, RRIDP should investigate assistance to microfinance NGOs, to include funding linkages to MicroSave and producing the “Loan Model Package Handbook” discussed above. Many of these loan models should be oriented towards sustainable land use.

2.1.3 Environmental Rehabilitation

The environmental (and particularly tree cover) problems facing Somaliland and Puntland have been written about at length. It is an alarming situation that will require huge resources over a very long time to make any significant impact.

A very useful and multi-dimensional start is the plan by the RRIDP programme to support tree planting in towns. The pilot activities in Garowe include the creation of a nursery for tree seedlings linked to an all weather water supply. The municipality supplies the land. The operation will employ IDPs and the seedlings when ready will be planted using another income-generating activity approach. It is planned that the pilot will publicize the efforts and the impact on environment, microclimate, windbreak benefits, etc, and involve opinion leaders to provide a demonstration effect for replication. This is very much urban-based and nothing appears to be happening yet in the rural areas.

In Somaliland, RRIDP is collaborating with an NGO called Pastoral and Environmental Network for the Horn of Africa who are currently doing an environmental impact study for the boreholes that were commissioned in November 2005 (covering eight Zayad-funded borehole locations). The study is focused on determining the optimal location of water points in order to disperse the livestock load at any one point. The community needs are determined, a water user group is established and links to sanitation and tree planting are discussed.

In 2006 the programme expects to be more active in three areas: 1) environmental rehabilitation through tree nursery establishment in urban areas like Ayaha, Sheikh Nuur, Moge and Daami areas; 2) water harvesting through surface dams for livestock, irrigation and tree planting; 3) soil conservation using bunds as a means to trap water and grow fodder grasses.  

Conclusions:

In conjunction with the suggestions on agriculture, the RRIDP programme should promote partnerships with local ministries and other stakeholders to decide on and fund pilot activities in which sustainable agriculture makes money for the farmer and helps rebuild the environment at the same time.

2.1.4 Physical Infrastructure

RRIDP’s physical infrastructure contributions are covered in Basic Services (Section 2.1.1). Another infrastructure issue has been the arrangements to be made for housing in Bosasso where the issue of land has been especially problematic.

The constraint of land generally and the inability of UNAgs and local government to identify suitable land for housing illustrates well a number of problems constraining IDP resettlement. First is the issue of local resource control and power relations. The government does not own much land in valuable urban centres; these properties are owned or have been grabbed by the relatively rich and powerful. Neither does it have the funds to buy such land or the power to expropriate it, given the early stages of developing land titles and court procedures to register and manage land. This is a local problem and the value of any land deemed to be even marginally appropriate by the international community starts to soar when plans for providing basic services to that area become public knowledge.  

The land issue has placed constraints on planning for resettlement in Bosasso and Garowe. It appears that in Garowe, the UN-HABITAT requirement of land for IDP housing in close proximity to town facilities has created controversy (see Annex 5 – IDP Feedback). The IDPs themselves are quite convinced that they will not occupy the houses on the identified land. They also fear that external agencies might upset the growing relationships they have with their host communities, who will naturally feel resentful if newcomers are better housed than themselves. In Boroma, identified land is provided with appropriate water and sanitation infrastructure, letting the local population finance their own homes.

After UN-HABITAT advised on the unsuitability of the Bosasso Check Point site, which had taken three years to find and make available, there were four months of discussion with the municipality and local council members regarding alternative sites to the east of the town centre. Finally by November 2005, five plots of land were tentatively identified for development and the landowners agreed to pledge three plots for housing 300 families if the remaining two could be used as commercial land. Thus the extension of city services to those areas will have a positive effect on the value of adjacent land in the area owned by these same people. This is still being negotiated.

The effect of this development, if it goes ahead, will be to decongest the central areas; however, there is apparently only room for 300 families on the three plots now identified, leaving the needs of perhaps another 2,700 other families unresolved.

Attempts at mitigating the situation: US$4,000 per month is being generated by landlords of the IDP sites in Bosasso and the UNAgs have been lobbying them to provide some basic improvements like toilets and fire breaks between sections of the encampment. But landlords have stood firm so far on the question of improved shelter. Any attempts to use better materials that would improve safety, light, cooking facilities, hygienic conditions, etc, are resisted since erecting more permanent structures would imply squatter rights or a semi-permanent development, and this would affect possible eviction at the landlord’s discretion.

The promises to make the land available cannot be on the basis of a normal title transfer since those systems are not in place. Instead, the local Sharia court will be the sanctioning channel for the transaction. Local officials and people deem this process to be binding.

Conclusions:

In this environment two things appear to be essential for UNAgs:

1. The UN Resident Coordinator (RC) should forge agreement among UNAgs on a united position. Land is the key constraint and it is the local authority’s responsibility to find it.

2. The RC can ask UN-HABITAT to develop a strategy for housing IDPs, returnees and refugees that addresses the immediate humanitarian challenge first. It is suggested that this will need low-cost houses (US$500 per unit) that can be built with local materials. Medium-term solutions must include beneficiary standards for accepting the proposed solutions. The UN-HABITAT Chief Technical Advisor in Nairobi can be asked to prepare a road map with such differentiated solutions.

2.1.5 Governance/Capacity Building

RRIDP’s contributions to governance come largely through the implementation of capacity-building activities with Village Development Committees and NGOs, and through the more invisible contributions they make in their working relationships with governments and NGOs. 

These opportunities to create and reinforce skills in the planning and project management cycle should not be underestimated. Indeed, there are very significant opportunities that lie within the scope of the conflict to develop transitional strategies favoured by UNDP worldwide. 

That said, the contribution to capacity building through discreetly funded activities has been small so far, with only 9 percent (US$269,000) of overall funds disbursed/committed. Both Somaliland and Puntland efforts have favoured capacity building at the village level and have dispersed some 28 percent (US$74,500) of capacity-development funds at this level, with Puntland taking the lead in terms of amount spent.

Capacity-building activities with municipal councils and local government account for some 36 percent (US$97,500); these include joint feasibility studies and some follow-up implementation.

A very small amount (an insignificant proportion of the budget) is being spent or committed on direct capacity building with NGOs. This would appear to be a missed opportunity.

At senior levels of government, the evaluation team was made aware of the deep frustrations of the Ministry of Planning and Coordination in Somaliland and the absence of communication from RRIDP on strategy, activity lists, disbursements and new plans. The minister made a plea for closer relationships among his ministry, line ministries and the RRIDP/UN programmes.

Sustainability:

At the field and village level, the evaluation team identifies NGOs as having made significant contributions, but with currently limited potential to expand their programmes to absorb more funds and deliver a larger load of activities. It would be advisable to have further consultations with CARE International on the steps they are taking, to try and determine a complimentary strategy in both regions to maximize the development of these organizations and multiply their numbers.

There are also many untapped possibilities for assisting government administration with strategic planning, aid coordination, monitoring and evaluation. This is discussed in other parts of this report.

Management Issues:

The participatory development methodologies favoured internationally are also used by the RRIDP programme. These are the essential management mechanisms that will allow NGOs and RRIDP to create truly beneficial capacity-building relationships. 

There are several issues regarding the most appropriate contracting tools. We understand from our discussions with the UNDP Somalia DRR of Operations that “project cooperation agreements” and “micro-grant agreements” are tools that may offer a more flexible mechanism to support NGOs in mutually desirable activities.

Conclusions:

Significantly more attention needs to be placed on funded capacity-building activities as RRIDP moves into a more development-oriented phase in Somaliland’s (and increasingly in Puntland’s) development. See also the section below on Partnership Strategy (2.2) and Working with Government (2.2.2).
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2.2 Partnership Strategy and UNDP Contribution

2.2.1 UN Agency Partnerships

UNDP identifies the existence of a "conflict-to-development continuum" as a conceptual starting point for the further development of its core mandate in the UN system of support to countries recovering from violent conflict. The planned entry points for UNDP as an agency must be carefully considered, and the constraints and opportunities it faces vis-à-vis its sister agencies and international organizations must be acknowledged. In other words, UNDP should not venture where more experienced and better-equipped agencies can operate. UNHCR, UNICEF, WFP and WHO in particular have technical, logistical and (very importantly) fundraising capabilities that have brought them the success record that in turn supports their continued success. For their part, the ILO, FAO, UN-HABITAT and others have competencies that are appropriate later in the above-mentioned continuum and which similarly offer great competitive advantage.

The huge challenge for the UN RC function is to manage these horses (peace and development) that are all hitched to the same wagon and are impatient to continue the journey. Clearly the common appreciation of the load they carry, and the importance of the destination, is essential among all agencies – reminding agencies of this is the RC’s responsibility.

Is UNDP an instrument to plan, monitor and strategize with others under the RC’s management? The answer must be yes and a main requirement for UNDP management and staff together is a shared and frequently refreshed appreciation of roles as the continuum develops, together with the skills and experience of the key managers with which UNDP must equip itself.

The evaluation team recalls these otherwise well known starting points. We suggest that they are a means of appreciating the work facing the RRIDP programme (if it is to fulfil its role as the conflict-to-development advisor to the RC and the UNAgs) and the UNDP in assisting the UN RC.

