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SUMMARY 

The Bot-Zam Road Paving Project (6))-0072) provided AID financing for 
the engineering and construction supervision of the paving of the Bot=Zam 
Road ()OO kID from Nata to Kazungula). The original all-weather gravel 
road was cons tr'lcted with the &~!!i3 tar..er! c f the pr~cee:~ fr:Jm AI D loan~ 
690-001 and 690-00LA. An AID Grant Agreement w1th the Government 
of Botswana (GOB) provided $1, .500,000 for the engineedng servi Ce s 
for the road paving project. A host country contract for these services 
was signed in December, 1977 w1th the New York engineering firm 
Tippetts-Abbett-McCartby-Stratton (TAMS). The E:uropean Economic 
Community (SEC) agreed to finance the laving contract from the European 
Development Fund (~DF) and, in 1977, allocated 10,000,000 Suropean 
Units of J\ccount (SUA) equal to about $12,000,000 at that time. The 
project is now two and one half years behind schedu1.e; the engineering 
costs to the projected end of the project have risen from $1,497 • .571 
to an estimated $2,)60,000, the road paving cost r~s risen from the 
June, 1977 cost estimate of $1),000,000 to a low bid price of $2),048,177. 
There is at present available from the AID Grant Agreement and from 
unexpended funds of Loans 590-001 ~ld 690-00LA, only $1,894,000 for 
the ~ngineering contract. There is as yet no commitment from the 
EEC to provide addi tional funis for the road p3.ving cost overrun. 
The GOB nas, therefore, deCided to divide the project into two parts: 
Project A (180 km beginning at Nata) and Project A+B (the entire 
)00 km). It proposes to contract by December 4, 1980 for Project A 
at a cost of approximately $17,000,000 with the proviso that it may 
notify the Contractor by July 9, 1981 to proceed w1th the full )00 km 
if additional funds become available. 

This report was prepared in fullfilment of the normal requirements 
for the periodic evaluation of on-going AID projects. However, 
because of the delay in project implementation and the large cost 
overruns USAID/Botswana (USAID/B) deCided to cond1.lct a more extensive 
review of the project background and the causes for the delay and 
cost increase. 
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Foreward 

In the Pr1ject 2valuation Contract No. AID-80-1, of September 18, 
1980, USAID/B contracted with Samuel Lubin to conduct an evaluation 
of the Bot-lam foad Paving Project for the period from pr.oject autho­
rization through September )0, 1980. In effect the evaluation report 
Covers t.he rer1(11j l.:r to') ('If"t0/),=T )]. 19130 

Specific responsibilities of the consultant were: 

1. To review project doc<..unents and discuss the project with AID 
offi cials in C.a borene (:":SAI O/B) and Nairo bi (R ESO/EA ), ~DF 
officials in Brussels 'lnd Haseru, the T.~Jv13 Regional Fepresentative 
in Nairobi. and Government of Botswana (COn) officials in Botswana. 

Z. To assess the reasons for project delays and cost overruns with 
a view toward avoiding such problems in future AID/multi-donor 
road construction projects. 

J. To evaluate the performance of U.3AID, ;;,2DSO, TAt'IS. and the GOB 
Eoads Department in implementir,g the Grant Agreement and Contract. 

4. Recommend any Contract or Grant Agreement amendments indicated 
by the Consultant's findings that would im~rove the Phase C 
project implementation. 

,. Prepare a draft evaluation in a form readily transferable into 
a Project ~val~tion S~ry (PES) within approximately five 
weeks of initiation of contract services. 

6. Prepare and submit to USAID/B a final evaluation report within 
one week of receipt of all comments by ~_~SAID, GOB, ::DF, and :'M!S 
officials. 

~ork on the project evaluation began on October J0, 1980 on my arrival 
in Gaborone. It wac ascertained that travel to Maseru was no longer 
necessary since the s:I;C office there was no longer responsible for 
Botswana and an Li:EC engineer was noW' resident in Gaborone. A visit 
to Gaborone by j'lr. Mario Asin, the TAMS Fegional Fepresentative in 
Nairobi and documentation at USAID/B made it unnecessary to travel 
to Nairobi for discussions with TANS and :,EDSO/EA. 

On October Jl, 1980 I met with itr. i!:dward Irgens, Chlef Foads mgineer, 
Ministry of Jorks and Communications and Nr. Anders Bonde, Principal 
hoads ~gineer/Development, in company with Mr. john Pielemeier, 
Assistant Director of USAID/B. The purpose of the visit was primarily 
to get acquainted with the GOB offiCials responsible for the project 
and to obtain as much information as possible from !1r. Irgens who "as 
leaving that day for an extended period and would not be available to 
me during the project evaluation. On November, and 7, 1980 I met with 
Mr. 3use, the 2~C Resident 2nglneer in Gaborone "ho has responsibility 
for the project. Major deCisions, however, still have to b~ referred 
to 3russels for approval. pir. Buse stated that he expected an ~C 
Delegate to be stationed inGa borone some time next year. I informed 
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Mr. Buse that I did not consider it necessary to travel to EEC headquarters 
in Brussels for discussions since the information required for the 
draft report was readily available from USAID/B, the GOB Roads Department 
and from his own flles. I would, however, be glad to do so if Brussels 
thought it useful for me to come there for discussions on project 
matters. Mr. Bu..::.e $Q tnfu.nned Brussels -oy telex. At tne request of 
EEC/Brussels I met, on December 12, 1980 with Mr. A. Berrens and Kr. 
Jessen in Brussels for a discussion of the project. On November 7, 1980 
I met again with Mr. Bonde of the Roads Department and obtained infor­
mation on the GOB plans for proceeding with the project. On November 
10 and 11 I met, in Gaborone, with Mr. Mario Asin. Regional Manager of 
the TAMS office in Nairobi. 

The period between October JO, 1980 and. November 17, 1980 was spent 
reviewing the USAID/B files relating to the project. Drafting of 
the report began on November 18 and was completed on December 1, 1980 
when it ;ras presented to 'JSAID/B for revieioi and distribution. 

Copies of the draft report were distributed to REDSO/EA, the GOB 
Roads Department, EEC/c.a oorone, E2C/Brussels and TAMS. Their comments 
were requested by January 31, 1981 to allow for preparation of the 
f1nal report. Comments were received before that date from ~AMS 
and EEDSO/EA and on February 10, 1981 the EEC comments dated January 26. 
1981 were also received. 

All the above comments were taken into consideration in preparation 
of this final report. The full text of the co~~nts is reprinted in 
Appendix A together with my notes on them. No comments were received 
from the GOB Roads Department. 



iv 

Conclusions 

1. The AID decision to finance the engineering contract with a 
U.S. engineering firm for design and supervision of construction 
of this project was unfortunate. The road paving contract was 
to be enUrely fL."la.'lCed by tl,e EEC and only contra.ctors from 
ACP or EEC countries would be eUgi ble to bid for the work. 
There were none of the teChnical, financial, or management 
advantages which could accrue to the host country from AID 
financing evident in this project. Any other considerations which 
may have dictated the deCision are outside the SCope of this report. 

2. The grant of $1,500,000 was alreadY short by between $500,000 to 
$1,000,000 at the ti~p it was authorized. Although it was based 
on the TAMS estimate of $1,)50,000 in 1977 it will be seen from 
this report tr4t the shortfall could have been antiCipated. 

). The agencies involved in the project: GOB, EEC, and AID, failed 
to note a number of unrealistic time SChedules during the design 
phase, which the Engineer inserted in his contract. These SCheduled 
times were, in practice, impossible to meet thereby resulting in 
delays and added costs. All three parties approved the contract 
without requiring proper changes in these periods. 

4. __ At certain stages in the engineering design phase the_EEC, along 
with the GOB and AID were responsible for reviewing and approving 
the Engineer's work or requiring revisions. I n nearly every 
instance the ~C transmitted their comments or approval after 
unexplainably long delays. Series of comments and changes in 
instructions were received by the Engineer from the EEC, some­
times even after the final, approved version of a document was 
completed. This was one ma.;or cause of delay and afforded the 
Engineer justification for claims to additional compensation. 

5. A major misunderstanding between AID and the EEC surfaced late 
in the design phase on the question of who was responsible for 
finanCing items in the Construction Contract to be provided by 
the Contractor for support of the Supervising Engineer. 'Jntil 
this was resolved (though not to the satisfaction of AID or the 
GOB) the Engineer could not prepare the Tender Dossier in final 
form. The dispute caused a serious delay and forced the GOB to 
finance these items from its own resourCes at a cost of $1,470,000 
for Project A+B or $2,110,000 if only Project A was built. 
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Reccc"'enda tions 

The following recommendations are made to avoid or at least to reduce 
the occurence of problems. in co-financed or multi-donor road construc­
tion pro jects. simil.u' to those encnuntered 1n the Bot-Zam hoad Paving 
Project: 

1. Greater care should. be exercised by AID in the selection of 
co-financed or multi-donor projects. There should be some fim 
basis for AID's involvement. Aside ~rom considerations outside 
the scope of this report. AID's involvement should be limited 
to instanCes wb.ere one or more of the follOwing apply: 

a) the U.S. can provide expertise not readily available from 
the 0 theI: d.onors: 

b) U.S. f~nancing is for a sufficiently large portion of the 
project cost to permit it to influence the direction and 
progress of the project: 

c) the U.S. is finanCing a discrete part of the project construc­
tion, e.g. the construction of the major section of a road, the 
supply of specific construction materials or equipment which 
are of better quality. more efficient, better suited to the 
project, or meet the specifications at a lower ccst: 

d) there is some defini te technical, cost, or managerial advantage 
to the host country from U.S. participation. 

In the project evaluated herein none of the above appear to apply. 

2. ;here more than one donor is involved a def1nite and detailed 
understanding should be reached among tr,e donors on the specific 
elements each will finance and any lim1 t!.ng conditions which will 
apply. The ~'derstanding should be committed to writing and 
approved by all the parties involved in the project. 

). In the negotiation of host country contracts, even when grant 
financed, the host country should take a more active role in the 
negotiating process. AID should limit itself to an advisory capacity 
except when AID regulations or U.S. law is involved. It should, 
of course. be willing to assist the host country when asked to do so. 

4. Considerable foresight should be exerCised to anticipate cost 
escalations resulting from inflation. unantiCipated wOlk, or 
changed conditions. These should be allowed for in the cost 
estimate to a greater extent than has been the practice in the 
past. The need to amend loan or grant agreements to provide 
addi tional funds would. be decreased and the embarra~ent of 
requiring the host country either to scale down the project or 
assume a greater finanCial burden than anticipated could be 
el1m1na ted. 

5. AID and host country contracts should be more carefully l'aviewed 
before approval to discover built-1n pi tfalls or unrealistic 
conditions leading to slippage 1n time schedules or to increased 
costs • 
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6. AID should adopt a more forceful approach in cases where the host 
country or a donor is dilatory in completing an action relating 
to the AID-financed portion of the project or where the host 
country or donor attempt to add unjustified conditions affecting 
the AI D-financed portion or leading to higher costs. 

7. The TAMS contract should be amended to remove the requirement 
placed on the GOB to receive comments from the donors on the 
Engineer's actions, to collate these comments with their own, 
and resolve conflicts among the three agencies before issuing 
instructions to TAMS. 

8. The problem of Amendment No.4 to the TAMS contract which AID 
has not approved should be resolved quickly. If AID does not 
plan to finance the overrun on the contract costs the Amendment 
should be rewritten to provide for ODB finanCing of the overrun. 
The GOB has already indicated its willingness to do so for 
Project A but hope to be able to obtain future AID funds to 
finance the additional engineering services for Project A+B. 

9. USAID/B is authorized to amend Loan Agreements 001 and OOlA 
to provide for the use of about $)94,000 of unexpended funds for 
tbe TAMS contract. This should be done as soon as possible 
to prevent futher delays in covering outstGnding TAMS invoices. 
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EVAWA'I'I'ON OF THE BOT-ZAM ROAD PAVING PROJECT (AID 633-0072) 

I. The Pro ject 

AID Project 633-0072, Bot-Zam Road Paving, provided, under Grant 
Agreement 690-0072, executed September 28, 1977, for AID finanCing 
of the engineering design and construction supervision services to 
upgrade the Nata-Kazungula road in Botswana by paving the road with 
a b1 tuminolls surface. The maximum amount of AI D flnancing under the 
agreement was $1,500,000 to Cover foreign exchange costs and approved 
local costs in Botswana. Original responsibility for the project 
rested with the AID regional offiCe in Nairobi (~EDSO/EA). In February, 
1979 responsibility for the project was transferred t~ USAID/B and the 
project renumbered 63j-0Q?2. 

II. Historical Review 

1. Construction of the All-~eather Bot-Zam Road 

Early in 1968 both the Za;nbia and Botswana Governments approacheo. 
the U.S. Government for assistance in the constructio~ of an all 
weather road from Nata, 140 miles northwest of Francistown, on the 
Francistown-Maun road, to the Kazungula Ferry, joining Botswana and 
Zambia, across the Choba River. The Middle Africa Transport Study 
(MATS) identified this road as worthy of further study and AID made 
a grant to finance a feasibility study which was completed in August, 
1970. In Nov~mber, 1970 AID authorized a grant of $850,000 to the 
GOB to finance the engineering design of the project which would 
consist of: a 184 mile (294 lou) road from Nata to the Kazangula 
Ferry; a Chobe River Bypass 40 miles (64 km) long to connect Ngoma, 
si te of a bridge on the Cho be River leading to the Capri vi Strip 
of South ~est Africa, with the ferry; and a three mile (4.8 km) 
aCCess road connecting the vi llage of Pandama tenga with the main 
road. 

The eng1neer1n~ contract was awarded to Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy­
Stratton (TAMS) in June, 1971. On the basis of a preliminary cost 
estimate by TAMS early in 1972, AID authorized, on April 28, 1972, 
a loan (690-001) of $12,600,000 to cover the cost of construction 
and the engineering supervision of the all-weather gravel road. 
The CDB was to contribute the equivalent of $200,000 in local costs 
and the Government of Zambia (GOZ) the equivalent of $)26,000 to imp­
rove the ferry connection. Included in the loan was an item of $1)0,000 
for the procurement of road maintenance equipment. 

Th9 evaluation of construction bids showed a shortfall in finanCing 
and in June, 197), AID agreed to a loan amendment (690-00lA) adding 
$4, 000, 000 to the loan. The construction contract was awarded to 
Grove International Corporation by the GOB in the same month, with TAMS 
providing the engineering supervision. The road was opened to traffic 
in January, 1977. 
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2. !h!.-Bo,!-Zara Hoad Paving Pro ject 

Already on May 17, 1974, the GOB approached A:D with a request to 
consider paving the road on the basis that projected traffic would 
e~eed that predicted in the TAMS original feasibility study and 
on the expected long term savings in maintaining the paved road. 
iihen the Z..aJIlbia-Rhodesia border closed in 1976 the importance of 
the Bot-Zam road took on a new significance as the main north-south 
supply route from Southern Africa to Zambia. At the request of the 
GOB, AID contracted with TAMS, in October, 1976, to carry out a fea­
sibility study of the proposed project. The study, completed in 
May, 1977, predicted that if the improved road was opened in 1980 
the initial traffic would be about 55 vehicles per day, increasing 
by an average of 9% annually to 28) v~hic1es in 20 years. .ith these 
traffic figures TAMS concluded that paving would be economically 
feasible. Actual traffic counts during the first six weeks following 
the opening of the gravel road in January, 1977 showed a volume of 
up to 200 vehicles per day, equalling TAMS I S prediction for 1994. 
Some of this traffic may have been due to the novelty of the road 
and was not sustained later. Two AID offiCers traveresed the road 
in both directions on February I) and 14, 1979, two years after 
it was opened to traffic and counted J2 heavy vehicles (16 in each 
d1rection) during daylight hours. The GOB Ministry of \lorks (MOW) 
~tated that most heavy traffic travelled at night and the correct 
figure was about 50 trucks each 24 hours. No indication was given 
of light vehicle traffiC. Based on the TAMS study and an undertaidng 
by the European Economic Community (EEC) dated April 1, 1977 to allocate 
l@,OOO,OOO EUA from the 4th European Development Fund (SDF) for 
paving the road, AID authorized a $1,500,000 grant tv the GOB (692-0072) 
for the project in September, 19?7. The BEC Grant Agreement (2415/PR) 
was signed with Botswana and Zambia on October 4, 1979. The GOB 
entered into a contract with TAMS on Deemeber 15, 1977 for the design 
of the paving project and the engineering supervision of the Construc­
tion phase. 

The feasibility study had investigated four alternatives for the 
road paving design. The GOB, EEC, and AI D agreed on the mos t economical 
design meeting the required safety standards and predicted traffic. 
The road was to have a paved width of 6.0 meters, shoulders of 0.7 
meters, and a cross slope of three percent. The existing gravel surface 
course, uea ted with lime for a width of 6. J mete-rs, would form 
the paved road base course. 

The paving cost was estimated in AID's June, 1977 Project Paper at 
$9,285,000 foreign exchange costs plus local costs of Pula (P.) 2,315,000 
(equivalent to $2,801,150 at the then current exchange rate of P.l.00=$1.21). 
The total paving cost was, therefore, estimated at $12,086,150 to be 
covered by the EEC contribution of EUA 10.000,000, equal, approximately 
to $12,000,000 at that time. 

http:P.1.00=$1.21
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The original implementation plan presented in the Project Paper, 
assuming the ~MS contract to be signed by September 10, 1977 was: 

EEC Grant Authorization 
Prequalif1cation of Contractors 
Final Design Completed 
Tender Dossier Available 
Bid Opening 
Engineer' s Ii. ecommenda tion of Con tractor 
Bid Award 
Contract Signing 
Contractor on Site 
Construction Completed (24 months) 
End of Maintenance Period 

January 21, 1978 
March 1, 1978 
March 1, 1978 
March 15, 1978 
May 24, 1978 
June 10. 1978 
July 10. 1978 
July 24, 1978 
August 24, 1978 
August 24, 1980 
August 24, 1981 

As will be seen from this report, the proposed SChedule never had 
a chance of being implemented. 

3. The TAMS Engineering Design and Construction SUl'ervision Contract 

The contract, signed in December, 1977 provided for work to be carried 
out by TAMS in three phases I 

Phase A - Preconstruction Services 
Phase B - Tender A ward 
Phase C - Supervision of Construction 

The time SChedule envisaged in the contract for performing these 
services was: 

Phase A - To begin wi thin )0 days of the Notice to Proceed, concurrent 
with the opening of a Letter of Commitment (L/Com) by AID 
for the sum of $206, )90 to Cover the lump Sllm payments 
of $185,956 and P.16,880 for Phase A services. Phase A 
was to be completed in 8 months. 

Phase B - It was expected that there would be some delay between 
Phase A and the start of Phase B. The contract provided, 
therefore, that TAMS would begin work on Phase B within 
3D days of receiving the NotiCe to Proceed concurrent 
with AID's opening of a L/Com for $43,446 to cover a fixed 
fee of $),950 and budgeted costs of $)6,786 and P.2,240. 
Phase B was to be completed in ) months. 

Phase C - TAMS was to mobilize wi thin )0 days of receipt of the 
Notice to Proceed concurrent with the issuance by AID 
of a L/Com for $1,249,15) to Cover a fixed fee of $11),560 
and budgeted costs of $987,1)6 and p.122,692. Phase C 
would Cover the entire construction period plus the one 
year maintenance period. 

On the basis of the above SChedule for Phases A and B it was hoped 
that actual construction could begin by the middle of 1979. The 
reality proved to be considerably different from the expectation. 
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4. Performance of the TAMS Contract 

The CP.B issued the Notice to Proceed ld. th Phase A on December 14, 1977. 
AID, however, did not open the L/Com until January )1, 1978 and 
TAMS received notification of the opening on February 2, 1978. TAMS 
noUfied the GOB it was prepared to begin work on February 1), 1978. 
The performance of Phase A is summarized in the following table: 

Task 

Task I 
a) Collect and review available 

field information and perform 
field reconnaissance 

b) Perform additional soils and 
materials exploration and 
sampling 

c) ,Review and analyze existing 
borehole water data 

d) Obtain addition construction 
un1 t cost data 

e) Obtain other pertinen t data 

Task II 
a) Revise the vertical alignment 

of selected segment.s of road 
b) Perform additional soils, 

materials, and water (salt 
con ten t) tes tin g 

c) Develop construction unit 
costs 

d) Study GOB standard contract 
documents and EDF's conditions 
of contract 

Task III 
a) Prepare drafts of Prequali­

fication Questiorma.1re and 
of Advert1sement for Pre-

SCheduled T.1me 

2/15-2/28/78 

)/1-3/)1/78 

)/15-)/)1/78 

4/1-4/15/78 
)/1-4/15/78 

4/15-5/15/78 

4/1-5/)1/78 

5/1-5/)1/78 

)/15-4/)0/78 

qualif1cation )/1-)/15/78 
b) Advert1se· for Prequalifica-

t10n by EDF (see Task IVa) 4/)0/78 
c) Prepare f1nal design plans 

and quant1ty estimates 5/1-7/15/78 
d) Prepare drafts of General 

Condit10ns of Contract (G/C) 
and of Conditions of Part1cu-
lar Application 5/15-7/15/78 

e) Prepare draft of Techn1cal 
Specif1catior.s 6/1-7/15/78 

f) Prepare draft of Tender 
Documents and Schedule of 
Quant1ties 6/15-7/15/78 

Actual Completion 
rate 

As scheduled 

As schedu led 

As scheduled 

As sCheduled 
As scheduled 

As scheduled 

As scheduled 

As scheduled 

As scheduled 

2/)/78 

Not executed 

As scheduled Y 

9/8/78 

7/12/78 Y 

10/5/78 J/ 

11 Quant1ty estimates were revised three t1mes during this pertod as 
a result of revision in specific~tions and divis10n of project in two sections. 

Y Minus Section 1400 (Engineer I s Support, submi tted 9/8/78) 
JI ~xcept Schedule of Quantities submitted later because GOB and 2EC 

comments on Techn1cal Specif1cations not received by required date 
(}f' lo/'i!?A 
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l'.!!! SCheduled Ti:ne Actual Completion 
Date 

Task IV 
a) heview by GOB, EEe, and AID 

of Prequal1fication Question-
;/15-;/;1/78 naire (see Task IIIa) Not executed 

b) Issue Prequalification Ques-
5/15-~;1/78 tionnaire Not executed 

c) Prequal1fy Contractors 7/1-7 ;1/78 5/16/79 
d) Review by GOB, EEC, AIt of 

drafts of Conditions of Con-
tract, Spacifications, and 
P~elim1nary Cost Estimates 

7/15-8/;1/78 5/14/79 (see Task IIIf) 
e) Pl'epare Engineer's Es tima te 

8/15-9/15/78 5/14/79 of Construction Costs 

Task V 
Finalize Tender Dossier and 

5/V~/79 y Eng1nee~' s Es tima te 9/1-10/15/78 

11 A revised Cost Estimate was made on 6/27/79 to take into account 
the changed Pula/EVA conversion rate and an increase of Project A 
from 170 km to 180 km. 

Phase B - Tender A ward 

On November 7, 1979 TAMS informed the GOB that the work under Phase 
B would now take six and one half months instead of the originally 
SCheduled five months. The addi tiona1 time was needed to ma ke further 
amendments to the Tender Documents and to evaluate tenders for two 
variations of the construction contract. Time for the return of bids 
had also been extended from one month to two months. Because of the 
additional time and work TAMS asked for an inr.rease in their fixed 
fee for Phas B from $;,950 to $7,525 and in the b':Jdgeted amounts 
from $;5,786 and P.2,240 to $68, 2;6 and P.5,75;. 

AID replied that the entire grant of $1,500,000 was already committed, 
based on the original budget. Any further funds would have to come 
from balances remaining from the original AID loans 690-001 and OOlA 
for the road construction. This would entail a lengthy process of 
amending the Loan Agreement. To avoid a delay in starting work on 
Phase B it was suggested that TAMS continue on the basis of the 
existing budget and fixed fee and negotiate a contract price increase 
when Phase __ B,.das completed. 

Later negotiations between AID and TAMS redUCed TAMS requested increase 
to a fixed fee. of $6,;7; and budgeted costs of $59,659 and P.;,2;5. 
Amendment No. ; to the TAMS contract was executed February 12, 1980 
incorporating the new amounts. AID was requested to issue a L/Com 
for $70,108 to Cover these costs. The L/Com was opened on July 9, 1980. 
TAMS had already begun Phase B work on February 12, 1980 with the 
<DB "bridge financing" the payments due. Performance of Phase B is 
~hown in the following table: 
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al) Amend the Tender Dossier in 
accordance with GOB letter of 
10/15/79 

aZ) Issue Dossier to Prequal1fied 
Contractors 

a)) Carry out an organized Site 
Visit 

a4) Prepare addenda and minutes of 
Si te Visit 

SCheduled Time 

2/15-5/15/80 

b
c

) Tender Period --' 311-6/1/80 
) Tender evaluation 6/15-7/)0/80 

d) Comments on Tender Evaluation 
by GOB, EEC, AID 8/1 -8/15/80 

e) Finall ze Tender Evalua tiOD 

Report and prepare Tender 
Documents for signature 

11 Bid opening date. 

8/15-8/)1/80 

Actual Completion 
Date 

2/15/80 

2/28/80 

4/17/80 

5/1)/80 
6/4/80 11 
7/28/80 

9 /12/80 

12/4/80 

,. Deviations from Scheduled Performance of the TAMS Contract 

An examination of the above performance ta billa tions shows the follOwing 
deviations from scheduled completion dates for the tasks in Phases A and BI 

I!.~ 
Phase A 

Task III my 
~e) 
f) 