In terms of strengthening UNAgs’ collaboration in addressing the returnee/IDP issue, an important step forward is the common strategy that has been prepared (although still considered to be a draft – the latest is dated December 2005). This strategy is now to be further elaborated with well-orchestrated operation/action plans. The steering of such operational programming exercises warrants thoughtful and proactive leadership. Field-based staff did not in all cases appear to be informed about this forthcoming exercise. 

Clearly, more work is needed to further clarify the type of action-plan desired and to more fully develop the methodologies/guidelines, resource-sharing arrangements among UNAgs and partner agencies, logistics, time-frame, etc, in order for this exercise to yield the desired results (e.g. the Coordinated Annual Work Plans described below). This includes the need for developing mutually agreeable mechanisms and processes for ensuring concerted implementation, support and oversight of such action plans – once these will have been readied
. 

At the field level, the IDP Working Groups are a long overdue partnership mechanism that arose in January 2005 in Puntland. There the forward-looking and strategic contribution of RRIDP was to facilitate a joint needs assessment in Garowe in February 2005, and then in Bosasso in April, and to use an NGO partner to build capacity and experience at the same time. The questionnaire was developed jointly with other UNAgs and then circulated for further improvements. Some local UN office managers commented that their headquarters in Nairobi did not respond to the field request for inputs, which is disappointing given the strong statements emanating from all UN agency headquarters about the need for coordinated action.

It is noteworthy as well that the joint needs assessment facilitated by RRIDP Puntland is resulting in more and better inter-agency communication and is appreciated by local UN managers. Several quoted the impact on project quality and synergy, and the RRIDP deputy project manager in Garowe commented that the Bosasso process (which has been operating since January 2005) results in activities that are better thought out and have better linkages, enhancing their effectiveness and efficiency. An example is the establishment of markets and police stations, as well as an MCH. These were established after consultation among the various stakeholders including IDPs, UN agencies, international NGOs and local NGOs.

In Somaliland, IDP working groups are not a feature in work planning and coordination since the departure of the former programme manager. UNHCR in particular has noted that they have never received any documentation from RRIDP on activities, and have not been involved in substantive discussions or decisions on IDP activities with RRIDP since the previous manager left.

In Burao in particular, there is no local coordination among the approximately five organizations (UN and other) that are operating there. On two occasions the RRIDP programme, after experiencing delays in the approval of its own activities, went back to the intended activity site and found that another organization had already completed the project (e.g. a school or health centre). This tragic loss of time and duplication of activities need to be corrected.  

Burao’s population increased from 70,000 to 250,000 people in the time that RRIDP as been there. Many returnees from Ethiopia have swelled the population as well as approximately 100 families who were displaced from the south of Somalia. These dislocated people from the south are very disadvantaged, since Somaliland sees them as “refugees” or “foreigners”. In fact, they are often termed “the enemy”, which harks back to the recent violence between these two regions of Somalia. The RRIDP office was opened in August 2003 in Burao. Land has been provided and some 10,000 people have settled in the area.

2.2.2 Working with Government

The evaluation team met with many senior responsible staff of ministries in Puntland and Somaliland and heard words of praise for the work RRIDP was doing and the collaborative attitudes that prevail. As an example, the Vice-Minister of Planning in Garowe mentioned that RRIDP has a broad mandate and worked with many ministries, which he fully encouraged. Likewise, the UN agency officers-in-charge in the developed nations visited were complimentary of the role of RRIDP and similarly voiced the need for coordinated action.

With respect to government, it is not reasonable for UNAgs to expect Somalia to cater to internal UN family organizational issues
. The UN needs to organize itself and firm leadership is needed to resolve disputes that relate to mandate and technical areas of expertise. When debate arises between UN family members, it needs to be quickly resolved. A particular example of this, which has been outstanding for several years, is the land issue and the resulting impact on decisions regarding housing and other needed infrastructure.

In particular, the host government administration needs to know which person is in overall charge of UN support in their area. A framework for collaboration on joint support needs to be articulated and the most practical way to do this is in a coordinated Annual Work Plan done under the authority of the Resident Humanitarian Coordinator. Since the RRIDP programme is the foundation upon which programming for IDPs should be based, it should be RRIDP that coordinates these annual location-specific work plans in the field through the mechanism of the local IDP working groups. The consolidation of these plans could then be done at the regional level (one for Puntland and one for Somaliland) to accommodate political realities. For overall UN family or donor purposes, these various location-specific actions can be further combined.

The evaluation team observed that there are many opportunities in Somaliland and Puntland for important capacity-development efforts that appear not to be happening. These are illustrated in Box 3 below.


2.2.3 Working with NGOs

The evaluation team was briefed on the RRIDP strategy of working closely with local NGO partners and combining this with capacity development/coaching. We met several excellent and very committed NGOs in Puntland and Somaliland and discussed the relationship, as well as the capabilities and suitability of the partner arrangements.  

Annex 6 provides a brief inventory of some of these groups. As well as forming a delivery vehicle, NGOs provide RRIDP with important alternative intellectual resources and the experience of the educated people associated with the management of community-minded organizations. This provides an important strategic advantage in being able to weigh the integrity of government policy; it also reinforces the important partnerships between government and civil service organizations. 

The evaluation team learned of an umbrella group in Puntland called We Are Women Activists (WAWA). This group features some 30 member organizations, all of them women’s associations Another umbrella group active in the region is called TALAWADHE, which boasts twenty members. The latter group can have either male or female organizations in its membership. CARE International was instrumental in helping to set up and train these member organizations and stayed through the difficult eight-year period in the 1990s when local government was very suspicious of NGOs. It was the efforts of CARE that assisted government in appreciating the potential of these organizations and in fostering an environment of mutual respect.

Conclusions: RRIDP staff commented that there are perhaps 1,000 community-based organizations (CBOs) and NGOs, but that they tend to develop and multiply horizontally and not vertically in terms of developing expertise. The NGOs are a good bridge but tend to be driven by donor need
. In addition it should be recognized that NGOs are an employment mechanism as well. CARE International and others have done a huge amount of capacity development work and have helped with the establishment of umbrella organizations and providing more international exposure.

RRIDP should investigate working with CARE International or a similar partner to determine RRIDP contributions to the further development and networking of NGOs, as this will be a most important part of economic and social recovery. Projects should respond to their own priorities to avoid skewing local community interest.

2.3 Overall Assessment

2.3.1 Outcome Achievement

The extent to which RRIDP has contributed to achieving the outcome is rather modest and, moreover, difficult to substantiate in terms of effects and impact. This conclusion is motivated by the assessment findings contained in the previous sections and which can be synthesized as follows.

As captured in Annex 4, the RRIDP programme has facilitated a number of physical investments in social and community infrastructure. The evaluation was not able to finalize the number of returnees/IDP households in Somaliland (since 2001) or Puntland (since 2004) that have been assisted. Compared to the overall number of displaced and vulnerable people in both these regions, the quantum impact made by RRIDP is likely modest at best. 

On the positive side, to date there are hardly any cases where the physical investments have become derelict – as apparently was the case for some of the pilot activities undertaken during the fist phase
. This would seem to be due to a number of factors. First, the RRIDP team, as it has evolved, by now embodies the necessary number of competencies needed for engaging in early recovery support operations. Although the number of professional staff is still alarmingly low, in particular for engineering work and capacity building, the team has manifestly learned from experience and has developed working practices that seem to ensure the relevancy and durability of the activities being supported under the programme.  

Activities being undertaken are selected (i) based on assessments conducted by the programme itself (in most cases involving joint exercises with other UNAgs and/or INGOs), or (ii) in response to regional/local authorities or communities, or (iii) based on “expressions of interest” addressed to local NGOs. Construction activities are mostly tendered, for which a process has been put in place, involving ultimately the UNDP Country Office Local Projects Approval Committee. Importantly, the selection and planning of support activities is being undertaken in consultation with regional/local administrations. In the same vein, the RRIDP staff appear to ensure that beneficiary communities are at least involved in the micro-planning of support activities (such as site location and technical design of, for instance, local markets), as well as criteria setting and decision making of beneficiary families (in the case of market stalls). It is also to be highlighted that the site location for most basic services (e.g. markets and clinics) are being selected to ensure a certain measure of equity between returnees/IDPs and host communities. In the case of markets, the mission learned that in several cases the activity (in tandem with local, intermediary NGOs/charity groups) had in fact played a brokering role in forging a consensus among these groups.

This does not necessarily mean that the longer-term sustainability of these social and community infrastructure investments will be guaranteed. This will depend on a variety of factors: the eventual durability of community organizations; the provisioning of a recurrent budget on the part of local authorities; the movement towards better housing; and the stance taken by local elites. It is the latter factor that has made the RRIDP management decide to put a number of community infrastructure investments on hold, pending the resolution of land allocation (Bosasso) and the decision on beneficiary criteria (housing scheme in Garowe). Given the complications involved in land allocation, as well as the intricacies of clan-based power dynamics, this decision by the RRIDP is fully endorsed by the mission. It is advisable, however, that the RRIDP management take care in properly communicating and clarifying such decisions to its various stakeholders – in particular the various local actors and partners, but also the co-financing donors. Transparency is essential.