Task IV (a~ 11 
~~) 
~~~ 11 

Task V 

Phase B 

Tasks (al) to (a4) 
Task (c) 
Task ~d~]j 
Task e 

To summerize r 

Advance 

25 days 

) days ..1/ 

2 days 
) days 

10 mos. and 1) days 
5) days 

2 mos. and 5 days JI 
Not completed 
Not completed 
9 mos. and 16 days 
8 mos. and 14 days 
8 mos. 

7 mos. 

27 days 
) mos. 

- TAMS completed on time or ahead of sChedule all of Phase A Tasks 
I, II, III a, c, and el Phase B Tasks (a) ~d (c). 

]j GOB, EEC, AI D task 
Y Except Section 1400, delayed 5) days 
JI Except SChedule of Quantities 
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- TAMS delayed completing Phase A Ta.sks III d, I V c, I V e, and 
Phase B, Task (e). It had not executed by October 31, 1980, Phase A, 
Task IV b. 

- .The GOB and BEe delayed their completion of Phase __ A ._!aslLIU b, 
Task IV d, and P~se B Task (d). They failed to complete, by 
October 31, 1980 work on Phase A Task IV a and Phase B Task (d). 

Th£ caUSE:S for the above delays and their effect on implementation 
of the pro ject will 'be discussed in Section IV of the report. 

III. Funding Problems 

1. ~C~ntract 

The or1g1nal~AMS c~ntract provided for fixed fees and budgeted costs 
1n U ~S. dollars and Pula amounting to I 

Phase A 
Phase B 
Phase e 

Total 

$ 206,390 
43.4JJ.6 

1,249,153 

$1,498,989 

This amount was to be financed by the AID grant of $1,500,000. 

On August 6, 1979 TAMS filed a claim for $57,830.76 and P.894.87 
for extra expenses caused by delays in Phase Abe~Qnd the _Contractor's 
control and for extra work required by the GOB. AID and the COB 
negotiated a settlement with TAMS 1n the amount of $45,000 for this 
claim, the settlement being approved by AID on September 6, 1979, 
bringing the total budget for the TAMS contract to: 

Phase A 
Phase B 
Phase e 

Total 

$ 251,390 (including claim) 
70,108 (Amendment No.3) 

1,249,153 

$1,570,651 

Although this exceeded U:.e amount of the grant by $70,651 AID planned 
to amend Loan Agreements 690-COI and OOlA to permit the use of an 
tmexpended balance of $394,000 for the TAMS contract. The total 
fund~ available fur the project would, therefore, be $1,894,000. 

On May 5, 1980 TAMS presented a new budget for Phase C services based 
on the assumption that the construction and caintenance supervision 
periods would now extend fro~ November 1, 1980 to October, 1983. 
The naw budget called for an increase in the fixed fee for Phase C 
from $113,560 to $203,282 and in budgeted costs from $987,136 and 
p.122,692 to $1,804,504 and P.181,200, bringing the total contract 
,price to: 

Phase A 
Phase B 
Phase e 

Total 

$ 251,390 
70,108 

2,236,098 (~1,8D4,5D4 + P181,2DD @ Pl.DD = ~1.26) 
$2,557.596 

http:P.894.87
http:57,830.76
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In add1tivn a claim for another $10,000 ~Ad been filed and informally 
approved for additional Phase B work. The excess over a~ilable AID 
funds, includil.g balances from the Loan A greements came to $67),596. 
Following a GOB request to reduce the Phasa G budget by eliminating 
certain items it deemed to be non-essential. tAMs revised their 
Phase C cost estimate to $1,836,000 plus P.152.000 or a total in 
U.S. funds for Phase C of $2,027,)20 and thereby reducing the eXCess 
over available AID funds to $465,018. 

Meanwhile, as a result of a shortage of EEC funds for the paving contract , 
the GOB deCided to divide the paving project into three a.lternatives: 
Pro ject A (1) covering the paving on only 130 km; Pro ject A to pave 
180 Ian and Pro ject A+B to pave the entire 30e kIn. 
(See Section III.2 below for details). Bids were to be solicited 
and tenders received for alternatives A and A+B. Project A(l) was 
to be considered only if funds for the other two alternatives were 
not available. At a meeting held on July 30, 1980 in whi.ch the GOB, AID, 
and TAMS parti cipa ted, TAMS was asked to ma ke a revi sed proposal 
for its serviCes based on the two alternatives, Project A and Project 
A+B. It was also agreed, ~t this meeting, that consideration should 
be given to amending the TAMS contract to proviJe funds only for 
Project A, initially, and to look forward to future finanCing by 
AID for Project A+B if that was selected. 

TAMS presented their new cost estimate in the form of a proposed 
Amendment No.4 to their contract on August 5, 1980. The new contract 
cost, including previously accepted claims and Amendment No.4 now 
stood at: 

Project A Project A+B 
Phase A $ 251,390 $ 251,390 
Phase B 80,108 80,108 
Phase C 1,713,000 2,028,731 

Totals $Z,()44.,498 $2,360,229 

The excesses over available AID funds were, therefore, $150,498 for 
Pro ject A and $466,229 for Project A+B. Amendment No.4 was not approved 
by AID as of October 31, 1980. The GOB has now agreed to finance 
the $150,498 shortfall for Project A from its own resources and to 
request that AID provide the add1ti"nal $315,731 for Project A+B 
from future funds. The approval of Amendment No.4 remains unresolved 
at thii time, although it has been signed by the GOB on December 4, 
1980d 

In summary, the completion of the TAMS contract has now been extended 
one and one half years beyond its original SChedule and the cost 
raised from $1,498,989 to $2,360,229, an,_ increase of 57%. 

2. Construction Contract 

In 1977 the COZ and GOB approached the EEC to be granted E:DF funds 
for pav1J1g the Nata-Kazungula (Bot-Zam) road. The Lome Convention 

I/Note Amendmen~ No. 4 was approved by AID on Dec. 19, 1980 
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allocated 10 million ~PA (about $12,000,000) for the project from :the 
4th EDF. However, by November, 1977, it ' .. as already clear that this sum 
would be short by about $5,000,000 of covering the estimated cost of 
construction based on a contract being signed in la te 1978 or early 
1979. On December 29, 1977 the GOB notified AID that it r.ad set aside 
P.l,OOO,OOO in local currency toward the cost of the road, reducing 
the estimated shortfall to about $4,000,000. It expected that additional 
EDF funds ~ould cover this but unde£took to do so from its own resourCes 
if 2DF turned tt riown, 

Based on the time estimate for the engineering design phase and the 
preparation of tender dncuments it was expected, in January, 1978, 
that cons~~ction could begin by September, 1979, and be completed 
in )0 mont~s, by ~larch 1982 and the maintenance period lolOuld end in 
March, 1963. The delays described in Sections II and IV of this report 
further frustrated this plan. In February, 1978, TA~S presented a 
new cost estimate of $18,000,000 including cost escalation to mid-1979. 
This estimate was already outdated sinCe the contract was now, not 
expected to be signed before September, 1979. A later TAMS estimate in 
August, 1978 came to $16,8000,000 assuming a construction start by 
August, 1979, escalation assumed to the mid-point of September, 1981, 
and no restrictions being placed on the sourCe and origin of procurements. 
All these assumptions proved to be inaccurate. By December, 1978, the 
estimated construction start had slipped to November, 1979. On March 8, 
1979, not r.aving received any assurance from the EEC that it would 
finanCe the shortfall, GCB requested TAMS to divide the project 
into two parts: Project A for paving the first 180 km from Nata and 
Project B for the remaining 120 km to Kazungula. The new estimates 
submitted in May, 1979, along with the final Tender Dousier gave the 
following cost estimates for Project A and Project A+B: 

Project A 
Project A+B 

Local Currency 

P.),809,66l 
P·5,94),4)0 

FX 

$.7.896,)12 
$.12,672,184 

Total 

P.lO,))5,5J9 
P.16,416,)09 

k::. ail exchange rate of P.1. 00=$1.21 the above translated into construction 
costs in U.S. dollars of: 

Pro ject A 
Project A+B 

$12,506,002 
$19,86),7)) 

At these prices the EDF funds would have been enough to Cover only 
Project A. However, the above estimate was still based on unrestricted 
tendering for sourCe and origin requirements - a condition unacCeptable 
to the EEC. Accordingly, on March 24, 1980 TAMS presented a new cost 
estimate based on restricting sourCe and origin tt.i ACP and SEC countries 
and on the assumption that construction could start in January, 1981. 
The estimate was: 

Project A 
Project A+B 

P.16,274,287 = $20,505,602 
P.26,078,278 = $)2,858,6)0 

The J.S. dollar equivalents were now based on an exchange rate of 

http:P.1.00=$1.21
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P.l.OO = $1.26. Using an EVA exchange rate of EUA 1.00 = $1.)0, the 
~DF financing shortfall now came to $7,500,000 for Project A and 
$20.000.000 for Project A+B. 

The actual bid received from the selected Contractor. COGEFAfi 11 
of Italy. was; 

Pr~ject A 
Projet:.t A+B 

P.IJ.l~'J.972 = $16.9J7.405 
P.18.292.204 = $2),048,177 

These 'Jids proved to be 17 % lower than' the TAMS estimate for Project 
A and )0% lower than for Project A+3. They were. however. based on 
obtaining chippings f~om commercial sources in Zimbabwe. More certain. 
though more expensive were sources either along the route or commercial 
sources in Botswana. To be on the safe side the GOB and EEC decided 
that tenders based on the latter alternatives would be considered 
in the contract cost evaluation. It was also decided that the Contract 
should be awarded for Project A with the proviso that not lat~r than 
July 9, 1981. the GOB could notify the Contractor to proceed w~th 
Project A+B at which time the lower unit prices for the larger project 
would prevail. If. in ei the!' case. chippings were purchased in Zimbabwe 
the lower unit price for these would be used. 

After the bids were received a general wage increase was decreed 
by the GOB which will boost the contract priCe by ap~rox1mately 10%. 
Taking this into account the current project construction cost becomes: 

Project A Pro ject A+B 

Contract Price P.l).859.272 P.18.770.)11 
Contingencies and 

Escalation (15%) 2.078,891 2.815.547 
La bor ra te i!lcrease (10%) 1,)85,927 1,877,0)1 

Totals P.17,)24,090 p.2).462.889 

Available from EDF at 
EUA 1. 00 = ~ .1085 10.850,000 10,850,000 

Shortfall P. 6,474,090 P.12,612.889 
at P .1.00 = $1.JO $ 8,416,J17 $ 16, J96 • 7' 5 5 

11 The two lowest bids reCeived were from COGEFAR and Kier Construction 
Co. Kier was lowest for Project A while COG2FAF. was lowest for 
Project A+S. The Tender Dossier provided that the A+B unit prices 
would prevail if NotiCe to Proceed on Project A+B was given before 
July 9. 1981. The GOB Ministry of Finance, on the expectation 
that EDF funds would be available by that date. deCided that 
Tender evaluations were to be based on Pro ject A +B. there by a warding 
the contract to COGEFAR. 



11 

It should be noted that the estimated total contract price including 
contingencies and 'olage increases is now only slightly higher than 
the TAMS estimate of March 24, 1980. 

Meanwhile, during the preparation of the Tender wcuments by T.\MS a 
dispute arose with the EEC over the engineering support cost included 
in the Construction Contract and to be supplied by the Construction 
Contractor. In accordance wi th the practice familiar to rJ.S. engineering 
firms ill international contracts TAMS included the cost of Contractor's 
support faCilities for the Supervising Engineer in the contract. AID 
ar.d IBnD financed contracts follow this procedure and the items in 
this category are financed as part of the Construction Contract. To 
AID and the GOB there was no question that these items (14.1 - 14.7, 
Accomodations and Support for Supervisory Staff, in the SChedule of 
Quan t1 t1 es) would come under 8DF financing. From documen ta t1 on in 
".!SAID/B files it appears that the E::EC representatives in Maseru did 
not disagree wi th this view. However, in June, 1979, after reviewing 
the Final Tender Dossier, the &[C Commission in Brussels notified 
the GOB that the items were not eligible for financing from EDF funds. 
In the Commission's opinion they should be part of the engineering 
services contract and, therefore, financed by AID. Despite 
attempts in several meetings wi th EEC representatives 'r)y JUD and t.he 
GOB to obtain a reversal, the Commission remained firm in its decision. 
The GOtl, therefore, agreed to finance the items out of its own resourCes. 
The cost in the COGEFAR bid came to P.2,385,359 for Project A and 
P.l,875,626 for Project A+B. 

In analyzing the COGEFAR bids TAMS found the unit rates tendered 
for Engineer's Support to be excessive. On being questioned, ~OCEFAR 
admitted that part of its mobilization costs under item 1).1 (Preliminary 
Item) had been shifted to these items so as not to exceed the allo'olable 
10% for item 13.1. COGEFAR estimated the excess to be 32% of items 
14.1 - 14.7 and proposed that this 32% be shifted to item 13.1. Such 
a shift would be advantageous to the GOB since the amount so shifted 
would become eligible for EDF financing and also reduce the cash 
flow requirements. 'The EEC agreed to this proposal and, accordingly, 
items 14.1 - 14.7 were reduced by P.762,297 for Project A and P.748,178 
for Project A+B and these amounts added to item 13.1 (Preliminary Item). 11 
On October JO, 1980, the GOB Roads Department sent a memorandum to 
Mr. Buse, the EEC engineer resident in Gaborone setting forth the current 
funding situation and the basis on which it intended to present the 
proposal to the Tender Board. It planned, on approval by the Tender 
Poard to sign the contract with COGEFAR before the expiration of the 
tender validity d.a te of DeCember 4, 1980. The funding plan, as presented 

11 I t should be no ted tha t if this were an AI D f1nanced con tract :this 
way of handling an unbalanced bid would have been in violation of 
AID contract regulations. 



in the memorandum was as fo llova , 

EDF a vaila. ble 
EDF addi tioll4\l req U.ea t 
GOB to commi t fo~ engineering 

support 1tems in contract 
GOB to commit for construction 
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Project A 
(lBO km) 

P.I0,B50,OOO 

1,172,000 
5,J6J,000 

GOB funding for engineering 
services in excess of USAID funds 115,000 

Total Project Cost 

(At P.1.00 = $1.JO 

P.17,500,000 

$ 22,7;0,000' 

Project A+B 
(JOO km) 

p.l0,a50,000 
11.,00,000 

1,170,000 

JBO,OOO 

P.2J,900,000 

$ Jl,070,000) 

The GOB would have to notify the Contractor by July 9, 19a1 to proceed 
with Project A+B for the reduced uni! prices in the Tender to be 
effecti ve . The GOB hopes tha t a firm comm.1 tment for addi tional funds 
can be received from the EEC before that date. The question of the 
additional funds is dependent on the cooperation of the' GOZ at the 
Maputo Conference, since the addi tiona 1 am("'.tnt would come from regional 
funds • 

The GOB dOes not expect there to be an actual call on the p.;,J6J,000 
which it is committing to Pro ject A before the new EIJF financing 
becomes available. If. therefore, it can receive a commitment from 
EEC before July 9, 19a1 it can proceed on that date with Project. 
A+B. It expects only to have to "bridge finance" the p.Jao,ooo 
($494,000) for TAMS Pro ject A+B services and to recoup this amoUnt 
from future AID funds. If, therefore, an additional Pll,500,OOO 
will be forthcoming from EEC and $494,000 from AID the shortfall 
to be covered by the GOB would be: 

Total for Project A+B 
Total ~DF Grants 

Add.1 tional AI D funds 
Total shortfall 

P.2J,900,000 
22,350,000 
1,550,000 

380,000 
P. 1,170,000 

= $ 1,608,750 at the November II, 1980 
exchange rate of P.l.00 ~ $1.J75 

The Tender Board approved the contract during the week of Novemberl0, 
19BO. The GOB signed the contract on December 4, 1980. The paving 
project is, therefore, d'..le to get under way in January, 1981 after 
a delay of two and one half years from the originally antiCipated 
da te in the June, 1977, AI D Pro ject Paper and one and one half years 
from the SCheduled date projected in the TAMS contract of December, 1977. 
The cost overrun will be p.12,670,OOO ($16,471,000) bringing the 
construction cost to 253% of the June, 1977 estimate. 