2.3.2 The RRIDP Programme’s Role and Position

When assessing the RRIDP programme in its entirety, the most important issue is for its role (within the overall UN/UNDP portfolio) and position (within the UNDP organizational structure) to be clarified. What soon became apparent to the mission, when consulting with UNDP senior managers and RRIDP management and staff, is that there does not appear to be a clear and unambiguous vision as to what this programme is about and what it is supposed to achieve. 

The longest-serving manager stated that the basic purpose behind the RRIDP programme was to provide basic rehabilitation and recovery support in four areas, namely: water, sanitation, health and education. As compared to the earlier UNHCR-implemented Quick Impact Projects, the original intention behind RRIDP was for it to generate a quantum effect. In this view, the RRIDP programme was meant to have been a temporary facility that could cease to exist as other UNDP interventions in support of such areas as governance and poverty would come into existence. 

In contrast, other UNDP management staff emphasized the umbrella nature of RRIDP, seeing it as the principal platform for widening and deepening recovery, transition and development support interventions. This was not restricted to only the UNDP portfolio, but extended through partnering with UN and non-UN agencies. 

Having reviewed the current draft of the upcoming Country Programme of UNDP Somalia, it appears that UNDP support focuses on three “core areas of operation” (i.e. Rule of Law and Security, Governance, Poverty and Sustainable Livelihoods). It is striking to the evaluation team that the draft Country Programme does not make any particular mentioning of post-conflict “recovery” and “transition” towards a more regular pattern of development. These, in the view of the mission, would appear to be highly relevant programming directions at this time of peace and nationhood rebuilding in Somalia
.

There thus exists clear scope for improving direction, oversight and substantive support of the RRIDP programme by the UNDP Country Office. It would appear to the mission that RRIDP has been largely left on its own in undertaking critical actions such as: work planning and reporting; seeking out inter-UNAg collaborative arrangements; developing a structure for interacting with Somalia regional authorities; and mobilizing third-party financial resources. A case in point is the reporting generated by the RRIDP management; this is rather scarce, limited as it is to semi-annual (since at least 2005) and annual reports (2003, 2004 and 2005). More importantly, this reporting does not clearly relate funded activities to outputs, nor does it provide much of an analytical account of achievements in terms of the intended outcome, the principal factors influencing this, and the partnerships being forged. When consulted by the mission, donors also raised some of these issues. RRIDP cannot be properly managed if reports are primarily a marketing document. Furthermore, the programme is yet to develop an overall monitoring and internal evaluation system – and practice – that over time could be utilized for knowledge management purposes. 

The mission was informed that any required/desired adjustment of the RRIDP programme has been temporarily put aside, awaiting the results of the present evaluation. 

2.3.3 RRIDP Internal Perceptions

The mission was informed about an “Administrative Review and Programme-Planning Workshop” (September 2005) that had been organized among RRIDP staff. As part of this workshop, the programme team had come to articulate the following “objectives”: 

· to provide basic social services such as water, sanitation, health care, education and shelter to meet the physical needs of returnees and the communities to which they return;

· to expand economic opportunities in agriculture, livestock, fisheries and other private-sector industries and activities;

· to strengthen structures of policy and governance at the local level through participatory planning, building technical capacity in project design and monitoring, and developing financial and administrative management capabilities.

Useful as this initiative may prove to move towards revising the RRIDP programme, it has no particular meaning, as these amendments have not been formalized in the prescribed manner (i.e. a formal project revision).

Although the renewed efforts by the new programme manager aimed at team building around a common perception of RRIDP have clearly yielded results, the mission found that several staffers were somewhat at a loss. This is perhaps due to the meagre budget for acquiring a sufficient number and range of technical staff competencies (e.g. water development), and does pose restrictions on expanding the programme’s operational portfolio.

2.3.4 Appreciation by Regional/Local Authorities and Other Actors

With the exception of one minister, all other authority figures consulted by the mission appeared to be generally appreciative of the RRIDP. Nevertheless, regional authorities indicated that they desired more direct involvement in determining investment priorities, while admitting that their capacity to do so is limited. 

Several of the local NGO partners would favour a more comprehensive and equal partnership, since their relationship with RRIDP (as is the case for most international agencies) is foremost confined to the contractual implementation of short-term, stand-alone activities. The mission enquired with the Hargeisa-based Academy for Peace and Development and found that this particular NGO has already considerable experience in rallying, and building the capacities and networks of, local agencies and individuals around several policy-oriented research activities. Moreover, this agency already seems to act as a repository for relevant assessments/studies and the like, and – if supported – could possibly come to perform the role of a knowledge-management and/or resource centre.   

2.3.5 IDP Intermediate Agencies & Representatives

In Garowe on 13 February 2006 the evaluation team sat with seven representatives of the local IDP community and a local NGO. From there we came to understand:

· the gratitude, patience and politeness of the IDP community, as well as their keen disappointment and frustration lying just under the surface;

· the generosity of local communities and the empathy they feel for other people;

· the development of IDP partnerships with host communities and the sensitivities that exist;

· the unmet needs (toilets, water, schools and housing), untouched communities (with few benefits as yet) and unending surveys;

· the need to channel any additional funds though existing agencies and not introduce more donors with their own data-gathering needs;

· the fact that some in the IDP community have been here for years and now have children entering their teenage years who were born in Puntland and are not being educated;

· the need for more transparency in the allocation of benefits (housing is a specially divisive issue);

· the importance of using credible local institutions wherever they exist;

· how development of improved services can have negative employment effects (on women garbage collectors in this case).

In short, beneficiaries need more – even by their own modest standards and by the international standards that the UN has facilitated and to which that the donors’ electorates subscribe. They seek basic access to development of their families and a means of survival, which is their right.

The lack of coverage is also apparent. One only needs to look at the map (Annex 3) to see the few areas of the country (albeit with the heaviest concentrations of IDPs and returnees) RRIDP is able to reach.

The desire and means to cooperate is there but there are few physical resources. The determination to survive is strong but the limited ability to provide a better quality of life is apparent. But as long as peace endures, those that experienced the agony of displacement will say they are better off. However, the children will be less patient.

2.3.6 UNAgs’ Appreciation

The lack of clarity surrounding RRIDP’s role has likely also fuelled the rather diverse range of appreciation that the mission encountered when consulting with several UNAgs. In some cases, there were apparent contradictions between Nairobi-based and field-based staff. Generally, there would appear to be agreement for UNDP – via the RRIDP programme – to provide overall leadership for coordinating and facilitating common assessment and planning exercises, leaving sectoral/cluster-specific actions to the relevant lead –UNAgs. In addition, several UNAg field staff said they preferred having one agency (notably UNDP) to act as joint liaison with regional authorities and rally their support for joint/common UNAgs’ support interventions. UNHCR in particular noted that they have never received any documentation from RRIDP on activities and have not been involved in substantive discussions or decisions on IDP activities with RRIDP since the departure of the last programme manager. The mission verified that this is generally the case, but the lack of pro-active consultation seems to be a common feature among UNAgs.

2.3.7 Donors’ Appreciation

Two of the donors consulted by the mission stressed the importance of the UN system adhering to the latest reform proposals, aimed at strengthening the UN Humanitarian Coordinator system. In this respect, they appeared to be appreciative of the recent initiative to establish a UNAg Transitional Trust Fund. Nevertheless, one of these donors indicated that, while it intends to contribute agency-specific donations, it wishes to be consulted on the sharing out of such a contribution among the beneficiary UNAg’s various programmes. Other than that, these donors did not appear to have any strong views on the issue of UN inter-agency collaboration in Somalia, other than noting the need for taking a somewhat more comprehensive approach in catering for the needs of vulnerable groups by considering dimensions of recovery (including local development-management and governance support).

2.3.8 RRIDP Sourcing and Capacity

RRIDP’s rather unsuccessful record in attracting co-financing resources may (to some extent) very well be a consequence of it lacking clear direction. The limited resources have clearly hampered the staffing of an RRIDP core team of managers and technicians, and have kept the volume and spread of actual support interventions well below the anticipated level. It is therefore little wonder that progress towards achieving the various outputs (as stated in the RRIDP project document) was limited and that the impact of the programme in realizing the overall outcome is rather marginal. 

Should a definite decision be reached about retaining/re-designing the RRIDP programme, then it is an essential requirement that the RRIDP management and staffing contingent be strengthened in quantity and quality – depending on the role/position adopted for this programme. This is even more important if RRIDP is to provide lead or technical support to UN inter-agency operational programming. 

2.3.9 Effectiveness and Sustainability of Interventions

In the post-conflict environment that characterizes RRIDP’s programme area, even small interventions (if they are supported by the community and the linkages are well thought out) will be effective. However, as coverage increases, a longer-term and more comprehensive strategy is required to boost the governance platform (which can provide goods and services to a larger number of people) to a higher representational level. In the early stages following conflict, “do it yourself” is the order of the day – for local communities as well as for implementing agencies. The need and ability to respond quickly (if there is the means to pay for it) eventually makes systems necessary. In programmes like RRIDP this also implies changes in staff, with regard to experience and temperament. People with very independent and decisive mindsets are best for frontline agencies dealing with disaster. Efficiency and a certain toughness are required.

UNDP is being asked to respond to three quite different sets of circumstances in Somaliland, Puntland and the Centre/South; the activities, staffing needs and rationale for response programmes are different in each of these areas.

Financial, community and environmental factors are essential for sustainability. With basic services and the level of interventions that are currently a priority, it is the financial one that is perhaps most pressing. And that means there is a need for a revenue system (involving the government and the population) to pay for maintenance and operations.

As mentioned already, the linking of infrastructure (market building) with a livelihood service (microfinance) has been noted as a good practice around the world and this is being pursued in all RRIDP areas visited. It can be further optimised/exploited by exploring more “backward linkages” and “forward linkages”, as described earlier.

Beyond that, one can already see the pressing need for more comprehensively planned programmes that characterize longer-term development. Thus municipalities and regions will have to generate tax revenues; this they can only do if the agricultural hinterland also plays a part. The areas visited are and will remain primarily agriculture-based although there is a huge resource at the coast that has yet to enter the view of planners.

The RRIDP programme can keep doing what it does for least another two years in Somaliland, four in Puntland and at least five in the South, provided that it also quickly becomes a part of UNDP Somalia’s post-conflict strategy.

III.
Main Conclusions, Recommendations and Future Directions

This part of the document provides the mission’s main conclusions, recommendations and proposed future directions as regards the RRIDP programme. The mission has opted to draft this part such that it can be considered an executive summary of the mission report in its entirety. 

3.1 Main Conclusions and Recommendations

3.1.1 RRIDP Rationale and Outcome Evaluation

1. Design:  

There exists a huge divergence between the design of the RRIDP second-phase project document and the programme as it has actually been implemented.

The vision and stated objectives held on the part of the UNDP senior managers for RRIDP do not seem uniform; in fact, three distinct views seem to prevail. One position has it that the RRIDP programme was meant to supplement the earlier UNHCR-supported Quick Impact Projects. Others stressed the RRIDP’s platform function in supporting and strategizing a more comprehensive UNAg response package. Yet another view has it that RRIDP should be submerged as part of the poverty alleviation pillar of the current UNDP Country Programme. It is also to be noted that UNDP management did not take advantage of the attempts by the previous RRIDP programme manager to adjust the scope of the programme (aimed at, among other things, a reduction of RRIDP’s support to social services investments). 

The mission finds that the RRIDP project document is overly ambitious in terms of the stated outcome and outputs, too light on implementation strategy (both substantively and operationally) and – with the benefit of hindsight – premature for the situation in the country. A revision of the project document would have been warranted much earlier for several reasons, in particular: (a) very early on, RRIDP had already fallen far short of its intended leadership of the post-conflict recovery function (its “platform function”) (b) lack of funding, both for beneficiary activities and for staff, (c) the fact that the RRIDP Steering Committee with local government became defunct (or was abandoned?), and (d) the expansion of RRIDP support operations to Puntland. Such a situation can easily call into question the proper exercise of UNDP’s responsibility as funds manager of the RRIDP programme. 

In the same vein, the RRIDP management has yet to fully develop its own thinking about how the programme would be best focused and recalibrated.

=> It is recommended that UNDP management consider available options and decide on RRIDP’s desired role/function, and that a substantive project revision be formalized soonest, taking into account the findings and recommendations of the evaluation mission. Should this course of action not prove viable, the RRIDP programme should be quickly laid to rest – well before closure is otherwise necessitated by the depletion of funding, since such event could seriously discredit UNDP. 

2. Leadership of UNDP’s Post-Conflict Recovery:
Several attempts have been made to position RRIDP as a facilitator of UN inter-agency collaboration on the ground. This refers in particular to: the management of the June 2002 Inter-agency Returnee Settlement Area Assessment; the recommendations of Dennis McNamara, Special Rep. of the Secretary General on IDPs, who visited the area in November 2004; and the more recent inter-agency assessments for Bosasso and Garowe (April 2005).

There has clearly been a positive pay-off from the assessments, which have helped to more firmly identify priority actions, locations and target groups. Importantly, they have also allowed local government and the international community to see inter-agency collaboration working. The mission finds it plausible that the 2005 assessments have given rise to a concerted UNAg/INGO effort to provide initial basic infrastructure and services to settlement schemes in these two towns. In Somaliland, the RRIDP coordination momentum worked at first but is now defunct.

Other than the current and historical studies, there is no common work plan, management or monitoring and evaluation strategy, meaning there is actually no joint or even parallel programming between RRIDP/UNDP and other UNAgs (apart from RRIDP having contracted ILO and HABITAT as implementing agencies). In Puntland, a promising start was made with UN inter-agency coordination, but the issue of obtaining suitable land for resettlement has dominated the IDP Working Group agenda.  

In Somaliland, it appears UNAgs continue to conduct separate assessments and work planning (at best inviting one another to participate), while pursuing their own resource mobilization plans. The RRIDP programme does not have the resources or strategic positioning to promote greater coordination.

The recent joint strategy for IDPs is a welcome and significant step forward in pursuing more meaningful and effective cooperation. The impact of the IDP Working Group, and its actual performance at the level of the Puntland and Somaliland regions, however, has been arguably ineffective and possibly even counterproductive so far. There is a clear need to improve communication and oversight/support arrangements between the Nairobi-based “strategy/policy-level” group and the “operational” extension of this group at the level of Somaliland and Puntland. It is therefore critical that the newly devised strategy is followed by a decentralized and carefully prepared local action-planning exercise. 

The recently approved measures to strengthen the Humanitarian Coordination system at the country level (including UNAgs’ specific cluster-leading responsibilities) should support this local work planning effort. It is of note that UNDP-RRIDP has been requested to provide leadership to the overall working group, including the conceptualisation and organization of ground-level operational planning. In practice, however, RRIDP does not appear to have been able to take on these tasks, and its lack of leadership and technical ability is criticized by other participating UNAgs. 

=> It is recommended that UN inter-agency collaboration on returnees/IDPs embark on the intended operational planning exercise as soon as possible, thus using to best effect the momentum created at the level of the Nairobi-based UNAg head offices. 

=> It is the mission’s view that this local exercise best be location-specific (instead of region-wide)
, led by on-the-ground UNAg staff (supported as necessary), involving broad-based local participation (and thus exposure and capacity building), and focused on, initially, a limited number of common priorities.  

=> It is also recommended that, if such a location-specific action planning exercise were to be mounted, the local leadership role be filled by the staff of agencies (UNAgs or INGOs) who have the professional skills and local credibility to provide leadership (irrespective of the recently formalized UNAg cluster-leading responsibilities). 

=> Furthermore, if RRIDP is indeed to provide overall leadership to the inter-UNAg working group and the preparation of local action plans, then it is an essential requirement that its staff strength and competency profile be increased.

3. Strategic Use of Evaluation: 

The present evaluation was intended as an outcome evaluation. Instead, it would have been more appropriate for the evaluation to fully focus on resolving the principal constraints faced by the RRIDP programme (including the preparation of a revised project document): (i) the apparent “identity-problem” being faced by the programme within the overall UNDP programme portfolio and inter-agency collaboration; (ii) the persistent (and quite likely resultant) under-funding and consequent skeletal skilled staff, and, as an additional consequence; (iii) the relatively modest and rather scattered portfolio of completed and ongoing support interventions. 

At the request of the UNDP Country Office, the mission has attempted to address the twin angles of outcome evaluation and immediate constraints, by conducting a forward-looking assessment of the RRIDP programme.

=> It is recommended that future evaluations be more critically and thoroughly prepared by constituting an Evaluation Focal Team and by involving the prospective team leader early on during the mission-planning process. 

3.1.2 Assessment of RRIDP’s Principal Areas of Support Interventions

1. Appropriateness of the Responses to the Needs:
Notwithstanding the above-indicated constraints, the RRIDP team is to be commended for having undertaken a number of support interventions in what is an extraordinarily complex and, in many ways, harrowing working environment. 

In the absence of an up-to-date project document, an appraisal of RRIDP’s achievements needs to consider the RRIDP planning process, its partnering, the actual magnitude and coverage of support interventions, and the programme’s operating environment (as this has evolved in the meantime). The most important variables regarding the programme’s operating environment are determined to be the following:

· the patterns of resettlement of displaced populations and the support required
, 

· the still fledgling processes of peace and nation building in Somaliland and Puntland
, 

· the logistical constraints being faced, 

· the modest level of funds mobilization, 

· the overall leadership provided by the Humanitarian/Resident-Coordinator system, 

· the direction, oversight and support exercised by the UNDP Country Office, etc. 

It is noted that the outcome indicators (as included in the now dated project document) are few in number; though they may be relevant, they could not be sensibly assessed due to the lack of data and interventions designed to achieve these outcomes.

It is noted that RRIDP has undertaken investment and technical advisory support in two additional areas related to basic social services, namely markets and police posts. This in fact demonstrates the readiness of the RRIDP programme to respond to existing or emerging priorities as regional/local authorities, local NGOs and communities, as well as UN sister agencies, make them known.