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IV. Causes of Pro ject DelayS 

A careful revie~ of the USAID/B files and discussions with ~~. Bonde 
of the GOB Fioads Department. Mr. Buse, the EEC engineer in Gaborone. 
and Mr. Mario Asin of TAMS indicated that a significant element in 
the delay in project im~18llentat1on came from difficulties 1n commu!1i­
cation. Geographically separated offices ~i th inferior channels of 
communica tion among them, each of ~hom had ei ther some decision making 
autt,'rity or responsibility for review and comment made communication 
d1 fficul t ancj time consuming. The GOB and USA! D/B in Gaborone. the 
EEC . bffica in Maseru. the OSARAC office in Mbabane. F EDSO/EA 
and TAMS in Nairobi. EEC headquarters in Brussels, and AIr in washington, 
all had, at one time or another. sOMe role in implementing the project. 

Even if there had been no misunderstandings. no differences of opinion 
or conflicts over the rules governing contracts, funding. or othar 
requirements of the two donors and the host country. this would have 
bep.~ enough to causa delays in a tightly SCheduled project. Unfortu­
nately there were such conflicts and the long delay and cost increases 
were inevitable. The follOwing chronicle of events is taken. mainly. 
from a document prepared by TAMS and supplemented by information from 
USAI D/B files and discussions in Ga barone w"l th staff members of the 
agencies involved in the project. 

The delays discussed in this section are only those which followed 
the signature of the TAMS contract in December, 1977. Overall project 
delays from the ochedule pro jected in the June, 1977 AI D Pro ject PaPi:": 
will be discussed in. Section V of the report. 

1. Start of Phase A '.fork (Precons~ction Services) 

On December 14. 1977 the GOB sent TANS the Notice to Proceed with 
Phase A of the contract wi thin )0 days, i. e. by January 12. 1978. 
AID, however, did not issue the required L/Com for the initial payment 
of $206.)90 until1~ebruary 2, 1978 and REDSO/EA notified TAMS on 
February 6, 1978 • .:!:I Start of work on P~se A was, therefore, delayed 
to February I), 1978. 

2. Advertisement for Pregual1fication of Contractors 

The draft of the Advertisement and the draft Prequalif1cation Ques­
tionnaire had already been submitted to the GOB by TAMS for comment 
or approval by GOB, EEC, and AID on February), 1978, although they 

11 There is some confusion regarding the two dates refBrring to the 
L/Com. Other documents give these as January )1, 1978 and February 2, 
19'78. According to the contract terms TAMS could have delayed 
start of work to r1arch 2, 1978, one month after opening of the L/Com. 
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were not due until r~rch J.5, 1978. Comments by the three agencies were 
to be recei ved by TAl1S frc.'m the GOB by Nareh 31, 1978. 1 SDSC lEA 
replied on February 23, 19}8 and a eopy of a letter from 2::S:C/~laserl 
was forwarded to TAMS on Ap:l.'il 1), 1978. On December 12, 1978 TAMS 
received a draft of a Notice of Invitation for Prequalification pre­
p"iZ'ed by GOB and ~C/Maseru and was asked for comments. r,OB also 
informed TM15 that £E;C/Brtl.ssels expected to publish th.: a d.-fer tiseme:lt 
in January, 1979. TAMS replied ~th a list of several problp.ms whicn 
could arise if the proposed text was used. Or. March 8, 1979 they were 
informed by the GOB that TAMS would no longer be required to prequalify 
European contractors, but cnly local ones, and they therefore were 
discharged of the responsi bili ty for the C'.dvertisement and subseq'..lent 
Prequalification ~uestionnair~. The EEC published their Cecember 12, 
1978 text on,March 13, 1979 -- a delay of nearly one year from the 
SCheduled April 30, 1978 date. 

J .. Preparation of the Draft of General Condi tions of Ccmt.ract 

The GOB Standard Condi lions of Con tract differed radically from the 
EDF Gneral Condi tions of Con tact (GC). TAMS was, therefore, required 
in Task II (d) of Phase A to prepare a comparison of the two. The 
task was to be done between Narch 15 and Apri 1 3el, 1978. A text of 
the EIF' s GC was supplied to TAMS in FebI"lJ.ary, 1978 QIld 'rAJI1S. began 
work on the comparison on March 1, 1978. One week later they were 
notified that the text supplied was outdated and a new text was 
provided. This differed sufficiently from the first text to make the 
first week's work wasted and gave TAMS the excuse f.Jr a claim for 
additional work. Despite this the work was complet~d on schedule 
and the report submitted to the three parties on May 1, 1978. 

The parties were obligated to reply by May 15 with their instructior.s 
on preparation of a draft GC which TAHS had to prepare between May 15 
and July 15, 1978. Lwso/EA replied on June 16, 1978 that it had 
no substantive comments. Nothing was heard from the GOB or EEC until 
the arrival of an ~DF/Brusse1s Mission on July 24, 1978 which met 
unsuccessf'..llly with the GOB and TAMS and departed without resolving 
the conflicting texts. To make matters worse, only one day before 
the Mission's arrival TAMS was handed a new, third version, of the 
EDF'S GC dlfferent from the first two and the ft1.1ssion disregarded 
the comparison report submitted by TAMS. 

On August 11, 1978 the GOB finally forwarded to TAM3 instructions 
for drafting the GC.· The draft was submi tted to the parties on 
September 8, 1978, two months after the SCheduled date of July 15, 
1978. The draft did not inc.l.ude the Conditions of Particula. Application 
since no instructions had yet been received from the GOB of EEC's 
special requirements. 

4. Preparation of Technical Specif1cations 

This was su bmi t ted on July 12, 1978, three days before the SCheduled 
date of July 15, 1978, except for Section 1400 dealing with the supply 
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by the Contractor of Eng1neer's support facilities, which were then 
the subject of an EEC, AID, GOB, dispute. Section 1400 was completed 
on September 8, 1978 -- a delay c.,f 53 days from the SCheduled date. 

5. Preparation of Drafts of Tender Documents and Schedule of Quantities 

This task was to be accomplished between June 1.5 and July 15, 1978 
but could not be started until three months later, on September 1.5, 
1978, after instructions were received for preparing what was to be 
the final version of the ~r; and Conditions of Particular Application 
of the Contract. The draft Tender Documents minus the Schedule of 
Quantities was further delayed because comments or approval of the 
draft Technical Specifications had not been received. On December 12, 
1978 the Roads Department wrote TAMS to say they had not received 
the d-"Qft Tender Documents. TAMS then sent a second copy. This 
was not the only t,ime that documents addressed, as required :n the con­
tract, to the Chief Road Eng1neer, Minis~y of ~orks and Communications, 
had gone astray and failed to arrive at thei~ destination. Final 
comments on the draft Tender Documents were received only on r~ch 8, 
1979, more than six months beyond the SCheduled da~e of Au~ust 31, 1978. 

6. Preparation of the Final Tender Dossier 

a) Volume I - Tender Documents and Schedule of Quantities 

FollOwing receipt of the review of the draft text, on March 8, 1979 
the document was completed and submitted on May 14, 1979. 

b) Volume II, Part 1 - General Conditions of Contract 

The draft document, delayed to September 8, 1978 by the dilatory 
actions of the SEC and the three success:'/e versions of the EDF 
c;enera1 Condi tiona. was again reviewad and a new set of instructions 
issued to TAMS on December 12, 1978. /hat was beliaved by that time 
to be the final document was resubmitted by TAMS on January 12, 1979 
only to be followed on March 8, 1979 by a new set of comments. The 
final version was completed on May 14, 1979. 

c) Volume II, Part 2 - Condi Uons of Particular Application 

As noted in Section IV.), this document was delayed because TAMS 
reCeived no ins~ctions from EEC for its preparation. Instructions 
were finally received on March 8, 1979 and the document was completed 
on 1".ay 14. 1979. 

d) Volume II. Part 3 - Technical Specifications 

Comments on the draft ~pecifications were reCeived on December 12, 1978. 
On January 15, 1979 and February 16, 1979 the final versions of all 
sections of the document were submitted. .aut on I-iarch 29, 1979 a 
new set of comments was received and the document was revised and 
delivered in final form on May 14, 1979. 
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e) Volume III - Contract Drawings 

The draft drawings were only minor revisiono of th~ as-built drawings 
of the original AID financed road constru~tion contract and were ready 
in July, 1978. Because the changes were ins1gn1ficant they were not 
submitted for comment at that time to avoid the expense of reprod.uction 
in draft and again for the Tender Dossier. Also, since the project 
had, meant1me, been divided into Project A and A+B, the GOB agreed 
tha t subnission of the final drawings should be delayed un til final 
contracting decisions were made. BEC/Brussels, however, in~isted 
on recei ~ng a copy of the draft. TAHS dell vered a set of drawings 
to &£DSO/EA on November 20, 1978 for forwarding to B~ssels. On 
February 15, 1979 several revised drawings were delivered to the 
GOB to comply with changes in the Techn1cal Specifications. Comments 
on the drawings from the GOB arrived on February 22, 1979 and on March 8, 
1979 TAMS was instructed to produce final drawings for Projects A 
and A+B. These were submitted on ~~y 14, 1979. 

f) Volume IV - Computer Printout 

The draft was submitted September 14, 1978. As no comments were 
expected or received it was comp:eted in final form on Hay 14, 1979. 

g) \. Vo lurne V - Inform ti on to Tenderers 

The draft document was ~ent out on October 24, 1978 but nearly two 
months later, on DeCember 12, 1978, the GOB advised TAMS they had 
not received it. although EEC/Maseru had a copy. A second set was 
delivered on January 24, 1979 by which time the first set had been 
loea ted in another office of the l-11nistry of .. or ks and Communications. 
The final version was completed on May 14, 1979. 

h) Engineer's Estimate of Construction Costs 

This was to be done between August 15, 1978 and September 15, 19'78, 
but could not be st.arted until final instructions were received for 
the TeChnical Spec::..:~ications on l1arch 29, 1979. The E:ngineer's 
Estimate was su'an1.t'~ed in final form on May 14, 1979. 

7 . Phase B - Tender A ward 

.... i th the last of the documents submitted, thE" GOB had, on May 14, 1979, 
a complete Tender Dossier, ready to be issu~d to prequallfied con­
tractors -- a delay of seven months from the target date of October, 1978. 

On Jtme 27, 1979 a corrected EUA/Pula exchange rate of EVA 1. 00 = P .1.10 
came into force, requiring a new Engineer's Estimate as Project A 
was increased f~om l7C != to 180 km. 

On June 13, 1979 SEC/Brussels, after reviewing the complete Tender 
Dossier, wrote to SEC/Maseru requesting further changes in Volumes I, 
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II, and V. Among other things, the EEC objected to the inclusion 
of Enginesr's support facilities in the Construction Contract and 
insisted tha t this was an item that should be financed by AI D as part 
of the Engineering Services Contract. 

~C/Maseru relayed these comments to the GOB on June 28, 1979. adding 
th3. t they an ticipa ted the Brussels posi tlon on engineering support 
serviCes would create difficulties for the GOB. They asked the GOB 
to reply on the question of AID financing and to give their views 
on the cost of the support services which 2:EC/Brussels found to be 
excessi va. 

In a letter dated July 20, 1979, the GOB transmitted copies of the 
above Brussels and Maseru letters to TAMS with a. 13 page list of 
new changes which EEC made in the ~ender Dossier. TAMS replied on 
August 16, 1979 commp,nUng on some of the proposed changes which they 
viewed as undesirable and r.oting tha t most of the others had already 
been made in the last revision of May 14, 1979. On September 6, 1979 
the GOB not1fied ~',\MS that th~y considered the AUgust 16. 1979 letter 
as the final action of Phase A and that no furtiJer work was to be 
done until the start of Phase B. TAMS was, however, instructed tc 
witho1d printing of 35 sets of the Tender Dossier (a Phase A activity) 
pending further instructions. At the same time another set of coruments 
from the EEC on "non-technical aspects of the Tender Documents" 
was forwarded to TAMS for information only. If these comments would 
result in further revision of the Tender Dossier the GOB would communi­
cate them to TAMS prior to printing. 

On Octob~r I:." 1979 the EEC signed the Grant Agreement (2415/PR) for 
the paving of the Bot-Zam Road wi th the Governments of Botswana and 
Zambia. On November 7, 1979 TAMS prepared a new implementation 
SChedule for the project based on a projected start of Phase B (Tender 
Award) on December 1, 1979: 

1. Tender Documents issued to prequalified 
contractors 

2. Site Visit 
J. Prepare mlnutes of si te visi t and addenda 

to Tender Documents 
4. Receive Tenders 
5. Evalua te Tenders 
6. Prepare draft Evaluation Report 
7. Review by GOB, EIF, AID 
8. Finalize Evaluation F.eport 
9. Prepare Tender Document. 'for' signature 

10. Letter of Intent from ODB to Contractor 
11. Contract signing and Order to rroceed 
12. Contractor mobilization 

Dec. 15-J1, 1979 
Feb. 1-15, 1980 

Feb. 15-29, 1980 
Apr.1, 1980 
Apr. 10-May 10, 1980 
t-f.ay 1-15, 1980 
May 15-31, 1980 
June 1-15, 1980 
June 1-15, 1980 
June 15, 1980 
June JO, 1980 
July l-Aug. J1, 1980 
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Even ~~s thrice revised implementation schedule proved unattainable. 
The argument with the EEC over funding the Engineer's support 
services as part of the Construction Contract continued and on 
Dec~mber 20. 1979 USAID/B requested AID/' to soliCit the help of 
the U.S. Mission to the EEC to intervene at the highest necessary 
levels to obtain a reversal of the BEe position. This was now 
the sole remain1ng problem delaying the tendering process. Dis~lssions 
in Brussels between the SEC and the 1.S. Mission in January and 
the Director, 'lSAI D/B on fo'.arch lB. 19BO failed to produce any posi ti ve 
results. A com~rom1se was proposed by the Director, USAID/B under 
which EDF funds wou11 be used to support this item for Project A 
(IBO km) only and allow time for AID to make funds available for 
the remaining 120 kIn in a propose1 Transport Sector II gr-ant. The 
proposal was not accepted and on March 25. 19BO EEC/ Brussels 
sent a ~ote Verbale to the ~.s. Mission reiterating the position 
that their Grant Agreement di,d not cover the disputed items. The 
GOB Ministry of F'1nance notified USAI D/E that it had received a 
communication from the BEC considering the matter closed. 

The issue was finally r.esolved (see Section III .2) by an agr-eement 
between the GOB and the EEC to transfer 32% of the cost of the support 
services to Item 13.1 (Preliminary Item), which would be eligible 
for 8DF finanCing, leaving the balance of 6&,10 of the support services 
to be fina.nceci by the GOB" The 32% fi gure was arri ved a t by accepting 
the selected contractor's (CO~AR) estimate of his overloading of 
Items 14.1-14.7 to cover that portj!.;,n of his mobilization costs 
which he could not include in Preliminary Item 13.1 since that 
was limited by the Tender Dossier to 10% of the bid price. 

Jith this matter disposed of, the site visit scheduled for February 
1-15, 1980 was now moved to April 16 and 17, 19BO, a further delay 
of two months. The draft Minutes of the Site Visit and Contract 
Amendments were subm1t~ed on April 28, 19BO. After comments were 
reCeived from SEC/Maseru a Supplement to the ~inutes was prepared 
and mailed to all prequalified contractors on May I), 19BO. 

The Tender Dossier, having been mailed to the prequalified contractors 
between February 15 and 28, 19BO. the last date for receipt of 