The largest contributions made by the RRIDP programme (in terms of expenditures) are the various social and community infrastructure investments. Though limited in number, these are relevant and effective in meeting the basic needs of returnees/IDPs and host communities (the two target groups). Thanks to the appropriate participatory approaches in planning and screening,
 and the concomitant sensitivity to local political and power issues, these facilities show promise in being durable. However, it is next to impossible to safeguard longer-term sustainability – given the ongoing security uncertainties, the depressed state of the local economy and the consequent shortage of revenues among all local stakeholders.

As mentioned, in the case of urban settlement/resettlement schemes, such infrastructure investments have been successfully coordinated as part of a multi-agency effort (e.g. the Ayaha settlement in Hargeisa). However, relative to the stated outputs in the project document, RRIDP has not made much progress towards restoring or developing institutionalised social service delivery systems – other than ensuring UNICEF’s provision of medicine stocks and technical support to RRIDP-constructed MCH clinics. 

=> It is recommended that RRIDP assist local government and maintain a watching brief as regards the various social service areas/sectors it is supposed to cover. However, RRIDP should reduce its direct interventions (including investments) and foremost concentrate on facilitating UNAgs with specific sectoral/issue mandates to assume the technical lead in these areas.

=> Some of the outputs stipulate a direct role by the RRIDP programme (as distinct from a facilitating/coordinating support role) regarding the establishment or rehabilitation of more comprehensive social service delivery systems. It is recommended that these be deleted from the project document (in particular for health, water and sanitation, and education), since other UNAgs and INGOs with the appropriate competency can address this better.

The following recommendations are directed at the various social service sectors/areas that the RRIDP has addressed thus far, since these were called for in the project document or in response to requests made locally. 

=> Water Supply and Sanitation:  

· turn water and sanitation projects over to UNICEF to economize on management costs within the UN family, since UNICEF has the requisite technical skills and experience;

· formalize an agreement with UNICEF to secure the complementary above-ground hardware and software for the Zayad-funded boreholes;  

· put the current drilling on hold and fund no additional borehole projects until UNICEF and RRIDP agree on and can fund the full package of activities (software and hardware) required for better sustainability at each borehole site considered.

=> Health:  

· turn full operational responsibility for the health sector over to UNICEF and WHO, which in tandem have the resources and experience;

· put increased funds into preventative strategies;

· investigate traditional healing systems and integrate them (WHO).

=> Education:  

· UN RC to determine where the leadership role should be for overall planning in the sector. Turn over to UNICEF or UNESCO; 

· RRIDP to maintain a watching brief, and facilitate UNAgs.

=> Agriculture/Rural Development:  

· Involve FAO and link to the ongoing FAO-UNHCR rural development activities and the planned EC project aimed at developing complementary RRIDP projects in agriculture;

· Find and fund small projects for action research on an agricultural strategy for smallholder sustainable agriculture in some carefully selected trial areas of Somaliland and Puntland (with FAO and the EC, based on dissimilar eco-zones). Use the resources of FAO’s Somalia Water and Land Information Management System (SWALIM). This should also be pursued from the viewpoint of stemming rural-urban migration and offering opportunities for returnee/IDP communities currently residing in urban settlements to return to their rural origins;

· Include model activities as micro-businesses in the “Loan Model Package Handbook” discussed elsewhere. Many of these loan models should be oriented towards sustainable land use.

=> Environmental Rehabilitation

· In conjunction with the suggestions on agriculture, RRIDP should promote partnerships with local ministries and other stakeholders, to decide on and fund pilot projects where sustainable agriculture makes money for the farmer and helps rebuild the environment at the same time;

· The mission reviewed the very sobering July 2003 Ayaha Valley contamination study
. The 21-page report is getting to be 3 years old now and contains many medium-term and long-term recommendations that need to be on the agenda for the local authority. It is recommended that the study authors return for a follow-up assessment and discussions with WHO.

2. Expanding Economic Opportunities and Income Generation: 
This support is assessed to have been less successful largely owing to the adoption of and initial dependency on the ILO-propagated LED-approach. Though appreciating its properties, the mission finds this approach to have been too cumbersome and thus inappropriate, given the then (and still) prevailing urgency for immediate and high-impact livelihood support. Although RRIDP has initiated a few common-sense activities in support of household and community level income and employment, the programme has yet to devise a more embracing approach regarding livelihood and local economic development. 

=> It is recommended that the RRIDP programme articulate a cohesive strategy/action plan for livelihood support and local economic development and that it increase its expenditure to this purpose. In order to achieve synergies and multiplier effects, such livelihood/economic development activities should be intertwined with community infrastructure support – for instance, constructing urban/rural markets while also forming producer/micro-finance groups. 

To this end, more specific recommendations as regards this component are the following:

· RRIDP managers should promote practical and action-oriented approaches to the expansion of economic opportunities within the RRIDP team and between them and NGO stakeholders. This could be through a mix of on-site skills training and technical support with periodic external guidance.  

· Establish contact with MicroSave in Nairobi to develop a resource and skills development plan for interested NGOs/stakeholders/staff and to provide technical support. 

· Co-opt the small business funding experience of NGOs in Somaliland and Puntland with other research into feasible IGAs to produce a “Loan Model Package Handbook” for RRIDP’s use with its stakeholder organizations. With the proper TOR and some technical guidance
, this could be done by one of (or a partnership among) the umbrella NGO organizations. MicroSave may suggest consultant resources.

3. Capacity Development: 

There have been many activities in several forms and among various stakeholders (regional/local administrations and local NGOs) and target groups (such as returnee/IDP committees, Village Development Committees and intermediate groups). Nevertheless, most of these skills-development, organizational and institution-building activities have been rather dispersed and improvised – and are therefore difficult to learn from or measure.  

RRIDP’s inter actions with regional authorities (ministries) appear for the most part to have been haphazard, particularly in the case of Somaliland. An RRIDP Steering Committee was initially convened and reportedly met twice in Hargeisa. It has been abandoned for a long time; the reasons for this have not become clear to the mission. This has left RRIDP without the potential benefit of consensus-based oversight and direction, which could have been provided jointly between the respective administrations of Somaliland and Puntland and UNDP. Interaction with the mayors (heads of districts), and in some cases council committees/members, are more dynamic and frequent, since these officials are the key decision makers for the type and scale of activities supported. With one notable exception, local government authority figures met by the mission unequivocally expressed their satisfaction with the RRIDP-supported interventions thus far. 

The initiatives undertaken by RRIDP in Puntland stand out as good working practices. This is a consequence of the initiative, taken early on, to facilitate the definition and delineation of respective roles and functions of key government departments with respect to returnees/IDPs. This initiative certainly qualifies as a defining moment in establishing working relations and networks in this particular region. Likewise, the soft-assistance approach taken in building capacity and confidence, and promoting more comprehensive engagement with selected local NGOs (in particular Guardian and AWSG) is worth following up on. In the same vein, promising work has been undertaken in Somaliland building the capacity of returnee/IDP committees and rejuvenating Village Development Committees, functionally geared to particular community/group-level livelihood and infrastructure activities. It is advisable that these practices be further assessed and internalised as part of the overall RRIDP approach to engaging with regional/local administrations and partners. 

In fact, in several cases RRIDP has effectively facilitated the discussions among groups of returnees/IDPs, intermediate local agencies/charities, and local authorities – thus laying the foundation for more advanced support to local development management and governance. 

=> It is recommended to more systematically map (against stakeholders) the various types of capacity-development support provided (in the broadest sense of this concept – for example, including informal coaching and guiding support) and to determine the best work practices that can be more firmly anchored in the RRIDP approach and in the overall work plan(s) for the UNAgs’ post-conflict recovery strategy. 

=> As regards working with regional/local authorities, the merit should be ascertained of establishing some form of mentoring among selected ministries (in particular: Planning, 3R’s, Interior and Water Resources) with RRIDP/UNAg technical staff and consultants as needed. This could prove to be a first step in designing a more comprehensive approach to building organizational and institutional capacities, other than skills development. 

=> Building onto the positive network of relationships that have been established with various local NGOs and lobby groups, it is also recommended that RRIDP ascertain the possibility of setting up common service/resource centres for selected umbrella NGOs or groups of like-minded NGOs. This could come to facilitate the organization of joint capacity-building activities (including for the project management cycle). This would be helpful for umbrella agencies to develop credible relationships with local authorities and INGOs/UNAgs and create a more equal footing for partnership. In this regard, RRIDP may involve CARE, or a similar partner, to further strategize such an approach, noting that support activities should respond to locally expressed priorities and avoid distorting local community interest.

3.1.3 Overall Assessment 

1. Overall RRIDP Performance 
Notwithstanding the above noted achievements, the overall RRIDP portfolio of support activities is limited due to the continued resources squeeze. The structural under-funding also causes the ratio of establishment and operating costs to be disproportionate relative to the actual activities being supported; this will be difficult to justify, as the programme has now been operational for more than four years
. Moreover, the portfolio of completed and ongoing activities is rather dispersed and shows little cohesion, being comprised of fairly informal, short-term stand-alone activities, and heavily tilted in favour of infrastructure support. Overall, the RRIDP  programme has not been able to generate much in terms of effect (as it has come to benefit only marginal numbers of displaced or poor populations) and impact (given the virtual absence of synergies and multiplier effects), while longer-term sustainability remains uncertain. As it stands, effects and longer-lasting impacts of RRIDP support interventions are as yet, and for the most part, anecdotal and difficult to assess in a systematic way
. The principal outputs (as these have been left unchanged from the original project document), have only very partially been met, and then only to a limited degree.

2. Inter-UNAg Cooperation
The former UNDP/RC/HC and UNHCR representatives are to be commended for their intent to conceive and operate the RRIDP as a joint programme and to have jointly mobilized resources. The mission has not been able to determine to what extent activities under the first phase of the RRIDP programme have in fact been coordinated specifically between these two UNAgs, if at all. The fact is that this inter-UNAg relationship has not been formalized in any way. Certainly since the departure of the first RRIDP programme manager, there has been no mutual involvement between UNHCR and UNDP/RRIDP – as was confirmed by UNHCR, UNDP and RRIDP personnel. More generally, it is observed that inter-UNAg coordination (beyond the initial joint assessments in Hargeisa, and later in Garowe and Bossasso, and notwithstanding the promising start of the Protection/Returnee/IDP Working Group in Puntland) is still very much wanting. At best UNAgs invite their sister agencies when planning their agency-specific assessment or programming activities, but this would not appear to be based on pro-active consultations nor to be followed through persistently. Moreover, UNAgs appear to have developed their own interaction with the regional and local authorities, establishing their own networks of partners and contractors while maintaining close relations with individual donors.   

Given the situation (as summarized under the above two sections), it is very questionable whether RRIDP should continue to do more-of-the-same as regards social and community infrastructure – knowing that other agencies (in particular UNHCR and UNICEF) are better placed to do much more and do it better. As part of the intended local action-planning exercise for UNAgs, RRIDP should seek supplementary support with UNAgs/INGOs so that it can scale down its work with infrastructure.

=> As an immediate step, it is recommended that the RRIDP’s draft Work Plan for 2006 be fully reconfigured. This should be undertaken by (a) scaling back its work in social and community infrastructure, (b) linking present and past infrastructure support with increased activities in livelihood support, and (c) placing more emphasis on focused and systematic capacity-development support concentrated on the locations and actors being directly supported by these livelihood projects (previously infrastructure projects). 

=> Finalization of the 2006 Work Plan needs direct consultation with appropriate UNHCR and UNICEF staff in particular. If warranted, certain components of the work plan could also be written to complement and draw on any other relevant UN or INGO agencies with mutual agreement – although it should not delay the finalization of the work plan. Taking this course of action could help to alleviate the work burden experienced by particularly the RRIDP engineering team. More importantly, such coordinated work planning could help in providing a more integrated and comprehensive package of location-specific interventions and services to enhance benefits to the target groups, while reducing delivery costs. Not least of all, by taking a more concentrated approach (spatially, substantively and in terms of partnerships) it should be easier to indicate expected results (including monitorable effects) so that a more convincing case can be made when engaging with potential donors.  

=> It is also recommended that the UNDP management urgently seek an accommodating arrangement with UNICEF (not only at the technical level, but also with its senior management) in order to ensure that the Zayed-funded borehole works will not be left incomplete and idle. Other than being wasteful, this would most likely come to hurt UNDP’s credibility. Efforts on the part of RRIDP staff and management to resolve this issue have proven to be inconclusive, possibly even illusive. 
3. RRIDP Management

The RRIDP staff contingent is assessed to be critically low (especially the engineering sub-team) and not entirely apt for the role and functions the programme was supposed to perform. Moreover, the need for the programme manager to shuttle between Hargeisa (and other project locations) and Nairobi proves to be wasteful as it dilutes his ability to exercise project operational management functions and provide technical inputs to UNDP/UNAgs strategy/policy matters. This may to some extent be lessened by filling the post of operations manager (as was called for by the project document) and placing a programme officer in Nairobi.

The RRIDP internal management functions, and corresponding processes and tools, stand to be greatly improved. In this respect, the following is to be highlighted. Although RRIDP’s control function in regarding implementing partners and contractors appears to suffice, the programme has yet to develop a system and practice for overall monitoring, internal evaluation and knowledge management (M&E&KM). 

=> It is recommended that RRIDP develop a M&E&KM system and practice as soon as possible, as part of the upcoming substantive programme revision, in order to (i) enable UNDP and RRIDP managers to exercise better oversight and take necessary corrective measures, (ii) ensure that effects and impacts due to support interventions can be properly detected and analysed, (iii) ensure that critical issues and opportunities can be taken up more pro-actively, and where warranted, be followed through in terms of regulatory, legal or policy frameworks (be it by RRIDP itself or other UN/UNDP programmes), and (iv) ensure that substantive accountability can be exercised, including more analytical and qualitative reporting to the various fund-providing agencies.

=> It is furthermore recommended that the UNDP management hold regularly scheduled review meetings with the RRIDP programme manager and his deputy. The merit of re-constituting some sort of steering committee involving regional authorities should also be ascertained. It may also be considered to organize periodic briefings/inter-actions and site visits with donors.  

The mission wishes to recommend other more immediate improvements regarding RRIDP management and related UNDP support functions: 

· Complete the ATLAS (UNDP’s financial management system) training for RRIDP.

· Make full use of staff appraisals and follow up on requested training.

· Co-opt short-term consultant assignments to include at least two days of field staff training for each assignment.  

· (Repeated for HQ managers) RRIDP managers need to promote practical and action-oriented approaches to the expansion of economic opportunities within the RRIDP team and between them and NGO stakeholders. This could be through a mix of on-site skills training and technical support with periodic external guidance.  

· Institute three-page internal project-approval documents that consist of the normal headings, including objective, output, relationship to RRIDP strategy, budget, proposed implementation plan, M&E arrangements, etc. The UNDP M&E officer can assist with this.

· Institute internal quarterly reports to identify achievements against the work plan and especially the project list and status according to a typology (ATLAS must have one or use one):  identified/in pipeline, planned, approved, contracting resources, field implementation in process and completed. Each project must show the percentage of time elapsed and the percentage of budget completion. The tables developed for this mission can be the starting point.

· Keep all original documents safely in an agreed location.

At the level of the UN Resident/Humanitarian Coordinator, the following is recommended:

· Every possible attempt must be made to forge agreement among UN agencies “behind closed doors” on a united position on sensitive and potentially divisive issues and review it on an announced schedule. Given the importance of finding suitable and available land for resettlement, and the disturbances that this particular issue has caused among local communities (and, incidentally, the various UNAgs), every effort should be made to reach a common internal UN position, in order to avoid confusion on the part of the regional administration. 

· Another issue that could possibly come to test UN inter-agency relations is low-cost housing – in particular, how to balance internationally accepted standards/modules with possible local solutions. The RC/HC may consider requesting UN-HABITAT to develop a strategy for housing IDPs, returnees and refugees that addresses the immediate humanitarian challenge first. It is suggested that this will need low-cost houses of the US$500-per-unit type that can be built with local materials. Medium-term solutions must include beneficiary standards for accepting the proposed solutions. This issue cannot be uniquely addressed from the perspective of long-term urban development, as appears to have been the case to date
.  

3.2 Future Directions

The RRIDP programme by now has a well-established field presence, with the requisite degree of team building, efficacy of working practices, and fairly well functioning networking relations with regional and local authorities and partners. At the same time, the programme’s role within the overall UNDP programme portfolio, and its position as part the overall spectrum of UNAg response, has yet to be agreed upon in a more definite manner. The interaction with other UNAgs has taken on even more prominence in the light of the recently approved reform of the UN Humanitarian Coordinator function. 

The first decision to be taken therefore is whether or not the RRIDP programme is to be given a new lease on life. Should this not be preferred or found not to be feasible, then it would be best to wind down the RRIDP in order to avoid loss of credibility – well before the programme runs out of a minimum level of funding. 

When considering possible future scenarios with respect to the RRIDP programme, the following three would seem to present themselves:

1. Revive the original project document: To revisit the original rationale and method of operating underlying the design of the RRIDP project document. Such a move, however, may not be realistic, given the fact that in the meantime the various UNAgs active in Somalia have – to varying degrees – established their in-field presence, determined their portfolio priorities and working practices, and developed their own relationship with donors. To do this without revision to the current Country Programme Strategy would appear to be difficult.

2. Continue as is: To continue with the RRIDP programme “as-it-has-evolved”, with adjustments made to its work plan – including what would then amount to band-aid recommendations made in the previous section of the report. Such a scenario, however, would appear to be the least desirable, given the limited impact the programme has been able to make so far and thus, the likely inability to reverse its current under-sourcing. 