Tenders was set for June 4, 19BO, two months later than the last 
sch~duled dAte. The period of validity for Tenders was set at 
120 days for Project A, i.e. to October 4. 1980 and 700 days for 
Projects A+B. TAMS objected to the GOB and EEC requirement of 
700 days validity for Pl:ojeCt A+B, contending that it would result 
in higher bids. I t was then agreed to reduce the validity period 
to 400 days. making the Project A+B Tender valid to July 9. 19B1. 
Following the opening of the Tenders on June 4. 19BO TAMS submitted 
the final Tender ~valuation Report in July. 19BO. 

The division of the paving project into Tenders for Project A (IBO km) 
and Project A+B (JOO km) required the contractoLs to bid on six 
alternatives for each of the two projects, depending on the sources 
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of lime and chippings. I t is almost certain that this complication 
discouraged some of the prequalified contractors from bidding 
and, therefore, reduced the competition.,fhether or not this may 
have resulted in a higher priced contract. is, of course, unascertainable. 
The two low bidders were Kier Construction Co. and COGEFA~. The 
former was the low bidder for Pro ject A and t.'le latter for Pro ject A+B. 
The GOB decided on Se,tember 8, 1980 that the evaluation should 
be based on Project A+B and this was approved by the EEC on September 
26, 1980, making COGEFAR the low bidder. An eu-lier request of the 
GOB to Tenderers to extend the Tender validity date for Project A 
from October 4, 1980 to December 4, 1980 was accepted by COGEFAP.. 
The validity date for Project A+B remained at July 9, 1981. 

As of October )1, 1980 the problems of funding the overruns of the 
paving contract and the additional costs of TAM's contract were 
not resolved. The GOB Ministry of/orks, viewing this roa.d as having 
the highest priority, has indicated that it is willing to cover 
any costs of Project A not financed by a donor, from its own resources, 
hoping that donor funds ~ould 'OeCome available later to reimburse 
it and provide for the completion of Project A+B. 

The Contract with COGEFAR was signed on Decmeber 4, 1980 and NotiCe 
to Proceed given on the same day. The Contractor will be required 
to commence work within 45 days, i.e. by January 18, 1981 and 
complete the construction of Project A in 24 months, i.e. by January 18, 
198) and of Project A+B within )0 months, i.e. by July 18, ~98). 
The maintenance periOds in either case are one year from the completion 
date, putting the termination of the project and TAMS services on 
July 18, 1984, three years later than antiCipated in the June, 1977 
AID ?roject Paper, one and one half years later than planned when 
the TAMS Eng1neeL~g Services Contr~ct was signed, and five months 
la ter than the third revision of the implementation SChedule of 
November, 1979. 

V. Analysis of Project Delays 

A reading of the preceding Section IV leads to the ine~capa ble 
conclU£iion that one of the ma jar sources of the delay in implementing 
the Bot-lam Road Paving Project was the dilatory and confused tactics 
of the EEC offices responsible for the review and approval of actions 
of the design engineer. Ftesponsibili ty for the 3EC review of design 
and contract documents was divided among EEC/r1aseru and, apparently, 
more than one group in Brussels. rinal authority lay wi th Brus~e1s 
which, it appears, overr.lled Maseru in several instances, after the 
GOB and TAMS assumed agreement was reached. Under these condi tions 
it was virtually impossible for the Engineer to meet any sChedule. 

On the other hand the GOB, AID, and TAMS were not entirely blar.leless. 
In reviewing the draft engineering contract they failed to recognize 
the difficulties which would result from the failure to more clearly 
define the responsibility and authority of each partner in the project 
and, most of all, to antiCipate the result of imposing unrealistic 
and unattainable time schedules. 

http:Engineee.ng
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The GOB can be blamed least of all, havin~ little or no prior experience 
of the administrative difficulties inherent in a cO-financed or 
multi-donor project. AID may be excused for not anticipating 
the confused and confusing EEC actions, not having had prior experience 
with road construct~on projects in which the EEC was the sole co-donor. 
TAMS was the ini tia tor of certain time and admin! stra ti ve restrictions 
in the contract and is cer~nly responsible, in the first instance, 
for the resulting delays. 11 

The details leading to these general oboervations and an apportionment 
of responsibility for the delays will emerge in the following section 
which evaluates the performance in project implementation of AID, 
TAMS, the EEC, and the GOB r-.oads Department. In maldng this evaluation 
I have taken into account only engineering and management considerations. 
There may have been other reasons which dictated actions or decisions 
by the several parties ll1volved. Speculation on, or consideration 
of such other reasons is outside the scope of this report. In review­
ing the actions of the parties involved, they are ta~en to be actions 
of agenCies, departments, or offices and not of individuals. No 
judgtllent is intended of any indi"lidual involved in any action or 
deCision. 

VI. Performance Evaluation 

The Contact under which this report is prepared calls for an evuluation 
of the performance of REI:50/EA and USAI D/B • Since the respoh.si bili ty 
for the pro ject passed from REDSO/EA to USAI D/B in February, 19'79 
and REDSO/EA staff were involved for some additional time as reviewers 
and advisors to assist USAID/B, I prefer not to differentiate between 
the two Furthermore, the AOO in Botswana had a role in the early 
pr·")ject stages and AID/washington was involved in the original 
project evaluation and in the decision to finance the project on 
the basis of the Project Paper of June, 1977. This section, therefore, 
considers AOO/B, USAID/B, REmO/EA and AID/'ri as one entity under 
the collective title AID, although some of these offices may have 
had only limited responsibility an~ different degrees of influence 
on deci.sions. 

AID was from the outset, ill-advised to choose to finance the engin­
eering design and supervision of a road paving project whose construc­
tion was to be financed by the EEC and carried out by a European 
contractor. Previous e..q>erience in the Africa Bureau with multi-·donor 
road construction projects had nearly always been attended by complica­
tions and dt.lays. Where a Eu=opaan engineer designed the project 
and prepared contract documents it was practically impossible for 
a 1].S. con tractor to enter a successful bid or at times eve.n to 
meet the tender requirements. American engineers designing a project 
.mere AID financed part of the construction of a multi-donor project 
many times experienced difficulty in prodUCing a Tender Dossier meeting 

!I In its comments on the dr~ft of this report TAMS claims, however, 
that its October ), 1977 pro~sal allowed more time for the review 
and approval actions by ,SEC I GOB, and EEDSO/SA, but F.EDSO/EA 
insisted on the shorter periods without consulting EEC or GOB. 
Unfortunately, nothing was found in the available records to support 
this claim. 
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the differing and sometimes conflicting requirements of AID, the host 
country, and the other donors. 

In this project AID was not financirg any part of the constr"Jction, 
U.S. contractol'S were excluded und~r ii:EC rules, and TAj'!S had prior 
experience of the difficulty of reconciling EEC contract re~llations 
wi th GOB condi tions based on FI mc Condi tions of Con tract. The cost 
of engineering was estimated to be only l~ of the total project 
cost. It would, therefore, have been logical to suggest to the GOB 
tha tit seek addi tional EEC funds for the servi ces of a. qualifi ed 
European engineering firm experienced in dealing wi th the EEC. However, 
having made the decision we mu~t now see how AID handled the project 
implemen ta tion • 

In the May, 1977 TAMS Feasibility Study an_ estimate of the cost of 
engineering services was made at $1,102,000 plus P.89.600 (= $107.520) 
for a total of $1.207.720. This estimate included no reserve for 
contingencies or any inflation factor for salary or other cost increases 
during the life 0:: the pro ject. A contingency factor of 10% was 
included in the overall project cost •. Applying this factor to 
the estimated engineering cost we arrive at an estimate of $1.328.500. 
On that basis the $1.500,000 grant authorized in September, 1977 
would appear to have been adequate. Unfortunately, the estimate 
was based on the follOwing assumptions: 

a) that the engineerL~g contract would be signed by.July, 1977 

b) that the design of the project would take only three months 
(July - October, 1977) 

c) that inflation over the project life was included in the 
estimated cost. 

By the time the Project Paper was presented in June, 1977 these 
assumptions were no longer valid. The engineering contract was 
now SCheduled for signature in September, 1977 and the project design 
was expected to take seven months instead of three. The four month 
delay, <iilll the more than doubling of the engineering design effort 
would have add.ed at least 1.5% to the ori ginal estimate bringing it 
to approximately $1,530,000. Despite this, before the Project Paper 
was presented AID negotiated a reduction in TAMS's proposed contract 
cost to $1,211,000 and provided in the grant for a 14% inflation 
factor and a 10% con tingency to bring the total of funds required 
to $1,.500,000. 

Since AID financed engineering contracts are not let on a price bid 
basis it has often been AI D practice to negotiate wi th the selected 
engineering contractor to redUCe the proposed contract price. The 
basis for this pract1ce.l is the assumption that although cost plus 
contracts are not permissible, the fixed fee quoted by the engineer 
is usually based on a percentage of the estimated budget cost and 



that, in turn, was based on a percentage of the total project cost. 
It is assumed, therefore, that the engineer inflates the estimated 
budget to justify a higher fixed fee. In this project AID may have 
had greater reason for this assumption because TAMS was selected at 
the specific request of the GOB without opening the contract to 
competitive proposals. It is, however, an unfortunate fact that in 
nearly every case where such downward netotiations were sucCessful 
before the contract was signed, the end result was that later chims 
brought the final project engineering cost up to or beyond the original 
engineer's proposal. 

Furthermore, knowing that at each step from the start of design work 
to the signing of a construction contract TAMS would require approval 
from AID, the GOB, ~nd BEC, a wa-~ing signal should have sounded 
when the design time was set at seven months in the Project Paper. 
The delays inherent in the requirement for approvals by three separate 
agencies should have been foreseen. 

Finally, when the TA~B contract was approved for signature in )ecember, 
1977 at a total budgeted cost and fixed fees for the three work 
phases of $1,497,571 (at an exchange rate for local co~,ts of P.1.00=$1.2l) 
another warning sie;nal should have sounded. By thi:;; time three more 
months had elapsed from the anticipa t'3d contract signing date and 
the design effort, i~cluding Phases A and B, was to take 18 months 
instead of seven ...i th a six fold increase in engineering effort 
over TAMS's original estimate of May, 1977 and a delay of nearly 
five months from the antiCipated signature date, TMIS's origil!al 
cost estimate should have been increased about 100% from the original 
$1,210,000 to about$2 t 420, 000. Or, figuring the cost another way. 
if we apply the 14% j nfla lion facto~ and 10% contingency of the JLUle, 
1977 Project Paper to the lower negotiated price In the pape~, the 
ad...i.ed time and increased engineering effort would ha.ve required 
an antiCipated increase of about 60% from $1,207,720 to about $1,9~0,000, 
making the $1,5CO~OOO of the grant inad~quate by an amount of from 
$500,000 to $1,000,000 dep~nding on the base figure used. 

At this point it would have been wise for AID to begin the process 
for an amendment to increase the grant amount. The action woulJ. 
have been justified by the delay between the Original cost estimate 
in the Feasibility Study and the actual contract signing as well 
as the very large increase in engineering design time. A review 
of the 'TSAID/B project files uncover$ the active role of AID in the 
negotiations leading from the original draft Feasibill ty Study of 
December, 1976 to the start of work by TAMS on Fhase A on February 12, 
1978. The extent of possible cost increases should, therefore, 
have been understood by this time. Correspondence among AID/~, 
AOO/B, hEDSO/EA, TAMS, and the GOB on negotiation of the Terms of 
Reference for the TAMS contract began early in 1977 and continued 
to August, 1977: then, to September, 1977 to execute the Grant Agree­
ment with the GOB; then to DeCember 24, 1977 for REDSO/~~ to request 
the issuance of the first L/Com: than to January 31, 1978 when the 
L/Com was issued: and finally~ to ~~rch, 1978 when final arrangements 
were completed for the procedures beginlling wi th TAMS's invoices 
to GOB technical approval, to forwarding to the AI D Controller in 
~1babane for payment. It would appear, therefore, that a contract 
price close to TAMS's present estimate ~f $2,350,229 could have been 
antiCipated some time in 1978. 

http:P.1.00=$1.21
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An examination of the TA~5 contract reveals certain elements in it 
",h1ch should have been spotted 1n the AID r~view process and not 
approved without revision. The following are some examples: 

a) Following TAHS preparation 'Jf the Advertisement for Prequali­
fication and the Prequalification Questionnaire only a two 
",eek period, from )/15-3/)1/78 was allowed for the review 
and approval by AID, GOB, and 8EC. It should have been obvious 
that this time was inadequate under the best of circumstanCes. 
As soon as comments and objections were relayed to TAMS, even 
Cl1sregarding the delays in communication, there would be 
no possibility of meeting this SChedule. In fact, it was 
a year later that the advertisement was published. 

b) FollOwing TAi"!S submission of the draft General Condi tions 
of Contract and Conditions of Special Application, a period 
of one and one half months was allowed for review and issuance 
of instructions to TAMS to pr~pare the final version. Consider­
ing the complexity of resolving the difference between the 
GOB Standard ('.'j-j tract, Uased on :ad Ush contract practice and 
the ,i!;EC's G/e, based on Continental contract practice, the 
time allocated was too short. Of course, it was impossible 
to anticipate the delay of nine months from August 31, 1978 
to May 14, 1979 caused by actions of the REC, but a more 
reasonable time than 45 days should have been allowed. 

c) Clauses III (1) and III (2) of the TAMS contract provide 
that all comments and instructions from AID and EEC must 
be transmitted to the GOB, and any conflicts reconciled 
before being passed to TAMS along with the GOB comments. 
Such a rigid arrangement should have been rejected as it 
was bound to cause delays by passing the burden for co~~es­
pondence to reconcile conflicts among three separate agencies 
on to GOB. A more flexible arrangement would have required 
TAMS to receive comment direct and to utilize its technical 
skills to resolve the conflicts. Final instructions would, 
of course, still have to come only from the GOB. 

d) Following completion of the Engineer's draft Tender 3valu­
ation Report the three agencies ",ere allowed the unrealistic 
time of two ",e~ks from August 1 to 15, 1980. The actual time 
taken was to September 12, 1980 which was a reasonable interval. 

In every instance "'here the responsibility for action under the terms 
of the engineering contract lay solely with TAMS, they performed well 
and on schedule. They are, however, not innocent of being a factor in 
the delays and cost increases. It is highly improbable that they 
",ere not aware at the time their contract was being negotiated that 
they would be unable to complete the design ",ork in the alloted time 11 

11 However, see note 11 on Page 20. 



24 

and that there were alreadY cost increases over their original estimate 
as a result of inflation and higher salaries, which would be further 
aggra va. ted by the increase in desi gIl effort. 

From my discussion wi th TAl·IS I gained the impression tha t they were 
so anxious to si~ a contract that they accepted the unrealistic 
budget and time schedule. They hoped, I was told, to stay within 
these l1mi ts by including two devices in the contract: 

a) making the GOB responsible for colleCting comments from 
AID and EEC, resolving any conflicts between these two and 
the ClJB' s own views and relaying a mutually agreed on set 
of comments and instructions to TAMS; and 

b) reducing the review and approval times to the short periods 
noted in the p,receding section. 

ihether these devices proceeded from a naive belief t>y TAMS or were 
a stratagem to get the contract signed and hope for increases through 
future claims, is irrelevant. In either case it \s proof of a degree 
of :lrresponsi bili ty on the part of the En6ineer. These hidden traps 
should have been discovered by the G03 and AID before the contract 
was approved. The contract should have placed the burden of receiving 
comments and resolving any conflicts on TAMS. ~here these could 
not be resolved easily or quickly by correspondence, allo~ance should 
have been made for meetings among the parties. 

The failure by TAMS to have a resident offiCe in Gaborone was also 
a delaying factor because of the cumbersome channels of communication. 
From my talk with the parties invol-.-ad I understand that the establish­
ment of a project offiCe in Gaborone was favored by the GOB but opposed 
by both AI D and TANS as a cost saving measure. 

Fegardin~ their acquiescence to a reduced contract price, TAMS reacted 
much the same as many other consulting firms who, in their eagerness 
to obtain work, when under pressure from AID, agree to r~duce their 
contract price. 

J. GOB Roads Department 

Considering the small size of the Roads Department technical and 
administrative staff, it performed as well as could be expected. I 

The Department, as best it could, relayed documents from TAMS to 
the donors, obtained replies and comments, resolved conflicts, an_, 
instructed TAMS. The imposition of this task on the Departmen t was 
ill-advised, as has already been noted. 

One CritiCism to be levelled at the Road ~epartment was its failure 
to adopt a more vigorous role in negotiations with TAMS on the original 
contract and its later a.mendIDents. The Department took the position 
that it was AID's responsibility as the finanCing agency to provide 
U.e required engineering services and to ensure that the grant was suff­
iCient to cover them. It could also have been more forceful in 
pressing the EECfor quicker replies and at least voiced its criticism 
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of the repeated revisions asked for by the ~EC in the several final 
versions of the contract doc~ents. Although the GOB protested the 
~C decision not to finance the engineering support services included 
in the construction contract there is no evidence in the record 
that it made any official representation to Brussels in support of 
the USAID/B position, as requested. 

The handling of the unbalanced bids for the construction contract 
and the unorthodox negotiations with COGEFAR are only mentioned 
in this report in passing, as these were accepted and approved by 
E~C. In an AID financed contract this would not have been acceptable. 
In fac~, the tender provisions which included twelve alternative 
bids would not have been allowed in an AID financed contract since 
it would lead to confusion and uncertainty in determining the low 
bidder. 

One cause of delay by the GOB could casily have been avoided -- the 
mishandling of incoming correcspondence from TANS. on three occasions 
recorded in the USAID/B files documents sent by TAMS were delayed or 
not deli vered to the f oads Department after they reachl::ld the 111n1stry 
of ~orks, although they were correctly addressed. 

A TAMS office in Gaborone might have avoided these mishaps and a system 
which required the receipt of documents to be ~cknowledged could have 
alerted TAMS to any delayed delivery or loss of correspondence. 

4. EEC 

The AID Project Evaluation Contract under which this report was 
prepared does not require an evaluation of EEC's performance in 
project implementation. It would, however, be impossible to aCCount 
for the long delays in the engineering design phase and, especially, 
in the preparation of the construction contract tender documents 
wi thout describing thecon:trtbuting factors ihtroduced by the EEC. In 
the follOwing the term EEC will refer interchangeably to the Brussels, 
Maseru, and Gaborone offices. 

A review of the EEG performance will reveal the extent of EEC account­
ability for lengthening the 18 month task of TAMS in Phases A and B 
of the contract to nearly three years and for the extra work leading 
to justified claims by TAMS for additional compensation. 

a) TAMS began their comparison of the GOB and SEC General 
Condi tions of Contract under Task II (b) of Phase A on 
March 1, 1978 using the BEC text supplied by the GOE in 
February, 1978. After one week of effort they were notified 
by the GOB tha t this text was outdated and a new version 
was provided, nullifying one week of the E:ngineer' s work. 
The £ng1neer' s Compara ti ve review Eeport was submitted to 
the GOB, AID, and ~C on Hay 1, 1978 and comments were due 
to be received by May 15, 1978. TAMS stressed the importance 
of an early agreement on the conflicting areas to enable them 
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to begin drafting the GC for the Tender Dossier which was 
sCheduled for completion by July 15. 1978. On June 25, 1978 
the'~GO~ informed TAMS or-, tne -1,Jnpendillg arri val during the 
week of July 24. 1978 of an 2DF delegation to discuss the 
TAMS Compara ti ve Rer..ew f1 eport. One day before the delegation 
met witn the COB and TAMS a new, third version of the ~C's 
GC was presented and in three days of discussion the Compara ti ve' 
Report was ignored. After three days no conclusions were 
reached on instructions to TAMS on the GC provision. Finally, 
on August 11, 1978 the GOB telexed and confirmed by letter 
precise instructions to TAMS for preparing the GC as part 
of the Tender Dossier. Before the new draft could be completed 
another set of comments and instructions was received by TAMS 
on December 12, 1978.and the wor~ begun on August 11. 1978 
bade. to be redone. The new draft, expected to be the final 
document, was ready on January 12. 1979. But again, on March 8. 
1979 a third set of comments arrived from 2EC. The final 
draft, together with the Tender Dossier was completed on 
May 14. 1979, ten months after the SCheduled date. 

b) The draft Technical Specifications were com~leted under Task 
III (f) on July 12, 1978. The final document, after review 
and comments was due on October 15, 1978 together with other 
sections of the Tender Dossier. No comments were received 
until March 8. 1979, five months after the final Tender 
Dossier should have been available. 

c) Similar delays were experienced with the reviaw. and app~oval 
of Quantity Estimates, Conditions of Particular Application. 
and Information to Tenderers. all of which depended on finali­
zation of the documents in a) and b) above. Some 0: the delay 
in completing the., Quantity Estimates and Information to 
Tenderers resulted. however, from the GOB decision to divide 
the paving contract into two projects: Project A (180 kIn) 
and Project A+B (JOO km) due to the shortfall in EEC financing. 

d) The case of the Prequalification Questionnaire and Advertisement 
for Prequalification is an example of utter confusion. TAMS 
prepared the do CUJlle:1 ts in February, 197 8. A fter hearing 
nothing from the EEC for many months they received. on December 12. 
1978 a copy of a Notice of Invitation for Prequalification 
prepared by the GOB and EEC and were asked for their comments. 
The GOB letter also expressed the hope that Brussels would publish 
the Notice in January, 1979. TAMS sent its comment~ on January 18. 
1979 expressing reservations on certain things,in the Notice. 
On March 18. 1979 they were informed that they would not be 
responsible for qualifying European Contractors and no further 
work on this task was required of them. The Notice was pub­
lished by 2EC on March 1). 1979. ten months behind SChedule 
and TAMS's work on this task during a one year period was 
wasted. 
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e) Based on the normal procedure followed by AID and IBfD in 
interr.ational contracts, the Terms of Reference for the TAMS 
contract required them to include in th~ construction contract 
the items to be supplied by the Contractor as support for 
the Super,~sing Engineer and to be financed as part of the 
construction contract. These items include housing, a labora­
tory and specific equipment, vehicles and vehicle support. The 
draft Technical Specifications including these items was 
subJIl tted for review by rAMS on July 12, 1978 and during all 
the reviews over nearly one year no demurral was heard from 
the EEC. On June 1), 1979 after the final version of the 
Tender Dossier was completed the EEC Directorate for Projects 
in Brussels notified EEC/HaseI'u that these items were not 
eligible for finanCing by EDF. They did not object to their 
inclusion in the contract but were of the opinion that AID 
was obligated to finance them as part of the engineering services 
contract. There is evidence that i!:EC/Haseru was embarrased 
when they relayed this information to the GOB on June 28, 
1979. Despite atrenuous efforts by AID to convince the EEC 
of their eI'ror, including a reminder that EEC had reviewed 
and approved the Terms of heference of the TAMS con tract, 
including the provision that these items be included in the 
Construction Contract, ZEC refused to budge.'y T.he final 
approval of the Tender Dossier was held up by this dispute 
ilnd by other delays and was completed by TANS on Hay 14, 1980 
after a delay of nearly two years. 

The belated action of the EEC not only delayed the project and increased 
the engineering costs; it also presented the GOB with'the need to supply 
additional finanCing of $2,109,000 for the Project A or $1,465,682 for 
Project A+B to pay for these items. A request to AID was rejected, 
leaving the GOB with no alternative but to finance the items from 
its own resourCes. 

VII. Conclusions 

An examination of £!SAID/B files, beginning with the inception of 
the project in 1976 when TAMS was requested to prepare a feasibility 
study, to October )1, 1980 and interviews with staff of the GOB 
Roads Department, with the EEC Resident Zzlgineer in Gaborone, and 
wi th TAliS's Nairobi Office Manager, lead to the following conclusi,ons: 

1. AID's decision to finance the engineering services contract for 
a project whose construction would be totally financed by the 
EEC and be open to bids only from contractors from ACP and EEC 
countries, was unfortunate. 

2. The TAMS contract was under-financed at the outset, even excluding 

11 In a letter from the EEC Directorate for Projects dated January 26, 
1981, commenting on the draft of this report, it was stated that 
the EEC was never involved in negotiations on the TAMScontract. 
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unforeseen slippages in the sChedule resulting from the circum­
stances described in the report. 

J. AID, ~.a:C, and the GOB in their review and approval of the TAMS 
contract allowed unrealistically short periods for the procedure 
of reviewing TAMS's work. TAMS may have acted naively or less 
innOCently by building in these short times which would lead 
to la tar claill18 for extra compensa tion. In ai ther case the donors 
and GOB bear the responsibil1ty for not noting these clauses and 
in not rejecting them. The Implementation Plan in the AID Project 
Paper was also unrealistic in its schedul1ng. 

4. The GOB Roads Department was incorrectly burdened with the task 
of collecting comments from the donors, reconcil1ng differences 
and issuing instructions to TAMS. Except for the issuance of 
final instructions, the rest of this work should, properly, 
have been made the responsibility of TAMS. 

5. The cumbersome review and approval process of EEC, its repeated 
replacement by new versions of its own guiding documents, its 
many series of comments on the same task of the Engineer, and 
the number of times it requested changes in the Tender Dossier 
were ma jor causes in the pro ject delay and cost escalation. 

6. The misunderstanding over EEC financing of the 2ngineer' s support 
services could not have been antiCipated either by AID or the 
GOB. I t is su:t"prising that the EEC was not aware of AID and IEED 
practice in this respect. Evidence points to the fact that 
the EEC decision not to finance these items came late in the 
project SChedule for reasons which do not appear in the documen­
tation and that the uecision came as a surprise and caused 
embarrassment to EEC/Maseru. 

VIII. Becommendations 

The following recommendations are made with the intent to aVOid, in 
future some of the problems encountered in the Bot-Zam Foad Paving 
Project in co-financed or multi-donor road construction projects. 

1. Greater care should be exercised oy AID in the selection of 
projects it will co-finance with one or more donors. Aside 
from considerations outside the scope of this evaluation report, 
AI~ co-financing should be l1mited to one or more of the instances 
where: 

a) the 'J .5. can provide expertise not readily available from 
the other donors; 

b) the U.S. finanCing is a large enough porti on of the pro ject 
cost to allow AID to influence the direction and progress 
of the project; 
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c) the U.S. is financing a discrete part of the project construc­
tion contract, e.g. the construction of a major section of 
a road, the supply of specific cons~~cticn materials or equip­
ment which are of better quality, more efficient, better suited 
to the project, or able to meet the technical speCifications 
at a lower cost; or, 

d) where there is some technical, cost, or management advantage 
to the host country from U.S. participation. 

In the present instance none of the above seem to apply. 

2. "here more than one donor is involved a detailed understanding 
ehould be reaChed, before financing approval, among the donors, 
on the elements each will finance. The understanding should be 
committed to writing and approved by all the parties involved 
in the project. Any limiting conditions should be clearly spelled out. 

J. During the n~gotiation of host country contracts, even when 
grant financed, the host country should take a more active role 
in the negotiating process. AID should limit itself to an advi­
sory capacity except when AID rebUlation or OJ .S. law is involved. 
AID should, of ceurse, be willing to assist the host country when 
asked to do so. 

4. Consideraale foresight should be exercised to anticipate cost 
escalations resulting fkom inflation, unanticipated work, or 
changed conditions. These should be allowed for in the contingen­
cy item of the project cost estimate to a greater degree than in 
the present project. By so doing it should be possible to reduce 
the number of amendments in loan and grant agreements and to 
avoid the embarrassment of forCing the host country either to 