3. Capitalize on current opportunities: To take a fresh look at the reason for existence of “a programme for transition and recovery” and how it may satisfy the overarching strategic requirements of UNDP Somalia and perhaps lead to a re-articulation of the current strategy. Some factors that may urge UNDP Somalia to do so would appear to be the following (no particular ranking intended): 

· worldwide experience of UNDP in recovery and transition programming, and the familiarity with that among the UNAgs and the international community;

· the extent to which UNDP envisages taking on its assigned lead role in early recovery support under the aegis of the Humanitarian Coordinator, and how this would best be reflected as part of the evolving UNDP Country Programme; 

· the need to have a well articulated country strategy that will create better funding opportunities with donors;

· the positive momentum that has occurred with the establishment of the new Transitional Federal Government, and the likelihood of increasing UN support interventions in the South-Central region, as well as the resultant anticipated population movements among the three regions of Somalia;

· the need to supplement existing UNDP programs with other humanitarian, recovery and transition programmes attuned to the differing requirements of each of the three distinct regions of Somalia;

· the need to provide a clearer overarching strategy that will be compatible with leading and facilitating the conversion of the recently agreed “Joint UN Strategic Plan to Address the Needs of IDPs in Somalia” into action plans. 

The mission is convinced of the need for UNDP Somalia to have a “Recovery and Transition Strategy in Support of the Vulnerable Populace (Including Returnees and IDPs) and Peace and Nationhood Building” or the “Somali Recovery and Transition Strategy” for short. Such a strategy would need to feature prominently as part of UNDP’s Country Programme, organization of staff and financial resources. 

In fact, the mission is of the view that “recovery and transition” should in fact be the overarching programming strategy of the Country Programme itself
. Adopting such a strategy would help to delineate, inter-link and package the various support programmes that are already ongoing and that will arise in the next three to five years. Such an approach would appear to be of interest to most UNAgs and donors met by the mission. Notably, UNHCR has formally withdrawn from the RRIDP programme in view of the new implementation of the inter-agency cluster approach to humanitarian reform, which it believes has replaced the original rationale for the RRIDP programme.

Some of the key features of articulating a “Somali Recovery and Transition Strategy” in the way proposed would allow a clearer vision among stakeholders for UNDP Somalia to assume facilitation of the following key tasks:

To assist the RC/HC function in:

· Providing technical secretariat support and leadership in the overall IDP Working Group. 

· Guiding the production and monitoring of UNAg annual action plans for early-recovery and transition, with particular attention given to vulnerable groups (including IDPs and returnees) as referred to above.

· Addressing capacity development requirements as identified and prioritised among UNAgs (including UNDP), particularly focused on the four key ministries mentioned before, as well as relevant municipal stakeholders, IDP committees and Village Development Committees. This component could in fact draw in the intended Local Development Project and the Community-Based Peace Support Project.

To enhance effectiveness and efficiency of the UNDP’s support to Somalia:

· Integrating all aspects of UNDP interventions into the recovery and transition framework.

· Building a strong M&E and Knowledge Management capacity to improve and enhance the content of programmes/projects and draw lessons that can inform future programming in support of recovery and transition – and making such a service available to all partners and stakeholders.

· Allowing interventions that are adjusted to the situation in each of the three regions of the country.

· Developing and pursuing a more embracing approach to income generation/local economic development, and actively exploring links between family income and basic service sustainability.

· Designing and piloting a number of rural integrated-farming/pastoralist schemes (including water-harvesting, communal nurseries and reforestation, and a minimum of basic social services) that may help stem the rural-urban migration and facilitate current urban dwellers to return to their places of origin.

Should such rationale and re-configuration of the Country Programme and the RRIDP programme not be desired (and depending on the availability of immediate resources) then concentrating the existing RRIDP only on Puntland may be considered. Given the more advanced situation in Somaliland, the scaling down and eventual withdrawal from this region could be justified in terms of the real rationale behind the RRIDP (i.e. that RRIDP has provided its share of first-level basic social services support and village level assets). Concurrently it may be possible to place a suitably qualified senior staff member in Hargesia to represent the UNDP and RC/HC function. For the South-Central region, developing an altogether new, integrated UNAg support programme could be considered, as and when this may prove to be viable.
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Box 2 - RRIDP Staff Develop Capacity of Local Stakeholders 


in their Day-to Day-Work


Location:  Puntland





Apart from discrete activities, RRIDP Puntland works constantly to build the capacity of NGOs and local and central authorities. This is in essence invisible capacity development to support their day-to-day work. A stakeholder workshop was held for all Puntland authorities, including ministers, director generals, mayors, governors, local NGOs and UN-Agencies. The aim was to direct stakeholders’ activities more towards IDP needs and define and streamline policy towards IDPs and returnees. In addition, RRIDP staff continue:





Sensitising governors and mayors to the needs and conditions of IDPs and returnees.


Assisting with information and filling gaps, to improve the quality and quantity of IDP interventions. 


Promoting the 2005 joint assessments as a strong baseline and encouraging their wide use by all partners in IDP and vulnerable group programming. 


Giving direction and focus to planning and implementation for IDP and returnee needs.


Linking local authorities with IDPs and returnees.


Training NGOs on information gathering, advocacy and lobbying techniques with and on behalf of IDPs and returnees.


Raising the profile of vulnerable communities to the international community.





Box 3 - Training, Practicing and Mentoring


During the evaluation, there was a repeatedly heard call for institutional development and capacity building in government at all levels, as well as among the private sector and community organizations visited.


UNDP is well placed in terms of its institutional mandate with government and in the relationships developed and being developed in all regions to assist in this. One way of delivering such efforts is to combine classroom training (for example using the arrangements being set in place by UNDP in Hargeisa) with practical project applications to build capacity in the participatory project management cycle – a much-needed combination of skills. The practical applications are obviously the organization and management of government efforts to plan, manage and monitor the development initiatives needed in the community.


Thus, UNDP’s technical staff on the ground should include skilled and experienced planners who use community development methodologies and can provide classroom training in such competencies and then assist in taking these skills to the field and guiding the participants’ application of the skills learned.


The benefits are multiple: government staff learn and then practice skills that will result in sustainable and locally appropriate projects; good governance is learned and applied; confidence and trust are built; proper monitoring and evaluation systems can more easily be put in place; and the relevance of a participatory planning cycle can be demonstrated.


A success story for this already exists in the work of CARE International. Their office is in Garowe and they have been working for years on similar approaches among NGOs (as mentioned elsewhere in this report). There are now 2 umbrella organizations of up to 50 NGOs and CBOs (30 are women’s organizations) that work on capacity development, service standards and networking aspects of NGO development. There are as many as eight very experienced members of these two umbrella groups who are of the stature and capacity of SRWU, the NGO that conducted the baseline and needs study in Bosasso. Thus there are already many partners on the ground for government to interact with.


Another application: this model of “umbrella group”, which has a demonstrated appeal to the community development sector, can also likely be applied to the private sector. The appeal of skills training in business management, feasibility, financial management, marketing, product development, etc, will be very apparent to the private sector and the UN/donor family will find a ready group of partners among small businesses. Among businesses with a higher level of investment and sophistication, professional and community-minded associations (like the Lions and Rotary Club models, for example) will provide similar opportunities and benefits.








All references to Somaliland pertain to the self-declared but unrecognised Republic of Somaliland.  





Box 1 - Making the Most of Markets


Examining Equity and Multiplier Effects


In Somalia, as in many other countries, building a public marketplace is often done as an important support to local economic activity and to expand opportunities for smallholders to gain access to the money economy. The RRIDP programme has supported several communities this way, in which IDPs and especially female-headed households are the beneficiaries. In an attempt to provide equitable access to the market, some interesting strategies have been developed.


In one particular case examined, ownership of places in a market was decided using a mixed selection process consisting of: a) creation of a shortlist based on a number of publicly chosen and published criteria including, for example, having a woman as head of a household in which, there was no house or land ownership; b) the use of a lottery to choose from among those on the shortlist.


However, it would seem that the assumption that a market stall should be the property of an individual, however equitably chosen, might lead to a number of missed opportunities.


Another possible strategy is to imagine that the 80 market stalls (in the Garowe case) are used as the marketing outlets for 80 production associations formed from neighbourhood groups of female-headed households. The obvious advantage is that it promotes access to the market for a larger number of producers. The multiplier effects of the RRIDP investment in the market are then very considerable. However, there are many more strategic advantages that are gained at the same time.


First among these is the creation of the producer group as an additional asset of the project. The producer group offers the potential of enhanced security to individual members both in terms of income sharing and social security as well as a platform for the delivery of microfinance, improved agricultural technologies, numeracy and literacy training, health and family education, etc.


Second is the reduction of possible tensions and the spreading of benefits over a wider number of people.  


Thirdly, the producer group can also become more involved in creating value added to their agricultural production through simple food processing and creating a variety of partially cooked or readymade food products (convenience foods). They can as well utilize by-products as raw materials for handicrafts and homemade tools (like brooms) that are also sold at the stall.


This approach can easily be retrofitted even if the idea arises later, during the process of qualifying beneficiaries. For example, even after the successful applicants are selected through the lottery it will be possible to map their locations on the community map and then begin discussions in those areas on the possibility of starting a producer group with a common marketing outlet. The individual stall owner, if they are amenable, can offer their privilege to the group as a whole and stall attendance for selling purposes can be rotated among members, saving time for other tasks. Alternatively, the stall owner can become a wholesale outlet for her neighbours, either based on a simple cash or consignment type of selling arrangement or through some sort of profit sharing and shared risk-taking arrangements which can be negotiated.


The simplest approach obviously is to work towards these producer group arrangements even while the decision to create a market is being made.  











� For the purpose of this evaluation report, the three distinct regions of the former Republic of Somalia are referred to by the names most commonly used, i.e. Somaliland (Northwest), Puntland (Northeast) and South-Central Somalia.


� There is a lack of clarity regarding total approved budget that was unresolved by the time the mission left.


� Andre Klap (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ajkconsulting.nl/" ��http://www.ajkconsulting.nl/�) and Mike Adair (adair@ksc.th.com).


� The full terms of reference (TOR) for the evaluation mission are available at the UNDP Somalia Country Office.


� This refers in particular to: Country Economic Memorandum for Somalia (draft), World Bank, Washington, November 2005.


� In fact, the RRIDP started as part of a sub-regional initiative launched by the Inter-Governmental Authority on Development (IGAD – a subsidiary body of the African Union) that aimed at resolving the problem of various refugee and IDP concentrations in the Horn of Africa. The total refugee population of Somali origin in UNHCR-supported camps throughout the sub-region and in Yemen and Libya was approximately 336,300 persons (January 2001), not counting the wider Somali diaspora population estimated to be 1.5 million. In addition, it was estimated that another 300,000-350,000 people found themselves displaced and in need of settlement support, as were some 30,000 demobilized ex-militia fighters.   


� 2006 Country Operations Plan for Somalia, UNHCR.  


� Interagency Returnee Settlement Area Assessment, Hargeisa, Somaliland, Information Report Revised; June 2002; UNDP


� CARE, Danish Refugee Council, the Food Security Assessment Unit of the FAO, Hargeisa Municipality, Ministry of Planning and Coordination, Ministry of Resettlement, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction, Handicap International, International Cooperation for Development, International Rescue Committee, Save the Children-USA, UNDP, UNHCR and UNICEF.


� An exception was apparently the provision of basic social and community infrastructure for the Ahaya-settlement (Ayaha means ”locust” in the Somali language]; not so, however, as regards the UNAgs’ overall portfolio of support-interventions in Somaliland.


� The then RRIDP Deputy Programme Manager is acknowledged to have been “integral to the initiation, implementation, writing and completion of this assessment” (p.8 of the report)�.


� The following is based on a review of an undated document, entitled: “Integrated Area Development Action Plan – Draft Document” that comprises 45 pages. The objectives are quoted from this document.


� “Micro-regions should be understood as social areas of management more than passive physical borders. In this sense, micro-regions are a tool to facilitate the close participation of isolated and impoverished sections of the local population that live in rural and urban settlements” (p. 41).


� It is noted that the mission could not be provided with a copy of the signed project document for the RRIDP; it is therefore assumed that the copy of the project document that has been utilized by the mission in conducting this evaluation is effectively the document that was formally approved. All quotations, as well as the phrasing of the RRIDP outputs presented in this section, are taken from this very same document.


� Annex 7 contains more information about the chronology of RRIDP’s hallmark events.


� Programme manager communication 27-2-06:  Total budget US$3.9 m and total disbursements and commitments $3.3 m. It is noted that the individual contributions do not add to the total and this issue was unresolved at the end of the mission.


� See Table 2 based on figures provided by the project in Annex 4.


� This seems low, but the mission – notwithstanding repeated requests – could not be provided with more accurate and up-to-date data. 


� Lacking project-specific funding but included in their daily tasks and thus “invisible”.


� As reflected in the Strategic Results Framework – a constituent element of the UNDP Country Programme. 


� This includes the assigning of cluster lead roles among UNAgs, the setting up of local-level Inter-Agency Standing Committees and, at the corporate level, the upgrading of the Central Emergency Response Fund (General Assembly resolution GA/60/L.38).


� Another donor (the Netherlands) declined to meet with the mission, since the relevant staff person was not available.


� Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluating for Results, UNDP Evaluation Office, 2002.


� As defined as part of the mission’s Terms of Reference. The current draft Country Programme of UNDP Somalia defines this outcome as follows: “Sustainable recovery and integration of conflict-affected populations with increased opportunities for human, economic and social security”.


� RRIDP project document, p. 13-14. It is noted that baseline data are provided for only the last mentioned indicator (albeit incomplete), while the 2003 targets for all three indicators are “to be defined by the Steering Committee”.


� The reporting period is left unspecified in the copy of the project document reviewed by the mission.


� As mentioned, the CAP Mid year report for 2005 alerted the international community that only 9 percent of needed funds was available to RRIDP.


� It is intended that the installation be run by a private sector organization so that maintenance can be catered for. 


� http://www.zayed.org.ae/English/thefoundation.htm


� Discussions with the programme manager.


� http://www.oit.org/dyn/empent/empent.portal?p_docid=TERRITORIALDIAGNOSI&p_prog=L&p_subprog=LE


� Beekeeping was an exception.


� MicroSave - PO Box 76436, Yaya 00508, Nairobi, Tel: 254 (0)20 2724801/6; Fax. 254 (0)20 2720133; Website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.microsave.org/" �www.MicroSave.org�


� www.sacb.info/Vacancies/ Water%20Resources%20Technician%20FAO.pdf


� When visiting the UN HABITAT Chief Technical Advisor in Nairobi, he agreed that differentiated solutions were required and indicated that his office could prepare such a road map.  


� The same requirements need to be met if the current preparation of a multi-UNAg funding proposal meant for the UN Trust Fund for Human Security (UNTFHS) is to be successful. The still ongoing preparation of this proposal in support of the Bosasso settlement has been rather protracted. The latest attempt to finalize the proposal is being undertaken under the aegis of the Protection/IDP Working Group, which has designated a sub-group comprised of UNDP-RRIDP, UN-HABITAT and OCHA to prepare a first draft for eventual review and concurrence with the working group at large. UN-HABITAT has meanwhile offered the services of a consultant to actually draft the proposal. As it would appear, basic parameters to guide this joint-programming and fund-mobilization effort may not have been sufficiently articulated or agreed in advance. This refers in particular to the conceptual scope for this venture and the selection of the lead UNAg. As this is meant to be a multi-UNAg proposal, one of the agencies concerned will need to act as lead agency. Such a lead agency is required in order to present the proposal to the UNTFHS and – once approved – to administer the funds, as well as pass on fund allocations to the various participating/implementing UNAgs.





� The land constraint in Bosasso is a particularly apt example and is covered elsewhere in the report.


� Interestingly and convincingly, SRWU in Bosasso insists on covering its operating costs from charitable donations and thus are able to remain somewhat more independent from external service-delivery pressures.


� The UNDP management informed the mission that some of the school buildings that had been constructed earlier had never become functional, since communities had relocated themselves for lack of water and livelihood opportunities. These factors had, apparently, not been taken into account when planning for these structures.   


� This would be even more pertinent in view of the recent reform measures aimed at strengthening the Humanitarian Coordinator system, including the introduction of cluster lead agencies – UNDP having been tasked to lead the cluster on “early recovery”.  


� For instance, in Puntland, focused on Galkayo, Garowe and Bosasso; in Somaliland, centred on Hargeisa, Boroma, and Burao -  initially 6-7 locations at the most. 


� Resettlement has been almost exclusively limited to urban areas, due to poor conditions in the rural areas and the resulting urban pull effect and vicious circle in resource placement.


� As this paragraph is written (27-2-06) the Garowe international staff have been moved to Bosasso due to what is hopefully a temporary security problem.


� As this involves a fairly elaborate degree of consultation by RRIDP with beneficiary and intermediary groups, as well as with local implementing partners.


� Environmental Contamination of Ayaha Valley, Hargeisa, Somaliland; Dr. Rhonest Ntayia and Mr James Kinyua, Kenya Plant Health Inspectorate, Nairobi July 2003.


� The evaluation team is providing TORs and an example of the results of such work from their previous assignments.


� Based on information provided by the project, the mission estimates this overhead to be between 12% and 25%. While not alarming, the 25% figure is significant and should be kept as low as possible.


� Both UNICEF and WHO were keen to point to the success of various support interventions that have helped to prevent new outbreaks of cholera in Bosasso, while acknowledging various contributing interventions on the part of RRIDP (including a MCH clinic). As dealt with under the next heading, the RRIDP monitoring function has yet to be developed so as to allow such effects to be captured.


�. When raising this issue with the UN-HABITAT Chief Technical Advisor in Nairobi, he indicated to the mission that his agency would be in a position to prepare a road map with such differentiated solutions.





� Having reviewed the current draft of the upcoming Country Programme of UNDP Somalia, it appears that UNDP envisages strategizing its support interventions along three “core areas of operation” (i.e. Rule of Law and Security, Governance, and Poverty and Sustainable Livelihoods). It is found striking that this draft Country Programme does not make any particular mentioning of post-conflict “recovery” and “transition” towards a more regular pattern of development; these, in the view of the mission, would appear to be highly relevant programming directions at this time of peace and nationhood rebuilding in Somalia.
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