scale down the project or to assume a greater finanCial burden 
than it had expec ted to do. 

5. Greater care should be exercised in the review and approval of 
AID and host country ~ontracts to spot built-in pitfalls or 
unrealistic conditions which could lead to slippage in time 
schedules and to increased costs. 

6. AID should adopt a forceful approach when the host country or 
a donor is dilatory in completing an action relating to the 
AID-financed portion of the project or where the host country 
or donor attempt to add unjustified conditions affecting the 
ilD-financed portion, or leading to higher costs. 

? The TAr·tS con tract should be amended, if possible, to remove 
the requirement in Clauses III (1) and III (2) which provide 
tha t the GOB collect and collate wi th their own, all comments 
from AID and the BEe and resolve any conflicts before forwarding 
them to TAMS with instructions for action. No other reCommen-
dations are made for amendment of the Grant Agreement or the Engineer's 
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Contract to improve Phase C project implementation. Both these 
documents are a~equate for this task. However, the question 
of AID approval of Amendment No.4 to the TAMS contract remains 
unresolved. If the sole problem conCerns finanr.ing of the cost 
overrun and AI D does not plan to provide the additional funds, 
Amendment tlo. 4 should be renegotiated to provide that the GOB 
will bear these additional costs. The GOB has already indicated 
its willingness to do so, although it hopes to obtain future 
AID finanCing for the engineering costs of Project A+B when 
the expanded contract comes into forCe on July 9, 1981. 

8. The pending Amendment to Loan Agreements 001 and OOlA should 
be authorized to allow the use of approximately $)94,000 of un­
expended funds for payment of invoices of the TAf-1.s contract. 
USAID/B has the autnori ty to do so. 
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APPs:NDIX 

The comments on the draft report of December 1, 1980 reproduced 
in the following pages were received from: 

1) TAMS, da ted January 5, 1981 

2) REDSolEA, dated January, 9, 1981 

J) Commission of the 8uropean Communities, Directorate for Projects. 
VIII/CI], dated January 26, 1981. 

My notes on the comments follow each of the above. 
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NATA-KAZUNGULA ROAD PROJECT 
TAMS COMMENTS ON AID'S PROJECT 

EVALUATION REPORT (DRAFT) 

CONSULT AH1'S 
, __ J. a.ru. P.!. 
IIaMId W ........... P.£. __ a.s .... 
_ IoiID/fc. P.E. 

CDHnDUZI. 
F ..... A. ..... 

We have read with interest your draft evaluation report on the 
subject project, and, as requested, we provide below our comments. 

Page 6 - First Paragraph 

TAMS requested an additional 15 days time extension to incorpo­
rate the latest amendments to the Contract Documents requested 
by EDF, and to evaluate tenders for Projects A and A&B instead 
of for the entire project only. 

The additiC'nal month was a requirement of EDF who insisted on 
increasing the Contractor's Tender preparation period allowed 
between the Organized Site Visit date and the ~ender Opening date 
from 1 to 2 months. 

The increase in the Consultant's fee and estimated budget was 
primarily due to the inflationary effect experienced as a result 
of the delay of several months in starting Ph~se B work and to 
a very minor extent due to the above described additional work. 

TAMS estimate of time inputs and corresponding fee and estimated 
budget for Phase B work at the time Amendment No. 3 was signed 
proved to be insufficient for the following reasons: 

a} At the Site Visit EDF/Brussels decided to require six 
alternative tenders for Project A and six alternative 
tenders for Projects A&B. This meant that TAMS had to 
evaluate 12 alternate tenders per Contractor instead of 
two. 

b) The negotiations that the GOB requested TAMS to undertake 
with Cogefar for constructing a reduced project (Project 
A(I» were difficult and time consuming. 
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Mr. Samuel Lubin January 5, 1981 

The above two factors prompted TAMS to infor.m the GOB on 
September 12, 1980 that the budget estimate and fee established 
in Amendment No. 3 would not be sufficient and to request that 
additional funds be made available. 

Page 6 - Fourth Paragraph 

b) Tender Period - The rid Opening Date was June 4, 1980. 

c) Tender Evaluation - The tender evaluation was completed on 
July 26, 1980. The final version of the Tender Evaluc-tion 
Report was submitted on July 28, 1980, or one month ahead 
of schedule. There was no need to prepare a draft Tender 
Evaluation Report for comm~nts since throughout the tender 
evalua tion period TAMS managed to obtain cornmen ts from EEC, 
Maseru and the GOB. 

d) Commen~s on Tender Evaluation oy GOB, EEC and AID - The 
GOB approved the Tender Evaluation Report on September 12, 
1980. At the same time ~~e GOB requested TAMS to negotiate 
with Cogefar Construzioni Generall the construction of a 
reduced project (Project A(1)). 

e) Finalize Tender Evaluation Report and Prepare Tender 
Documents for Signature - The report was submitted to the 
GOB, EEC and AID/Botswana on July 28, 1980. On November 
12, 1980, the GOB verbally authorized TAMS to finalize 
negotiations with Cogefar and prepare the Tender Document 
(Construction Contract) for signature on the basis of 
Cogefar's original Tender. This document was ready for 
the signature of the parties on December 4, 1980, and the 
Construction Contract was executed on the same date. 

Page 9 - Second Paragraph. 

Bids for Project A(1), A and A&B were never intended to be 
solicited. Project A(1) work, to be paid using unit rates 
tendered by Cogefar for Project A, was only a means of starting 
construction of the Project with the available EDF financing. 

Page 9 - Fourth paragrafn 

Amendment No.4 was signed by the GOB on December 4, 1980. 

Page 9 - Sixth Paragraph 

The cost of Phase C work has inc~eased due to inflation and also 
because the period of supervision has been extended by EDF by 
six months. TAMS original Contract antiCipated a construction 
period of 24 months - not 30 months - for the entire project 
(300 km). The period of supervision services has therefore been 
increased by 25 percent. 
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Page 12 - Third Paragraph 

Kier's tender rates for Pay Items 14.1 to 14.7 were acceptable. 
TAMS did not request Kier to clarify its rates for these Pay 
Items. 

Page 14 - Last Paragraph and Foot Note 

REDSO/EA notified TAI·~S verbally on February 6, 1978 that the 
Letter of Commitment for Phase A work had been issued on 
February 2, 1978. The Letter of Commitment (undated) arrived 
in TAMS New York Office on February 3, 1978. According to the 
Terms of its Contract, TAMS wa~ not required to start work on 
Phase A until March 2, 1978. However, it chose to start on 
February 13 or 15 days ahead of schedule. 

Page 19 - Fourth Paragraph 

The 700 days was not a misprint, but was requested by the GOB 
and EEC. TAMS complied but objected in writing indicating that 
such a long period would result in considerably higher bids 
for Projects A&B. The GOB and EEC ugreed, and TAMS was instructed 
tv revert to 400 days. 

Page 19 - Fifth Paragraph 

The requirement to bid for six different alternatives for 
Projects A and A&B had nothing to do with the dividing of the 
Project into two parts. This requirement from EEC/Brussels was 
transmitted -to TAMS immediately after the Organized Site Visit 
was completed and a few minutes befo~e the Site Meetin~ was to 
take place in Gaborone. 

Page 20 - Fourth Paragraph 

During the period of practically three months involved in negot­
iating the Engineering Contract, TAMS continuously appraised 
REDSO/EA and the GOB of the difficulties envisaged in reaching 
agreement on the ccntents or the Contract Documents with EEC. 
It is true, however, that neither the GOB nor REDSO nor TAMS 
ever antiCipated that EEC would prove to be so difficult. 

TAMS' Proposal dated October 3, 1977 allowed considerably more 
t~e for review and approval of its work by EEe, the GOB and 
REDSO. However, REDSO seemed not to understand nor to give due 
consideration to TAMS' proposals and explanations and strongly 
suggested that TAMS and the GOB accomplish Phase A work in the 
shortest possible time. 

The short review periods of TAMS' work were II s trongly suggested II 
by REDSO in spite of TAMS' misgivings and without consulting 
EEC or the GOB. TAMS repeatedly explained that such short periods 
were not adequate. REDSO's repeated answers were that IIthis 
was a problem between the GOB and TAMS and that their problem 
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was to get an engineering contract signed wi~in the available 
funds n • -

Page 21 - Pourth Paragraph 

TAMS' repeated explanations to REDSO and the GOB during the 
negotiations of the Engineering Agreement that it would be very 
difficult to reconcile the GOB's standard Contract Documents 
with the EDF's General Conditions of Contract were not given 
due consideration. 

TAMS has been providing services to the GOB's Ministry of Works 
longer than any other Consultant presently in Botswana. The 
GOB's standard Contract DC"'cuments were, as a ma,tter of fact, 
developed on the basis of TAMS' previous work on other projects 
and specifically on TAMS' work for the Gaborone'-Molepolole 
Road Project. 

At the time TAMS' contract was being negotiated, another smaller 
contract to be financed fully by EDF was also being negotiated 
by the GOB with a well known European consul ting firm. The 
stipulation of reviewing the EDF's and GOB's General Conditions 
o'f Contract were inserted in both engineering contracts. 

The European f:l.rm gave up on this task and the GOB accordingly 
reduced the overall fee of this firm and used TAMS' work to 
fight EDF on both contracts. The problem, therefore, is not 
that TAMS had no prior experience on EDF contracting procedures 
but that the GOB was not prepared (and rightly so) to change the 
administrative procedures and the organizational structure of 
the ~oads Department - which are based on FIDIC Conditions of 
Contract - to cater for a few EDF financed project~. 

Page 24 - Fiftil Paragra~~ 

The requirement of making the GOB responsible for collecting 
comments from EDF and AID and resolving any conflicts before 
relaying to TAMS a mutually agreed set of comments is considered 
normal procedure. It is practically impossible, very time 
conSuming and very costly for the Consultant to accomplish this 
work without the necessary authority. In fact during the 
course of our work, the GOB in practically every instance merely 
forwarded EDF's comments to TAMS and TAMS had to resolve them. 

Page 25 - Second Paragraph 

The GOB's cla~ that it could have employed TAMS on other work 
during any slack periods to prevent added costs to the Contract 
is difficult to accept. The Roads Department has no authority 
to assign work to any Consultant it wishes to. It must first 
obtain approval from the Central Tender Board which is always 
aiming at spreading work more or less equally among all 
Consultants registered in Botswana. 



TAMS -~ -
Mr. Samuel Lubin January 5, 1981 

In general, we are most impressed with the objective and 
impartial approach of your draft report, and are hopeful 
that a careful study of its conclusions and recommendations 
by the parties concerned will avoid similar situation from 
occurring in the future. 

MA/fj 

cc: Mr. Pieleme1er 
Assistant Director 
USAID/Botswana 
P.O. Box 90 
Gaborone 
BOTSWANA 

Very truly yours, 
TIPPETTS-ABBETT-McCARTHY-STRATTON 

Mario Asin 
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I. Notes on the TMIS Comments of Januar 
pages of the TAl1S let ter • 

1. Page JJ - "Tender Period. II - A note has been added on Page 6 

to 

of the final report indentlfying June 4, 1980 as the Bid Opening 
Date. 

2. Page JJ - Tender Evaluation. - The dates and aCti",r1. ties shown 
in the table in Page 6 of both the draft ar.d .final report were 
taken from the TAMS document justifying its claim for addi tional 
compensa tion. The document :.ncluded a period for (; )DUDents to be 
received on the Tender Evaluation draft and ~ve September 1,2, 
1980 as the date the comments were actually received. 

J. Page JJ - "Bids for Project A(l), A, and A+B" - The statement on 
Page 8 of the final report has been co.~ected to state that bids 
were solicited only for Projects A and A+B. 

4. Page JJ - "Amendment No.4" - Page 8 of the flnal report now states 
that the Amendment was signed by the GOB on DeCember 4, 1980 
although it was not yet approved by AID. 

5. Page J4 - "Kier' stender ra tes" - Correction has been made on 
Page II, paragraph J of the final report. 

6. Page J4 - Start of Phase A iork - The footnote on Page lJ of tha 
final report has been amended to show that TAMS ~s not required 
to start work until 1-1arch 2, 19'78. 

? Page J4 - "?OO days validi ty" for Pro ject A+B - The statement 
has been corrected in Page 18, paragraph 4 of the final report. 

8, Page J4 - Time periods allowed for review of TAl'!3 actions -
A footnote 011 Page 20 of the final report mentions the disclaimer 
in the TAMS letter. This does not, however, agree with the statement 
made to me by Mr. Asin. 

9, Page J5 - TAl-iS prior experience of EEC contract n' les - Paragraph 2 
in Page 21 of the final report has been changed to reflect TAMS' s 
letter • 

10. Page 35 - Collection and reconcilla tion of Cr. .. unents - The second 
and third sentences of the comment are contrad·· ztory. The fact that 
TAMS actually did this work is evidence that 1 t was neither impossible 
nor time consuming and costly, 

li. Establishment of a TAMS offiCe in Gaborone - The reference to 
add! tional work from the GOB has been deleted as irrelevant. 



38 
UNITED STATES OF A~v1E'RICA 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

S:AST AP"RICA REGIO"JAL ECONOMIC DEVELOP1VIEN"j SERVICES OFP"ICE: 

U ... ITIO IT.a.T~S I'OSTAL ACO"IIS 

NAIROBI (101 
CEPARTMENT OF STATE 
WASHINGTON O.C .. 20~23 

Mr. Lubin 
c/o S. Ansell 
18 Holiday Road 
Wayland Mass. 01778 

Dear l-!r. Lubin: 

January 9, 19S1 

INTE'IN4TIO"'4L, ""OST,,,L, "'CORIII 

?OST OFFICE BOX 30261 
NAIROSI. Ke:NY~ 

Botzam Road Paving Project 633-0072 Evaluation 
Report 

Enclosed are REDSO comments on your svaluation report 
dated December 1, 1980. 

The comments are generally self explanatory and based 
on your draft report. However if clarification is needed 
on any point please contact Engineering Dept. REDSO/EA. 

Sincerely, 

Denis Light 
Engineer, REDSO/EA 

cc: John Pielemeier, Assistant Director, AID Botswana. 
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Comments on Evalua~ion Report of BOTZAM Road Paving 
Project 633-0072 Prepared by Mr. Samuel Lubin 

1. Page iii Conclusion 1, line 5 

This is especially so if the u.s. engineering firm is not totally 

familiar with EEC procedures, method of operation and 

conditions of contract. 

2. Page IV Conclusions 5. Check costs for Projects A&B and 

also for A. They appear to be interchanged. 

3. Page IV and 29 Recommendations 

The main recommendation is that AID should practically never 

fund engineering design', preparation for construction to be 

funded ~y another donor especially if the us firm has never 

done work for the other Donor. 

4. Page IV and 29 Recommendations 1. Add 

e) there appears to be advantages in working with contractor 

qualification as envelo~eone of two envelope bid and for 

contract conditions to be FIDIC. 

5._ .yage -tv a-na-29 -Recomme-ridations--2.-- Li_l1e ~_ 

After--tin-a:ric-es aca-'''Tfilssnoulaal:so" -appl"y-fo- count.ry_ o{-:-__ . __________ .. ______ .___________ . __ ~ .. -___ ._-00-. __ 

6. Page V and 30.7. There is no comment on how TAMS should 

rroceed during the construction period where GOB is employer 

See commer..t 18. 

7. Page 9 Last line of 1 should read "an increase of 57 

percent" or "157 percent of the original cost". 

8. ?age 12 2nd paragraph Last line. Should read "Project 

A&B and P 1,875, 626 for Project A." 

9. Page 12. End of page and note 1. 

Add "Item 13.1 should have been set at more than 10 percent". 

10. Page ~ Last line but 1 should read "December 1", 1978 11
• 
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11. Page 15.2. What happened to TAMS prequalification of 

local contractors? 

12. Page 15.3. Last paragraph., Check dates or delay time. 

Something is wrong. 

Check with 6(b) page 16. 

13. Page 18. 2nd paragraph. Last line. Add "This was in spite 

of it being normal donor procedura, basic supervisory ~u~port 

items and EEC not having made pr~vious comment. 

14. Page 21. VI. 1. 2nd paragraoh line 9 

Does "tender requirements" refer to country of origin or 

other more general requirements? Third paragraph seems to 

refer more to country of origin. 

15. Page 21 VI. 1. 3rd paragraph line 5 "~,mange to" appeared 

logical for AID and/or EEC to suggest" 

16. Page 22 paragraph 1. Add "(c) that inflation over the 

project life was included in the total cost." 

Last part of paragraph 1 should be rechecked. 

17. Page 22 paragcaph 2. Last sentence. The last 

sentence can give the wrong impression in that while successful 

downward negotiations give the engineer firm more incentive for 

claims, unsuccessful negotiations give impression that the 

engineering firm has not inflated his price and a non 

negotiated contract may give the engineer the impression 

that additional claims may be easily approved, by the Agency. 

18. Page 24 (c) This is a difficult situation where if TAMS 

receives the comments directly it also gives an open ended 

possibility for TAMS to indirectly approve its own claims 

for extra work while minimi?ing incentive to resolve issues. 
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19. Page 24 TAMS 1st paragraph. An experienced and old 

established firm like TAMS is unlikely not to have 

included inflation and higher salaries in their costs even 

through not directly shown. It is more likely that they 

estimated to mid point of project ann worked fignres 

accordingly. 

20. Page 24 TAMS 2nd paragraph. Line 2 "Unrealistic" is 

a matter of opinion and of range. It would be better to 

say "partly unrealistic budget and time schedule." 

21. Page 24 TAMS (a) This is !lot entirely irrational. 

See comment 18 above. 

22. Page 25 line 3 See comm~nt 18 

23. Page 26 paragraph 2. Change to "A TAMS office 0= 
representative in Gaborone ll 

24. Page 27 _Last Line ts it known whether non ~upport 

of engineering supervision was normal policy of'EEC in the 

field or at Brussels or whether. this became a new EEC 

Brussels policy at that time? 

25. Page 23 conclusions 3. Add "In addition the Implementation 

~lan in the Project Paper had unrealistic time frame. 

26. Page 28 and IV Conclusions 4. See comment 18. There is 

no obvious solution. All have problems. 

27. Page 29.6. See comment 24. 
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II. 1 81. ( ~eferences are 

2. The lower tender price for the Engineer's Support items for 
Pro ject A +B is correct. The contractor was able to a bsor t. 
a larger part of his mobilization cost in the JOO Ian pro ject 
and, therefore, quoted lower unit prices for these items in 
the larger project. 

). Implicit in Re~ommendat1on 1. 

4. Recommendation led) is general and includes all advantages to 
the host country. 

5. The more general statement: "Any limi ting condi tions should be 
clearly spelled out", has been added to Recommendation 2, in 
Page 29 of the final report. 

6. The COB and TM-1S relationship and responsibilities in Phase C 
are clearly defined in the contract. Recommendation 7 relates 
only to comments from the donors. Instructions to TAMS can only 
be issued by GOB. 

7. Corrected in the final report. 

8. See note on Comment No.2 above. 

9. In an AID contract mobillzation is an advance payment which is 
deducted in installments from each partial payment. It i:s not a 
pay item. 

10. Corrected as noted. 

11. No local contractors were qualified. 

·12. rate corrected to September 8, 1978 and delay time corrected 
accordingly. 

1). Al though AI D and the GOB hold this viel!!, the EEC continues to 
maintain that their policy is d1fferent. See their letter of 
January 26, 1981 in this Appendix. 

14. The reference is general, to differences between Con tinental and 
'J .S. contracting practices. 

16. Chia.ll;.-;ed as suggested. 

17. No such impression is implied. The statement refers to actual 
experience in many Africa Bureau road engineering contracts. 

18. The time lim ts imposed on TAMS would prevent it from delaying 
the resolution of conflicts. In fact, tile TANS letter of January 
5, 1981 (page )5 in this ApPE;nd1x, next to last paragraph) states I 
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''In fact during the course of oU!' work, the GOB in practically 
every instance merely forwarded EDF's comments to TAMS and TAMS 
had to resolve them. II 

19. The statement in the report and in your comment are both conjectures 

2). 'lbere was a TAMS representative in Gaborone but he had no active 
part in the pro ject . 

24. U:C/Brussels claims it to be their normal policy. 'Ie have no 
evidende ei ther way. 

25. Addition made as suggested. 
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Bra. ••• ls .. -.. ?.~'. .... '-....•. ---.. -----.--. 

Inring you:r visit to Bra.ssels on 12th December 1980, we discussed 

the N'ata-KaZ'Wlg\1la Road project in Botswana, for wll1ch you are 

drawing up an evalua.tion report tor USAID. 

As you are aJl8l'Q, EDP procedures substantially differ in mazJ3' 

1f8\Y'S from thos., which you are familiar with from your service 

wi th USAID. Raving meanwhile read the dra.f't evaluation report, 

which you handed over to me during our meeting, I therefore 

also appreciate that yaur evaluation ot the different project 

phases is dirt.rent from mine. I am therefore pleased to have 

had the opportunity to explain to you my points of view, part­

icularly as regards such matters as:-

• Eng1neer's support facilities 

• Tender evaluation 

• Roles of the Administration and ot the Consultant respectiv.ly 

In add1 tion to the matters already discussed with you on that occasiont 

I would like to d:aw your attention to the following two important 

tacts, wtich !1ppa.rently have not bCf>n fully taken into consideration 

when your report was drawn upz-

• The Commission of the EEC never participated in any negotiations 

ocmcerning' the' contract which was concluded with T.A.'ffi Ul:lder 

USA!D finan~ing. Neither was the Commission consulted when 

the time schedul~ for this contract Ioas drawn up, although it, 

at t1 i.f'f;"lMmt stages, d.i:tectly concerned actiontl and decisions to 

be take!! bY' the EEC 
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-2-

• The EB:C oontriba:tion ot 10 million m.a. to the projeot was only 

allooated in October 1979, and not in 1977 as mentioned in your 

report. This grant agreement, (2415/PR ot the 4th October 1979) 

signed. with Botswana azJO. Zambia only concerns the road works. 

lOr your information, I enclose a copy of the Commission's "Note 

Verbale" no 6819 ot the 25th March 1980, which gives in more detail 

the DC' s position. I am aware that YO'l have already seen this note 

amo~ the numerous other documents and correspondence, on the 

basis ot which your draft was established, but I trust that you will 

understand when rereading the note, that this reply to th~ U.S. 

Mission in Brasse1s can in no way be considered as a "flat refusal". 

Yours sincerely, 

~ -,.-.-=---:(~. ~~--.;;...--.. .( -----
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COMMISSION 

OF THE EUROPEAN CO .... UNITIII 
2 5. III. 1930 

Directorate tor Projects 

Roads, Bridges and Airports 

006819 

NOT EVE R B ALE 

The Commission of the European Communities presents its compliments to 

the Mission of the United States of America and has the honour to acknow­

ledge receipt ot the U.S. Mission's Note Verbale of the 4th February 1980, 

which has been examined with great interest and comprehension by the Com­

mission's services. 

The Commission wishes to advise the U.S. Mission of its following points 

of view as regards the matters treated in the above-mentioned Note Verbale 

1. Taking into account the difficult political situation, which existed in 

Southern Africa in the 1970's, the Commission examined tavo~rably the 

request which was jointly presented to it, in 1977, by th~ Zambian 3nd 

the Botswana Governments with a view to obtaining an EDF contribution 

to the bituminisation of the road from Nata to Kazungula. By directly 

connectin~ Botswana and Zambia this road constitutes an important alter­

native road link for these two landlocked ACP countries. 

Consequently it was, in accordance with the rules stipulated in the Lome 

Convention, mutually agreed between the ACP- arid the EEC states that 

10 m EUA should be earmarked for this project, out of the funds reserved 

for regional co-operation within the 4th EDF. 

2. As the road had initially been ~odernised and improved to all-weather 

gravel standard on USAID financing~ it was with pleasure that the Com­

mission also learned of USAIO's approval of the financing of the fea­

sibility and the final d~sign studies as well as of the supervision of 

the ,",arks. 
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3. Following the visit to Brussels in October 1977 cf the USAID-mission, 

which was led by the Assistant Administrator for Africa, Mrs Goler T. 

Butcher, several USAID officials consequently visited the Commission 

in Brussels, in order to discuss in more detail, the modalities for a 

closer USAID/EDF collaboration on specific projects, which had been 

identified as being of mutual interest for the two aid agencies. On 

these occasions useful exchanges of points of view concerning the 

Nata-Kazungula project also took place. 

4. After the final design studies had been undertaken during early 1978, 

by the American Consultant T.A.M.S., on USAID-financing, it very soon 

became evident that the 10 m EUA (refer to point 1 above) would not prov 

sufficient to cover the total cost of the works for the bituminisation 

of the road over its entire length of 300 km. A possible USAID/EDF co­

financing of the works was therefore discussed on several occasions in 

1978 between officials from these two aid agencies. 

Following a meeting in Brussels on March 14, 1978 with Mr. J.P. Guedet, 

USAID, the Commission confirmed, in its letter nO 5995 of March 29, 1978 

to USAID, Washington, its interest in extending the USAID/EDF co-financir 

in such a way that USAID, in addition to its financing of the supervisior 

would also finance a part of the works or supplies, for which supplemen­

tary funds would be needed. However, no official reply was given by 

USAID, but through contacts with USAID-officials later in 1978, the Com­

mission learned that no extra funds could be made available for this 

project by USAID. 

s. During an EDF-mission to Botswana in February 1979, led by the Deputy 

Director General, Mr. Foley, it was agreed that instruction of the EDF­

financed project component could commence without awaiting the drawing 

up of a financing scheme for the bituminisation of the entire length of 

the Nata-Kazungula road. It was agreed with the project authorities that 

the EDF-financing of 10 m EUA should cover the construction works for the 
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3. 

The financing was subsequently approved on the 5th July 1979 by the 

deciding body of the Commission, and the Financing Agreement was jointly 

signed by the Republics of Botswana and Zambia and by the EEC, on the 

4th October 1979. 

6. A copy of the draft tender documents, prepared by T.A.M.S. had been 

received by the Commission during the beginning of June 1979. Following 

the examination of these documents the Commission informed the project 

Authorities, before the end of June 1979, via the EEC Delegation in Ma­

seru, that the costs of the "Accommodation and Services for Supervisory 

Staff" could not be financed by the EDFr . These costs were estimated at 

approximately 975 000 Pula, or a~proximately 875 000 EUA. 

AS mentioned under point 5 here above, the Financing Agreement was signed 

approximately 3 1/2 months later. This agreement clearly stipulates that 

the EDF-financing covers the works only, and that the supervision costs 

are therefore not included. The two Governments had no observations to 

make on this solution. 

7. By the end of October 1979, it was brought to the Commission's attention, 

however, that neither USAID nor Botswana had reserved the funds necessary 

for the provision of "Accommodation and Services" for the supervising 

American consultant T.A.M.S. 

The matter was examined thoroughly by the Commission's services, but ta­

king into account that the Financing Agreement had already been signed, 

it was considered to be impossible to change the scope of the EDF-financed 

project component at this late stage. 

The Commission also considers it as a better defined and more logical 

solution if only one donor, in collaboration with the beneficiary countries, 

finances the supervision costs. Less complications are likely to arise 

during the execution of the project, if the financing modalities are well 

defined from the beginning. 
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Nevertheles~ the Commission has no objections tp the launching of the 

tendering and to the in ..... " of the above-mentioned items in the tender 

documents, provided that they are financed from other resources than these 

of the EDF. 

8. The Commission is not" in possession of any documents irdicating that the 

EDF has entered into commitments relating to the financing of accommo­

dation and services for the consultant T.A.M.S. 

During the USAID/EDF meetings in 1977 and 1978 (see points 3 and 4 here 

above) different kinds of co-financings were discussed and considered, but 

- to the Commission's kno.ledge - no formal commitments were ever reached. 

Neither has the Commission ever been informed of any such commitments 

being undertaken by the Eee Delegation in Maseru. 

9. Considering that any delay in the project's implementation incurs additional 

costs, it is hoped that an appropriate so~ution to this problem will be 

found within the near future. In this respect the Commission has recently 

been pleased to learn that the Botswana Government is at present consider­

ing financing these items out of its own resources. 

The Commission regrets very much that these misunderstandings have occured, 

but hopes that the above information will clarify the Commission's points of 

view. 

Looking forward to continuing working in co-operation with the USAID, the 

Commission of the European Ccmmunities avails itself of this opportunity to 

ccnve~ to the Unit~d States Mission the renewed assurances of its highest 

consideration. 
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III. Notes on letter from BEC Directorate of Projects, dated 
January 26, 1981. (neferences are to pages of the letter). 

1. Page 1, last paragraph - A footnote has been added to page 27 
of the final report ma.k1ng reference to yol.J:1.' sta tem€llt. 

2. Page 2, first paragraph - Paragraph J, Page 17 of the final 
report now states that Grant Agreement 2415/Pn was signed on 
October 4, 1~79. The reference in the report to 1977 1s to 
a committment made by the Commission to ~cnclude a Grant Agreemen 
Jlthout such a committment AID could nut have agreed to make the 
Grant for the Engineering Services Contract. 

J. Note Verbale of March 25, 1980. - The final report (Page 18, 
paragraph 1) has been corrected to conform to the Note Verbale. 
It was the GOB Ministry of Finance wnich informed USAID/B that 
the Commission considered the matter closed. 




